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SULHARY

This report describes three and one half years of work; results, conclusions,
and recommen&ations of an evaluation of the criminological cffectivenass of '"people
projects" funded by the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) of the City of
New York. “The projects provided educational, vocational, counseling,and diversion
services, in a variety of models and under a varicty of auspices, to a population
typical of those involved in the city's criminal justice system.

From among 53 CJCC projects, 18 were measured for their ability to affect the
criminal behavivr of 2,860 of their male clients. The cost te the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the 18 projects was $14.5 million. -

DESIGN: The comnon goal for the projects was to be the Crime.Control Act's
basic goal of reducing crime. The common measure by which they were to be eval-
vated was arrests. To assure valid comparisons, among projects, the clients were
to be divided into groups according to age and severity of criminal history prior
to;project entry. Only those groups that were equivalent were to be compared,

ggiﬂgg: 1) For client data from the projects, a standardized intake form system
was developed, implemented, and monitored to provide the evaluation with accurate
ddentifications and background information.

2) The dideatifications were then used to retrieve the arrest histories of the
clients from the New York City Police Depargmcnt.

3) Yor the .measurecment of severity of criminal history prior to project entry
the average number of arrests was selected as .a result of validation studies that
compared that measure with a modification of the Sellin Scale.

.

RESULTS: 1) Differcnces among projects did not affect the arrest recidivism

Yates of similar types of clients. The evaluation method assessed project differcence:

by the characteristies of type, mix or quality of services, staff-client ratios, per-

N .

capita client funding and all others as an aggregate,

R

&

. ' 402—-

2) The wapnitude and severity of crviminal recidivism was high. During

the year after project entry, 41 percent of the 2,860 clicents, or 1,182, were arrested

a total of 2,072 times. Of those arrests, 29 percent, or 605, were for the violent

crimes of homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault.

(335

3) Criminal recidivism was affected by age, and criminal history.

Age: The highest magnitude and the most severe criminal recidivism was among
juveniles aged 13 to 15. 0f 559 such c;icnts 51 percent, or 286 had one or more
arrests. Their 552 arrests were, in number, almost as many as the number of clients.
0f the arrests 184,or one out of threce, were for violent crimes.

Severity: The severity of the average number of arrests before project entry,
related to recidivism for those clients 20 and younger. The higher the severity of
arrests before project entrv, the more the recidivism afterward. There was no such

relationship found for clients 21 and older.

-

-
4} The second venr

o)

1A t Nratent 127 ran o mnAarad FfAar arraci varao yv"i‘}\
ricr to project entrv woe covrrored for orroeat vatee i

the year after project cntry., The year after had significantly higher rates for

clients 18 or younger and lower rates for clients aged 21 to 39.

5) Violent crime before project entry was related to violent crime after

project entry.

CONCLUSTONS :

1. The rehabilitation by the pro%ects was a failure, particularly with juveniles

and in relation to violent crime., The judgment was based primarily om the cost of the
recidivism to its victims. There were 605 violent crimes in relation to 2,860 clients.
These represent about 50 persons killed or raped,and about 555 robbed or severcly assaulte:

The judgment was partially based on a comparison of the recidivism rates of the projects




-

with those of cowparison groups. There was uoe signifdcant difference. The cost was
found so high that it was concluded there is no justification for continued funding

of such projects with crime control and preveution funds.

2, The failure was apparently not related to implementation,program models, un-

employment or poverty. The variety among projects climinated some of these possibil-

ities, while the others were primarily accounted for by the poor match between the
yise in crime in recent years and the relative stability of poverty and uncmployment.

3. FEffects of violent crime on New York City.

¥rom 1908 to 1974, there was a 67 percent increase in murders to 1,530, or about four
a day. 1n the same period rape increased 122 percent to 4,000, robbery 43 percent
to 78,900, or 220 a déy, and aggravated assault by 44 percent to 41,000.

The increase in: the casual killing of and serious dinjuries to non-resisting
victims, sadistic daytime rapes, violent crimes against the elderly by adolescents
and juveniles, have altered the quality of crime in the city.

As a result, people feel vulnerable and afraid, their use of such public facilitics
as parks, subways, and certain streets has been curtailed either informally or oﬁficjally,
and some 1,3 million middle class whites have left the city since the 1960s,seriously

undermining its tax base, Under present conditions crime should continue to increase.

4. To lower the incidence of crime, sanctions which can prevent and deter

criminal behavior should be tried, which present court policies on detention,

i

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

immediate, certain, and consistent. The city's criminal justice policies on incarcera-

tion are judged as deficient on all four counts.

5. Diversion, as provided by the prejects, has_added to the inecrease of crime,

by diverting from detention or prosccution persons charged with violent crimes. Other
forms of diversion by preosecutors and judges, through dismissal ox reduction of charges,
have also contrvibuted to the problem. Most serious conscquences pertain to the diversion

of persons with records of violent crime. They could be detained pending determination

T e e T eranind Xo i e o gre s+ R
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of guilt, rather than diverted, as a proventive measure.  Diversion din cases ol

violent crime to avoid prosecution and senteocing could also be prohibited so that

the incarceration of the guilty will deter crime by others,

6. High juvenile crime stems primarily from CJS policies because of the un-

willingness or inability of courts to punish adequately juvenile offenders. QOnly

a yery few juvenile offenders are sentenced to incarceration, and those are generally
released in six to eight months. Therefore, there is very little if any preventa-
tive or deterrent effect from this policy.

7. Educational, vocational and counseling scrvices should be continued under

other auspices. The finding that educational, vocational and counseling scrvices

by projects do not have the desired criminological cffect does not mean that a
population such as the one studied should not receive such scrvices. Their eligi-
bility should not hinge on whether they are criminals, but on need. That need

should be determined by agencies regularly assigned to providing such scrvices, who

shoulld alun sesion nriorities, allocate and manage funds and programs, and detormine

t

vhether projects are adequate deliverers of such services.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

. CJCC should ddentify won-LEAA sources of funds for cducational, vocational,

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

system, with ‘emphasis on the incarcerated.

2, €Jce should lielp initiate these contacts and coordinate these activities
for cjs agencics, but should limit the use of LEAA funds to small grants for pluanning
and liaison,

3. CJCC should stipulate that no project be allowed to reccomwmend diversion for,

or accept from diversien, any person with a past or present arrest for violent crime.




PREFACE

The disappointing results of the study, in terms of the criminological

effectiveness of the projects, do not reflect the dedication and hard work

of project staffs.

-6
BACKGROU:D

A thorough appreciation of the significance of the evaluation findings
presented ih this report invelves going beyond the data to the broader
context in which the need for the investigation arcse. That context was
national concern during the carly 1950's with an apparently major increasc in
the incidence and severity of crime.

Lyndon Johnson, as President in 1965, recognized the importance of
the burgeoning crime rate and set up a national commission to investigatce and
report.(l)

Onc major commission recommendation was that the administration of criminal
justice needed much more coordination of its branches, and that ;ities should
set up agencies to accomplish this. Consequently, in 1967, Mayox John V.
Lindsay esteblished for New York City the Criminal Justice Coordinating

*
Council (CJCC), with broad representation from the various concerned elements
in the city.

The other major reccmmendations oﬁ the commission resulted in the pas-
sage of the Safe Streets Act of 1968. This legislation then resulted in the
establishment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adwinistration (LEAA). A
substantial amount of money was ailocatcd to-the TEAA for the purpose of reduc—
ing the incidence of crime.

CJCcC GOQL: ¥rom the outset, the basic objective of the Council was the
reduction of crime. Certain methods to pe used in accomplishing this werne given
priority: a) an over-all cooxdination of the agencies involved in the Criminal

Justice System (CJS), and b) an increase in the individual efficiency of com-

e maeryer
e

]

(1) Commission en Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
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ggact . vt aeh ao b . : olice Nepartment. ’
ont acencdes within the syntoem, such a the 'courts and the Police Depar L ‘
ponent. agencdes v M s 8 e Benjamin Altman was to reflect the goals and policices of the Beame
L]
~4 ste {drst three years. the Council: rowmained a volwnitary, principal- . B . ] ) )
During its first y Admlnictration just as Ruth reflected those of Lindsay. It 1ls gtill too carly

advisory ¢ fth a small staff under the direction of Jay Xriegel. During : .
® ly advisory group with a small s - yR & to determlne any chenges in dircction for CJCC in goals or policy. lowever,

Tl veriod some 30 projects were initiated, but the work of planning and ) e ) . ) . L
this perio pProj 3 > the intent of the Safe Streets Act is to allow regions within states waximum

{mnlonantation was accomplished for the most part under planning subcontracts NP . » )
fupleonents 186 ¢ np.lis , flexibility to identify their own problems and propose soluticons to them.

o the Vera Institut * Justice, a voluntary agoencey. L ‘ .
¢ o the Vera dnstitute of Jus ’ HRY ABene Thus, it is in conformity with the Act that each mayor has the opportunity to
Tn 1968, MNew York State cstablished an Office of Crime Control Plamning

¢+ express hi

s own approach to the problem of crime on a local level as part of

; weod B “und apportion them around the state. At this point . e
to rceeive LEAA funds and appo ot his responsibility to the electorate.

® nry §, R 7 i cen the deputv director of the Presidential con- L
Henry S. Ruth, Jr., who had bee puts Thus, the study has spaaned the stewardship at CICC of three different

’

micsion some years earlier, was appointed by John Lindsay as Exccutive Director

.

directors. .

¢ vas pive vsources for a larger staff with broader skills. ) ‘ .
of CICC and was ghven mosourees § PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT: Under all its administrations, the projects initiated

e 2 : with hi : ‘he ex i ined in the years of the
: y 71 im not only the expertise gained in thae years or '

Mr. Ruth brought with hiy y P g by CJCC have been of two basic program types. One type has been oriented
isgdon's yH £ also its orientation toward prevention and rehabil- o ' .
comnission’s worl, but ¢ e r toward the Criminal Justice System and has sought to improve the internal

ftation as ivportant components in crime reductiom. CJCGC bezamz nuch more

n

functioning of its agencies by providing anything from hardware to staff

®
staff ation than it had been. et ) . ,
a staff opers training., The other sort of project provides services to actual or potential
i : wine three vears, with the funds and staff made pos- .
During the following tl years, e perpetrators of crimes.
ible by the Foderal funds, not only was there a vast incrcase in the number of . , . ..
® eible b ‘ o2 Ve Tn the first category, projects have raunged from the Knapp Commissicn,
rolccts initiated by CJCC, but also a change in their character. They be- ‘
pre] ) Y ’ ° through o bomb detector for the Police Department, to a waster calendar for
came rocognized nationally as some of the most innovative experiments being L. ) .
& ) Aty @ the Criminal Court. Im all programs of this type the rationale has been to
undertaken in the field of criminal justice. , .. ) . .
& ¢ J increase the speed, .efficiency or fairness with which the system operates.
Most of the projects studied in this cvaluation were begun during this - . . .
These types of projects do not provide services to persons actually or
seriod, although a fow of them were already operational when the period . ' o ‘
1 > e gh ¢ : ‘ potentially caught up in the Criwminal Justice System.
began. " - - . .
@ However, analysis of the 1970-1971 Criminal Justice budget in New
In July, 1973, My, Ruth left CJCC for Washington, where he joined the L . . . . X i
York City showed that police patrol, criminal investigation and enforcement
staff of the Special Prosccutor appointed to investipate the Watexgate in- ‘ . ‘ ‘
T ! . of traffic laws was already accounting for 70% of expenditure, while the
cldeat aund ite aftermath. For an interim period, Robert Wallace was the ’ ‘ ‘
® " ‘ ) ‘ percentape for prosccution of offenders was 1.1%, for defending the accused
CJCC dircctor, and in Yebruary, 19741, after the election of Abrabam Beanc . L. . i ‘ L .
> ¢ s > ) 0.4%, for adjudication 3.4%, aud for rchabilitation 0.3%. (1)
as Mayor, Benjarin Altwan was appointed to the post. \ . ; , . \
a8 Hayor, S ) ark pos Lop-sidedness of allocations in the New York City CJS budget of $843
@

midlion was one concideration for CJCC dn_cotablishing prioritics among the

(1Y po 31, City of Hew York Crimival Justice Plan jor 197},

TS TR e v e ‘o e e Ax ey EW B e mE S gr e e e~ ve Seergr e T S ” o T oy g e B e e acx < vows MR
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kinds of projeets Lt wight fund; gelting "move bang for the buck' wag an-
cther, since in 1971 CJCC was to have at wost $17.5 millicn to dispense in
relation to the massive budget. In its plon for that year it announced five
problems which, it said, "should receive priority." They were:

1, 4Yhe breakdown in deterrence caused by the inability of the ad-
judication system to process arrvested suspects efficiently ad
fairly.

2. The spread of narcotics addiction.

3. &he conditions in City detention institutions.

4. The lack of prisoner rchabilitation programs.

5, The absence of widespread programs for juvenile and youth crime
pravcntion.”<l>

Another section of the same report indicated, however, at least what the
operative priowvitics had bcén in the preceding peried, when a totel of
$8.5 million had been distributed among 10 categories. Alwmost exactly
half, or $4.2+ million, had gone to "Juvenmile and Youth Justice and Services.

In addition to the marked preference for youth projects, there was also
a distinct leaning toward diversion, prevention and rehabilitation, rather
than more stringent law-enforcement and incarcerations.

Scavchiung for descriptiﬁe terminology that would distinguish these very
tenuous categorics, and having tried some that did not work well in practice,
we finally settled on "people progrems' to describe those in the second
cafegory that emerged in CJCC planning. For lack of anything better, this

made the fivst category onc of '"non-people programs.'

(L) Tvdid, p. 29.

(2y 1bid, p. 94.

n(2)

-10-

In the "people program' category the émphasis is on services to offenders,
ex~offenders, and cven in gome cases "pre-offenders,” uho arve identified as
pexrsons with a high likelihood of becoming involved in CJS because of their
histories. The programs have tended to focus on members of ethnic minoritics
in ghetto arcas, who are juveniles and young adults. All the projects
included in this evaluation are in the "pcople programs" category.

The CJCC planners were impressed by the evidence that attempts to rehabilitate
criminals within correctional institutions were largely incffective. Conscquently,
they embraced the concept of rehabilitative services outside ﬁhe correctional system
in what the evaluation came to refer to as "people projects,' as opposcd to system
projects.

The services to be offered were substantially the same as those cffered éithin
correctional settings -- educational, vocationsl, and mental health services —-- but
the medium was to be projects operated by municipal or voluntary agencies, or community
groups. 1In foimat and appearance the projects would differ little, if at all, from
the many programs set up to fight poverty, unemployment, lack of education, or
mental illness. The only difference was that the CJCC programs had as their
basic objective fighting against crime.

This crime and criminal-justice orientation among the CJCC projects had one
programmatic clement fairly unique among social programs. This was the concept of
"diversion," or the removal from the Criminal Justice System of persons thought to
be inappropriétely involved with it. TFor a long time it had been maintained that
such categorics of "eriminal" as alcoholics, or children in need of better parental
supervision, were both damaged by and demaging to the police and the courts. In
time, the concept was expanded to include juvenile and young-adult criminalg many

with long and severc criminal histories for whom the courts and corrections offered

little if any hope of rchabilitation.
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The CJCC people projects were to offer rebabilitation outside the justice
gystem, and many were able to bring thedr clients outside the system. At a
varlety of points in the CIS process they would intervene with an offer of their
services primarily as an alterxnative to the CJS dispositions of detention or in-—
darccration. The programs were optional for the court -- they couvld be refused -~

but the pressure to employ them has been great. In most cases the court holds the

charge in abeyance, vemands the individual to the progrew conditional on "progress"

and good behavior, and reserves the option to reinstate the charge and its consequences

if the "diversion" alternative does not secem to be working. The responsibility to

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

while under the jurisdicticu of diversion programs will be discussed later.

Not all the CJCC people projecus had diversion services. Some offered only
rchabilitative sexvices to persons emerging from or within the correctional systom,
or preventive service to persons not yet embroiled.

(At an carly point, the evaluation made no distinction betwéen'these last two
types of program and classified them both as diversion programs. By broadening ihe

.

neanivg of diversion we had hoped to distinguish casily between 'people" and "non-
]

people' programs, since those are clumsy terms. The result was confusion and criti-~
cism, and we reverted over time to these more precise definitions of program typcs;

(] ) 1 . 4 . 3
il.c,, non-pcople and people, and diversion and non-diversion as characteristics

ofl people projects.)

R At e

CJCC's NELD FOR EVALUATTONS:

In addition to initiating programs, CJCC is also responsible to the State

and Yederal agencies through which funds come for monitoring ongoing project opera-

tion and contract compliance, and for deciding periodically whether project funding

ought to be continued. The Federal funds are supposed to be provided at most for

three yecars, with one or two opportunitics in this period for CICC to drop or
continuc the project. At the end of that time, with the project presumably having
demonstrated its effectiveness, it is expeccted to find other sources of funds for
continuing operation on an "institutionalized" basis. Tor making these decisions
CJCC found itself in need of five separate categories of evaluation data:

1. For decigions about program modification, refunding and ingtitutionaliza-
tion of iandividual projects CJICC wanted to know the criminological effectiveness
of the program on its clients, or, the extent to which the project had been able
to reduce the frequency or severity of its clients' criminal behavior.

2. Tor similar or the same decisions CJCC wanted 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 CJICC had funded threc
different projects, with different service models, to reduce criminal behavior among
the same type of male ex-convicts between the ages of 19 and éO after their relcase

from prison, which was more desirable to refund or institutionalize.
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3. Yor plaunning, CJCC wvanted to know hov dts projecte were bebaving gollee Eively

as the providers of service to some parvticular group of clieuls. Yor dnstance, if

cJee has Lunded a variety of projects to serve juvenile delinquent males, what had
been the impact in terms of crime reduction on the combined population of juvenile
delinquent males of all those projects?

4. TIn the monitoring of ongoing projects, and to enable CJICC to make mid-strcam
adjustments in project programs, it ﬁould be most useful to be able to explore and
explain the relationship between the character

istics of a project and its criminological

impact on clients. Project characteristics would include staff-client ratio,
type, wix and quality of project services provided to the clients, or the proportion of
professional to para-professional staff. Tor example, in a particular project or group
of projects is staff-to-client ratio a more significant determinant of arrest recidivism
than propoxtion of professional to para-:rofessional staff, on is a job program nore
effective than a councelling program in reducing arrest recidivism, and for what types
of clients?

5. Tinally, CJCC nceded simply to have accurate and timely numerical descrip-~

b

tions of the numbers and types of clients receiving services in the various projects.
Such data would be important for program monitoring and fiscal control.

INITTAL EVAIUATION METHODS: TFrom 1967 threugh 1971 CICC adopted a pattern used

by mauy Federal agencies, such as HEW, 0RO, DOL, in an effort to obtain the evaluation

data it felt it nceded. Some percentage of a project's gross budget was sct aside for

“"evaluation,"

usually from 5% to 10%. The money was usually used to subcontract evalu-

ation or consulting firms. I{ a preject was large ecnough, so that the percentage of its

budget was a covnsiderable sum of moncy, it might scet up an evaluation unit within itself,

on a full ox part-time basis. In cither case, the project director arranged and paid

for the evaluation service, and the evaluator was responsible to the director, rather

than to” CICC for whom, presumably, the evaluation was being performed.

Finally, it was frequently the case that the evaluations, designs s methods and

staff (or agency) would not be sclected uwubil after the project had been desipgned, funded,

the quantity,

RY O
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generally due to the pressure to weet funding deadlines and

and implemented. This was

a lack of knowledge on the part of the administrators of the dmportance of including cval-

vations as integral parts of a project from their inception.

Problems: The problems rcsulting from this mode of obtaining evaluation gervice

for this sort of service programs turned out to be more serious and more varied than
even expericnced‘administrators had anticipated.

1. The primary problem was that these evaluators were not able to measure
validly the experience with the major objective of all the projects -- ability to
reduce ériminal behavior. There were several reasons.

Some evaluators (and/or dirvectors) resisted the very idea that crime reduction
and insisted that i* should be evaluated as the provider

wvas a project's primary goal,

of some rehabilitative service, such as remedial education or skills training. Other

evaluators accepted the objective of measuring a program for criminological effecctive-

.J.

nn and eant,or placed their reliance on pndepend-
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able measurcment devices. Examples of the latter were client interviews, project

records, and tests of attitudes toward criminal behavior.

The pét effect of yesistance to or confusion about the importance of criminolog-
ical measurement of program effect, or miscalculation of the tasks involved in obtaining
a valid measurement, was that CJCC found itself with no dependaﬁle information about
the effect its projects were having on the criminal behavior of their clients.

2. Each project having its own evaluation, the natural and 1nes ~apable outcome

was an cnormous variety of evaluation goals, designs) methods, resources, and competence
of the individual evaluators. This valacty of goals and wethods made it V¢1Lually
impossible for CJICC to compare thc differential criminological effcdetiveness of plogram

models in serving similar types of clients. An evaluation that defined recidivism as

reincarceration, for iistance, could not be comparcd with cvaluations based on such

.

definitions as rcarrest, rcconviction, or change on an attitude scale. Nor was com-

parison posuible when one projectmeasured recidivism over a thrce-month period, another
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over six months, nﬁd yel others over two years, or with different times for cach
client. Some evaluators were given $5,000 to evaluate 50 clients, others had $200,000
to cvaluate 5,000 cliente.

3. Some evaluators overcstimated the scope and quality of the findings they
would be able to produce. Thererwere proposals that promised to measure criminological
effcetiveness, the outcomes of such rehabilitation methods ag employmént or cducation,
the importance of such client characteristics as age, sex, or educational attaimsent,
and how 21l of these had interacted to affect the outcome of the project's effort with
the client. Some proposals that were accepted had an abviously inadequate price for
vhat was promiccd, and some, in addition, promised to deliver results in what ﬁas
obviously too short a period of time for the work. Predictably, many of the final
ﬁroducts delivered were nothing like what had been contracted for.

' 4. Given the funding structure, which made the evaluator respcnsible to the
project director, the objectivity of many of the evaluation efforis was questionable,
It was not difficult to suspect that many of the evaluators were biased in favor of the
program they wvere evaluating, and presenting data in a manner most favorable to the
project. It was(also evident that in some case project dircctors had, as the employer,
insisted on their right to review an cvaluator's report before it went to CJICC and to
modify or delete portions c%itical of.the program.

5. The fact that many of the evaluation components were added on to a project
only after the project had been planned and was operational lead to the loss of informa-
tion about caxly project participants and greater difficulty and ezpense din incorporat-
ing the evaluation methods and forms into vroject record Leeping systems. The projects
had to collect information about clients for their own programmatic and administrative
purposes—information that was identical to that needed by evaluations for retrieval
of criminal histordes or application of various tests. #xamples include correct dates
of bivth, pertinent street addresses and education. I the project forws, e.g., intake, had
alveady been desioned prior to the evaluation the format of the items wmipht make it

dwpossible to use by an evaluator.

~16-"

THE PROPOSED SOLUTION: In 1971 Vera Imstitute of Justice, undex planuning

grants from CJCC, hired the evaluator to dcvolop a plan for mceting the evaluation
requirements ;f the CJCC. The evaluator developed this plan between January and
June 1971. The result wag a proposal for an appfoach to meeting CJCC's evaluation”
necds, based on a single, independent evaluation program that would produce more
valid and comparable data as follows:

1. It would establish evaluation priorities.to insure adequate measurcment of
the criminological effectivenss of the "people projects.”

2. It would sclect the most feasible and accurate measure of criminological
impact. ' )

3. It would standardize the application of this measure in analyses of the
various programs so that comparisons between and among them would be possible.

) 4, It éould attempt to assess the impact of selected client characteristics
on criminological outcomes.

Sf It would attempt to assess the relationship between crwiminological Smpacts
and some of the differences in program models that might have affected those impacts.
6. It would provide uniform descriptive data about the numbers and types
of clients e;rolled by the projects, regardless of or prior to the measurement of

criminological impact.

7. The evaluation project would be subcontracted to the Clty University of
Ncw.York in an effort to maximize the project's independence. The evaluation results
and reccomendations would be reported directly to CJCC, rather than to the projects to
be evaluated. In addition, the ovaluafious already in process or still to be pexr-
formed under contractual obligations, by the individual projects and their own
evaluators would be cooxdinated by the project.
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The formal subcontract with the Rescarceh Foundation and Graduate Center of
the City University was dated July 1, 1971, There were delays in the funding
.
process, however, and the evaluation project actually became operational during

September, 1971, terminating on March 31, 1975. The total of LLAA funds awarded

to the evaluation over this period was close to $800,000.

£l

i AT RN WDk e, A o ke AT U b AR R R T = E R R e =

-18--

DESIGN AND METHOD .
~ 315 DESTGN

After preliminary investigation the proposal for the evaluation had fore-
scen that there would be need for a) onc basic goal of CJICC and its projects, (b
a common measure of that goal, and c) certain criteria which would allow comparison
of vastly differing projects.(l)
I. COMNMON GOAL

The common goal was identified in Title I of the Onmibus Crime Control and
Safe Strecets Act of 1968, which established the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminigf
tration (LEAA) to address the problem of "...the higﬁ incidence of crime..."(z)

The Act was 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 aiwmed at juvenile delinquency
to the Act and had specified the use of diversion formats, but the intent was
clearly that this was to b: a method for lowering or preventing juvenilc.crime.

Given this goal, it was logical to conclude that the varicus services offered
by CJCC-funded projects, whether educational, vocational, or therapcutic, and
their outcomes, were to be scen as methods for accomplishing the common goal. Un-
like Departwent of Labor or lIEW projects, in which education or training oubtcomes
could be seen as project goals, LEAA projects and their evaluation had to treat
service outcomes as independent variables, and‘criminal behavior as their dependent

variable. The implications of this ranged from allocation of cvaluation resources

to methods of analysis.

(1) What follows is a Summary. A detailed account of the evaluation's design and

method are contained in Appendix A,
(2) Declaration and Purpose, Title T, Law Enforcement Assistance, Public Law
90-351, 90th Congress, H-R.5037, Junc 19, 1908,
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17, COMMON MEASURR

Primary cumphasils, therefore, would have to be placed on establishing a valid

N

common measurce of criminological outcomes of the projects. If that were accomplished,
it would then be feasible to Jook for a connection between criminological outcomes
and project services.

Congress had spoken of recducing the "incidence of crime,'" but it was clear that
it had not intended the technical use of the term, which generally restricts it to
formal, recorded complaints. By incidence, Congres; appearcd to be referring to
criminal behavier, and was not restricting itsélf to a legal definition of guilt.
The cvaluation had to settle on some common measure of incidence of crime, and the
alternatives available were complaints, arrests, convictions, and incarcerations.

Complaints were not an appropriate measure. They are primarily useful as a
measure of crime in a geographic area, but many CJCC projects were not restricted
to standard areas, e.g., precincts or boroughs, while those that were had too few
clients to allow assessment of the relationship of project outcomes to the inci-
dence of crime.

Arrests were close to complaints in reflecting criminal behavior, but were
also a cliént record through which the effectiveness of a project could be evaluated.
Results might be generalizable to similar populations. Furthermora, the city's
arrvest records are relatively complcte, accurate and retrievable. Arrests are
a}so probably the most commqnly used measure in criminological evaluations and
results might be comparable with those of other evaluations. The advantaées out—
weighed such drawbacks as mistaken or overstated arrest records.

Convictions appeared to be a less effective measurc because legal criteria of
guilt and plea bargaining skew conviétion records in the direction of understating
criminal belnzvior. In 1974, for example, 86 percent of all felony arrests in New

York City werce disposed of by lower courts empowered to adjudicate only miucde-

e L .
mcan01a.( ) Also diffcrences of philosophy, values and legal background amonp the

(1)  Rew York Times, Yeb. 11, 1975.

T
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relatively few judpes make the imposition of convictlons more variable a measure

than arrests by the thousands of policemen.

kY
The Incarceration rate in New York City was found to be so low
that this mecasure was deemed the wealest. .

Combinations of the measurecs were a possibility that the evaluation had in-

tended to explore.
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111, COMPARING TROJECLS

With crime rodﬁption the common goal and arvests the common measure, the

. .

remaining t&sk wvas to make certain that despite differences amoug the projects
only similar types of clients would be compared. Characteristics defining simi-
larity had to be relatable to criminal behavior and, after investigating a range
of them, the evaluation scttled on four that were unambiguous and wmeasurable.

The four selccted were: age, sex, heroin addiction status, and prior
criminal history.

Age, in New York State, affects arrest, type of court, dispositions available,
and conditions of release or incarceration. The initial four age classcs selected
were: 7-15 for juveniles; 16-18 for youthful offenders; 19-20 for adults, and 21
and older for a second adult category.

Juveniles are always arrested, but may, at the discretion of the police officer,
be issued a YD-1 Card for an offense. As a rule, for similar erimes, juveniles are
arrested less {requantly and detained or incarcerated for much shorter perioeds than
non-juveniles.

Youthful offender is a status for which 16~ to 18-year—-olds may apply at the
time of sentencing if a Class A felony or a previous felony conviction are not in-
volved. If granted the status, they receive lighter sentenccs.

Young adults had been a legal status for 19- and 20-ycar-olds until 1971. The
category 21 and older, and its utility, are self-explanatory. The above age classi-
fications were subdivided by the evaluation whencver necessary for analysis.

The usefulness of sox as a discriminating characteristic for understanding
criminal behavior is also self-evident. However, the number of females in wost of
the projects was so low that they did not allow valid statistical analysis. This
vyeport is restricted to data on males.

The types and numbers of crimes committed by hﬁzgig_ggjjégg_are sufficiontly
different from those of non-addicts to set hevoin addiction up as a category.

Tdentifying addicts din mixed projects ran afoul of lssues of confidentiality after
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new drug laws were passed.  Also, addiction treatment propgraws were dropped from

among CJCC projects under the new law; police arrest procedures do not dislinguish

.
Y

between heroin and other drupgs, and the State Narcotics Register was not avail-

able to the evaluators at the time. .

be a most important characteristic to be able to measure, but that there would be
problems. The biggest is the difficulty in reconciling numbers and types of of-
fenses committed. Yor example, how does one compare the severity of a robbery which
resulted in the hospitalization of two pcople, with a criminal history of 12 auto
thefts and one robbery, but no injuries? : .

The evaluation proposed to measure severity with the Sellin-Wolfgang sgale,‘an
instrument which combines frequency of prior offenses with their degrees of severity
into a single numerical value.

Project comparisoens by four characteristics enabled the cvaluation, with its

%

design, to make some comparisons but not ochers. For instaunce, oue project Loox
in both sexes, aged 7 to 15 years, while another took in males and females from 7
to 20. A simple comparison of project recidivism rates would fail to take into ac-
count the differences between 16-to-20-year-olds and those exclusively under 15,
and differences in severity of prior histories.

By establishing within these projects subgroups of the same age range, scx,
heroin addiction status, and scverity of prior criminal history, comparisons would
be possible. Results might be generalized to other clients who shared the charac-
teristics but were not included in the analysis.

One disadvantage was that the forming of subgroups by all the interactions
among the characteristics, and waintaining subgroups large cnough to sustain sta-
tistical analysis, meant that a project had to have a large number of clients to
be included. Another was that although this analysis al]owed'comparisonn which
identificd the project's differential ability to affect recidivism, it could not

-

explain how the differences had come about. Criminologpical outceomes could not be

0
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1inked to project characteristics or services. " Neverthelecs, the results could

have assisted CJCC in such decisions as funding, refunding, institutionalization,

and changes Iin program policy.

The format of an analysis bosed on control groups was rejected as impractical

in "action" programs. Truly random assignment is rarely possible, and ethical

questions arise. Matching is equally difficult. Finally, the assumption that in

a city like New York the controls will actually rvemain "untreated" is highly quoes-

tionable. One possibility that the evaluation hoped to explore was a '"post-hoc"

control group, sclected and matched after the project group has been identified.

One such effort did not work. However, one existing and appropriate comparison

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

e I
:

(1) Outconwes could not be linked to specific project chavacteristics individually
- or combined.

IV, OTHER WVALUATION GOALS

Additional tasks for CJCC included a comparison of "completers' and "dropouts"
that was not successful because there was enormous variability among the projects,

disagrecment about definitions, and inadequate records. Another proposal that did

not work was a criminological "self report" to measure unreported and unapprehendod
crime; it ran afoul of the confidentiality issuc.

It had also been intended initially that the effect on recidivism of project
characteristics would be studied, despite obvious statistical barricrs, But this
was quickly found to be infeasible. Nevertheless, it was agreed that somec éttompt
to measure service outputs, for strictly programmatic reasons, was cssential, and

v

that for this goal standard measures would be necessary. The measurement was to be
done by outside evaluators; the standard measures would be identified by the evalua-
tion,

Remedial education, job services, and drug-addiction treatment were selected
as the services for which staﬁdard measures would be devised.

In remedial education the fgcus was on remedial reading, and the test used by
the city schools was proposed as the common measure. TFor job services, answers
were requested to five basic questions: 1) What proportion of these refecrred are
placed? 2) At what entry-level salary? -35~At what type of job by DOT classifﬁca—
tions? 4) For what length of time? 5) If they left, why? ©No measure was attempted
of addiction programs because they were dropped after the state law was changed.

To complete the evaluation and monitoring system being developed for CJCC,

there were added non-quantitative, cssentially impressionistic reports on project

administration and program. When performed by senior level evaluators with extensive

program and administrative experience, interviewing and observational skills, and
report-writing ability, such evaluations can get at qucstions‘that statistical
anélysis has difficulty addressing. Since they can produce results more quickly,
these studics can provide a basis for refunding decisions when programs oare too now

for quantitative analysis, or when planned statistical studies simply fall. Fvalua-
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tions of this kind are not only useful as an aid to management decigions, but also i J MIETIOD
as a supplement to statistical studices. Hnwcycr, such a study must be reliable to 1. CDLLECﬁJNG TROJECT DATA
be useful, égd it should be comparable with studics of similar programs. ® Yor the first step, a Manapement Information Systems (MIS) unit was set up to
In quantitative studies reliability and comparability are functions of the provide information to both the.evaluation and CJCC. TIts first step was the develop-
methods used and the accuracy of the data collcction and processing. Reliability ment of a standard Intake Form. The advantages of that form were to be three-fold.
of impressionistic studies depends much more on the skills, experience and integ- ® The evaluation was to be assured the precisc clicnﬁ identifications it needed
rity of tbe ecvaluator, and their comparability on the standardization of the pro- so that it could retrieve criminal records from the police with accuracy.
grammatic issucs investigated. : ‘ ' CJCC was to receive more uniform dependable information on the flow and ser—
To develop an appropriate system, with guidelines for its implementation, ® vicing of clients in the projects to use for administrative decisions.
sample outlines sufficiently standard to permit the comparison of reports, and suf-, The projects, themselves, were to have accurate records of their own activi- -
ficently flexible so that they could be applied among the variety of CJCC programs, ties so that they could understand better their own processes.
were prepared. The sclection of the evaluators and periodic monitoring of their ‘ ® ' Early results in the application of the standard Intake Form were higuly un-
work as the best approach to standardizing reliability, was also undertaken. _satisfactory. Many forms submitted by projects were incomplete, delayed, and fre-

[y

quently incorrecct. This was particularly true of the community-based projects, al-
?
® though some agency-based projects were slow to report because of their own internal

evaluation efforts. There were 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 with these problems the evalwation launched an extensive training pro-
gram for project staffs and the MIS unit was expanded and became much more closely
®

involved in the projects' record keeping operations. One result was the develop-
ment, jointly of a new staff position—-"records manager'-~that was implemented in
some of the projects. Some conclusions from this expericnce were:

"Outside" statistical evaluations of the criminological effectiveness or ser-—
vice outcomes of a project are almost impossible to conduct unless a project has
adequate internal resources for keeping accurate and timely records of its intake
and of work with clients.

buring the period when it attempted training in the projects, the cevaluation

had to weigh cach request for help carefully, since it was not really staffed for

e i i
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such service., Nevertheless,

projects, and the cvaluation

~
.
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the standard Tntake Form was dmplemented in 48 sceparate

received and processed a total of 27,733 Intake Yorms.
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. I1. PROCESSING PROJECT DATA

Once collected, the project data had to be processed. Incorrect data would

undermine the validity of the analysis. TFour steps were established: scrutinizing;

@
correcting errors; preparation of a rostern, and validation.
In scrutinizing, the Intake Forms were revicwed by a Central Data Control (CDC)
@ unit. Errors were sent back for correction by the MIS unit, and forms that could not
be corrected were not used. If the form could be used, the information was key-
punched. |
@ The keypunched information produced a computer-generated roster including

name, ID number, date of birth, address, and date of project entry. The roster
was the bacic form for the retricval of police records, and also for validation.
Validation resulted from the awareness that seemingly correct Intake Forms

'ddring scrutiny might in fact contain false information. The errors might result

from misinterpretation by project staff of an Intzke Forin item, or simply be errors

in reporting or transcribing information given by o client., The only colution was

for the MIS to check the rosters for 27 projects against the actual records in those
» projects for five "Index" items--name, sex, date of birth, address, and datc of pro-

ject entry. Validation was done to reduce the number of arrest records that couid

not be retrieved and increased the accuracy of classifying clients for analysis.

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

a monthly summary report of the iaformation being provided by the projects. The

primary intent of the summary was to signal project difficulty in meeting case load

’

obligations.
In a monthly Project Case Activity Report each project reported its case load
changes and a cumulative figure for admissions. The férm was checked by the evalua-
tion, and the various reports were combined as the monthly summary. The target case
load at the time of initial funding was required for optimum usc of the form. Tew
projects were able to provide such information at that point. The MIS developed

figures for projects from their grant awards and cpplications, or by intervicwing
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* lncludes a control froup,
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' # ® o Tuble 17 SUMMARY OF THFORMATION FEIRITVAL, PROCESSING AND RIPORTING
vject administrators and 'CIJCC monitors. These projections were used for com- . e vt i
project ac : N - Actonyn Monthly Case __ L O e
, . ) . il (e . For Contract Activity Huriber RBumber  Validation  Analyzeld
parison with progress as recerded in the monthly reports. Monthly Project Case Project Name fualysts  Rumbor Report Recelved Tunched At Project Fov birert
N . s e . - / “m -, 1. Addict Diversion Program , ASA 57798 + 1,772 979 + 333
Activity Reports were received from 48 projects 2. Addicts Kehabilitatlon Center ARC 56964 + 2,040 477 + 264
) . 3¢ Altcrn School for Exep Children 629064 + 151 4, - -
The Size of the Data Pool: A total of 53 projects rececived some form of service 4. Altern to Detention - HRA ATD-HRA 50411 - 938 401 + t117
* 5. Altern to Detention - Probation  ATD-PROB 50411 - 602 529 + 220
from the evaluation (Table 1, p 30). Most were provided both the monthly case 6. Bed-Stuy Ex-Offender 56965 + " 210 79 . -
7. Corrections Eduec Career Dev Prog 69838 4+ - . - - -
PO - s om -he standard intake form system. I'ive projects were teyr— 8. Co-Workers Cooperative Project 64558 + 178 47 - -
activity report system and tl and: ys proj 9. FEast Harlem Halfway liouse 73300 -+ 79 - - -
, .. o 10. FEncounter 59315 - 116 - - -
minated by CJCC prior to the implementation of the monthly case activity report,
11. Tamily Court Rapid Tntervention 59895 + - - - -
T TR, - . g 12z. Fortune Society Emplovment Unit 68313 + 372 - - -
. s . . . 7 . FoY e 0O J t A
and four projects were cxempted by CJCC from submitting intake forms becaus £ 13, Trontiors for Yamirien 62012 M 753 249 " -
14, Harlea Probation 62762 + 175 144 + -
the nature of their services, e.g., Theater for the Forgotten. 15. Holy Apostles Center 72177 + 103 - - -
X . . e . 16. Independence House INDH 61685 + 569 321 B 56-
There wvere approximately 27,700 Intake Forms submitted by the projects. Of 17. Juvenile Luployment Ref 74937 + _ ~ - -
R : 18. Legal Aid Soc - Juvenile Services 67752 + 1,409 622 + ~
1y e ed but not used because of errors., inadequate 19. legal Propinquity LPQ 60372 + 207 150 + 55
these, about 13,900 were process S, q 20. Mobilization for Youth - Juv
. ] . Court Div 66559 + 178 51 - -
numbers in a group or subgroup for analysis, or termination of the evaluation. The
21. " Morrisania Youth Serv Center MLA 55332 + 410 379 + 166
c e 22. NAACP Project Rebound NAacP 56445 + 735 541 + 190
, £ )
.balance, about 13,800 were keypunched and verified. 23. Keighborhood Youth Diversion NYD 57871 + 702 598 + 133
. 24, N Y lawyers Ccm for Cvl Rts -
0f the 49 projects that submitted intake forms, 23 were not evaluated by Supv Rel 57980 - 84 - - -
25. The Osborne Residence 62418 + 100 29 - -
criminological measures for three primary reasons., Examples of cach were: St, 26. Tositive Altera - Univ of the 5t 63577 + 138 71 = -
27, Pre-trial Services Agency 66635 + 236 - + -
. T vy g - - 1 1 - have enouch clients by the June 28. Private Concerns, Inc 73298 + 76 - - -
Peter's Youthful Offender Program,‘ which did not hav g y s 29. Probation - Urban League PUL 60785 M 392 336 + 92
. . . 30. Project BYCEP BYCEP 50803 + 559 469 + 63
1974 data cutoff date to meet evaluation criteria; Women's Diversion, which was ]
. 31. Project Manhood MANHD 49764 + 1,787 1,135 + 185
. . . . . 32. Project Seccond Chance SCH 59545 + 733 539 + 160
restricted to females; United Neighborhood Houses, for which there was not enough 33 ngpct Shar’; ! SHARE 58925 + 376 1o + 21
34. Protestant Board of Guardians PBG 57872 + 839 532 + 172
time or resources for validation of project records and retrieval of pclice data. 35. Puerto Rican Assoc for Com Action 70723 + 157 - - -
. . . . 36. ‘Puerto Rican Forum Offender Prog 72027 + 96 - - -
This left 26 projects as candidates for evaluation. 37. Queens Probation. Reading Clinic 65715 + 374 207 5 -
38. QUERER 72179 + 324 - +
. . / _ . ) and . - their 39. Richmond Probation Reading Clinie . 70724 + 183 - - -
By June, 1974, 18 had been validated (p A-27) and police records for 40, SERA Manpower Unit 33002 + 215 - + -
clients had been retrieved and processed. In an extension request, eight additional 41, Sloane House YMCA - Dept of Corr 68176 + 171 - - -
42, St. Peter's Youthful Offender Prog "74538 + 46 - - -
. . . e 43. Theatre for the Forgotten 63710 + - - - -
projects were submitted as candidates and were validated, but the State Division 44. United leighborhoodtI{ouscs 66456 + 268 124 _ -
45. Vera Supportive Work Program;
of Criminal Justice Services decided against the inclusion and police records for Hildeat VERA 62914 + 1,712+ 815% + 219
' ) . 46. Vocational Rewmedial Fdue Trug Proj 70473 + 155 - + -
those projects were not retrieved. This left 18 projccts to be analyzed, and the 47.  VOI - pronx Com Counsellng BCC 56446 + 1,260 882 + 283
' 48, Wilteyek Bklya Com Care 55722 4 225 192 - -
. . . . e N . e 49. Wiltwyck School Group Homes 56870 4 19 10 - -
N . \ . - N T N A - - M a
data on them is presented in this report. The selection criteria for client , and 50, Vomen's Diverejor 8408 N 38 - - -
the number of clients finally selected, are described in pp A-45 Lo A-47,54-58, 51, VWowen's Education 55151 + 180 165 - -
. 52. Youth Counscl Burcau YCB 57933 + 5,281 2,288 + 121
53, Youth Scrvices Burcau - Busiwick 61463 i~ 295 180 - —
TOTAL 48 27,733 13,742 2,860
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I17. COLLECTING POLICL DATA

With the rosters as accurate as they could be made, the next step was col-
lecting daté from the police. Relations were set up with the New York City Police
Department for information retrieval because the New York State Intelligence and
Identification System (NYSIIS) was not yet "de-bugged." A disadvantage of this
choice was that unlike the NYSIIS records, the police records rarely show the
disposition of cases.

Formal agreement had to be reached, including issues of confidentiality and
the security of files. The agrecment made it possible, however, 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 ways and in different places, depending on its nature. The basic divi-

sion is between juvenile and non-juvenile records.

Non-juvenile records (the Yellow Sheet) are located at RCI and are a cumu-

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

4

quired. They are filed by the B or NYSIIS numbers, which the projects rarely
knew, so the cvaluation performed a step called indexing, which involved checking
in a large register such available information as name, birth date, address at

first arrest, etc., to determine the B or NYSIIS numbers.

.

]

Match Criteria became an important consideration in determining whether a

record actually was that of a client.

If name and date of bLirth were identical, it was assumed that a match had
been made.  If names were the same but birth dates were no more than one digit
wrong (month or year) a match was assumed. A separate Match Check Study is dis-

cussed later.

. .

Persons for whom a listing could not be found were lubeled ™o record,' but

it was not assumcd they had not been arrested. 7The recowds could have been

“"sealed," misfiled, or simply lost, and in a few cascs, there may really have

‘e

-

B

been no  arrest.

Juvenile Records were at the Youth Records Unit and contained both arrests

and YD-1 cards. The evaluation used only arr;sts, thus somewhat understating
juvenile criminal activity. BEstablishing a '“match" for juveniles was even more .
difficult than for adults, and painstaking procedures were employed, derived {rom
the Match Check Study. A special retrieval was made for juveniles who would be
16 during the 12 months after project entry. Yor them both juvenile and adult
records were checkeq.

In an effort to accommodate CJCC's need for information, the evaluation at-

temptcd findings as early as possible. The proposed period of evaluation was to
be 12 months after project entry, but retrievals were made for groups six months
after project entry. These findings were only preliminary; however, the final re-
port contains only findings for the 12-month period. Initially the criterion was

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

1
)
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severity. This number was reduced to 20 for the final analysis.

Seven projects supplied enough clients at the time of first retrieval sc that,
additional‘retrieval for them was not necessary. They were: ARC, BYCEP, Inde-
pendence House, Manhood, Morrisania Legal Assistance, Second Chance, arnd Youth
Counsel Burcau. The last, YCB, had so many clients with six or more months since
project entyry that é random sample was taken. Of more.than 1,300 Intake Forms re-—
ceived from YCB, more than 400 were processed.’ A table of random numbers yielded
a simple random sample of approximately 150 clientsv

For 11 projeccts in which the initial retrieval resulted in low numbers, an-
other retrieval was done as soon as a reasonable number of clients had passed six
months since project entry. The first wave of retrie&a]s included clients who had
entered projects no later than July 31, 1972, and whosc Intnkc‘Forms were accepl-

able. The retrieval was undertaken in March, 1973, so that at least six months

had passed.  Actually, an extra two months beyond the six months was allowed.
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Yor the one-year retrievals, the six-month rosters were used legs the nawmes
of thosc clients who had died or had been found to be in the wrong age group.

When birth dates were different in project and police records, we tended to ac—
cept the police data on the ground that the police took more pains to verify
stuch information.

An additional problem in the one-year retricvals was the need to match with
the six-month retrievals. For non-juvenile records, yellow shecets from both re-
trievals were compared to make sure that no arrests were recorded twice. A by-
product was the discovery of records that had not been available in the first re-
tyrieval.

In the case of juvenile records the matching was more troublesome. The data
had to be copied, rather than dittoed, so a shortened procedure, with appronriate
checks, was worked out. TForms were taken back to the evaluation office and com-
pared. One discrepancy resulted in confusion between the date of occurrence of
a crime, and the date of arrest. The conscquences could have seriously arfected
analysis that depended on whether the date was before or after project entry. An-
other possibility was to overstate the number of a client's arrests.

Another pfoblem was more or fewer arrests in one retrieval record than in the

other. All juvenile rccords were reviewed at least twice for such discrepancies.

The Mateh Check Study was undertaken when, in the comparision of six-month
and l%nmonth records, two cases were found in which‘arrcsts were mistakenly attri-
buted to clients. Although the effect of these two overcounts would not have been
statistically significant, there was concern that additional undctected cases of
this kind might significantly affect arrest rates. Counting the arrests of more
than one person as belonging to one person would inflate the rates. There was
alsc concern that where only YD-1 cards had been found there might also be arrests,
and this vould deflate the arrvest rotes. The study was done for juveniles.

After a particularly clahorate check, three cases were found of more than onc

person on one record which was less than 1 pereent  of the 233 cases checkod

-34-

and, thus, statistically insignificant. Six arrests not recorded wvere found
among, 1?3 cases in one project and also had ve statdstical significance. In
the check 6% "YD-1 only" cases, 10 arrests were found among 48 cases, which had
only a slight effect that would not have changed any arrest rates., A similar °
result was disclosed in the check of 69 "no record! cases, in which rccords were

,
found for 16.

The various crrors, when corrected, could have affected the arrest recidivism
rates by either increasing or decreasing them. There may have been mutual cancel-
lation. The over-all effect secms likely to have been in the direction of a net
understatement.

After initial poor experience with the rate of retrieval of arrest records,

and the various s:ieps that were taken to improve that rate, the over-all effect

was that by the end of the evaluation, the retrieval rate was 8G percent.
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‘ . . o : . A study of date of occurrence vs. date of arrest beecame necessary because
IV. DPROCESSING POLLCE DATA = —

the evaluation was concarned with criminal behavior after project entry, so that

the date of an event was critical. Confusion was found in arrest records between

The next step after retrieval was processing, and it began with coding the

arrests in relation to project entry, and to type of offense. The second required

the date on which a criminal act took place and when the arrest was made. The -
intensive study of the police recording system. Most arrests are under the New

difference could have affected the evaluation results.
York State Penal Law as revised in 1965, although a variety of other laws are also

There vas an exploratory study of two groups of clicnts, each sclected to
ugsed. Each arrest and each charxge was coded by number according to a system worked

test one way in which arrest rates might be affected. In the first group were
out in a special coding manual,

clients with one arrest in the year after project entry, and that arrest in the
Special checks had to be made for out-of-state arrests, and to be sure that

first three months. They were considered most likely to show crimes before pro-
arrests were not listed more than once, particularly in the case of juveniles.

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

The sccond group, selected to show if there was an opposite effect, included
which have no distinct category in the New York law. ‘ .

.

. . clients with no arrests in the year after project entry but one or more arrests
ixtensive preparation of records material for coding was found nccessary, .

) in the subsequent three months. Special checks were made in all available files.

.

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

. The results were:
System" of the New York City Police Department. The objective was to convert the

. . ; . P . ' . ) If arrest rates were based on the date of occurrence instead of the date of
various record numbers into the 20 offense categories of the FBI's Uniform Crine

arrest, the effect of nine clients in the first group would have been to reduce
Reporting (UCR) system.

the arrest rates. The effect of the five clients in the second group would have

.

Special problems arose when the charge represented crime derived rather than

— , . . been to increase the arrest rates in their projects. There was some cancellation
criminal behavior and did not seem to fit the arrest, as in the case of warrants for

*

. . . ] effect in two projects, each of which had two clients in each sample, and the net
juveniles who failed to appear for PINS hearings, absconding from a training school,

. . \ . effect was no change. The net effect on the arrest rates of seven projects in
or violations of parole or probation. There were also the "sealed" charges. All

. . . . \ which fourteen cases in both groups occurred was not significant.
were given a special code number to distinguish them, and in most cases they werc not

.

The results of the study arc not considered definitive since it was explora-
counted as arrests.

The coding accuracy wv%‘doubic checked by staff members inspecting each tﬁors' tory and the groups in it were deliberately seclected to maximize the chances of
g ¢ M " (2R < J & . IS . 4 M e} H

\ affecting the arrest recidivism rates. The study was intcnded to provide rela-
work. There was a separate card punched for each arrest and for each client. Each

. ‘s ) , tively prompt feedback; whether it should be done in greater depth was to depend
card was machine verificed, and any discrepancies were resolved. Subscquently, cvery

. . _ upon its findings. Since the findings showed only a very slight and nonsignifi-
corrected punch card was checked manually by comparing it with the actual criminal .

cant effect, even though the clients were selected to maximize the effcct, it
\

was decilded that the results of a more definitive study would not be different and

record form from which it had been punched. The machine verification and the manual

verdfication were cach done on a 100 percent basis for the arrest-charge coding. This

. , the cffort unwarranted.
wvas doue for the arrcest records of 3,394 clients.
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Thee classification of offcenses by type dnvolved the cvaluation with some 400

separate charges found in criminal recoxds, ranging from murder to begging. Of the

te, '

* . . . . . o )
26 UCR categorics used, the first scven are known as the scerious” or "index" crimes.

The first four--homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault--are re-

[ 4 <
ferred to as violent crimes. The other three--burglary, larceny, and auto theft--
are serious property crimes. Among the ninetcen non-index crimes are arson, stolen
property, weapons, narcotics, and disorderly conduct.

Conversion of arrest charges to UCR categoriecs was done mostly by the Police
Department's own system of converting PD numbers to UCR numbors.‘ PD numbers are
the department's own system for coding offenses. However, since the PD numbers
did not appecar on the records available to the evaluation, it had to make the con-
versions itself.

Problems occurred when several section numbers from the NPL converted to more
than one UCR category. For example, larceny includes 23 separate offenses with
individuval PD numbers, which convert to five UCR categories. The resclution was to
compute statistically the UCR category that fit the majofity of arrests in the pro-
blem categorins, and to use that category. USCC arrests were converted to UCR
categorics with the help of a CJCC attorney. Out-of-state arrests were counted
but not given UCR categorics because charging practices are different among
states. Scaled and’youthful offender arrests were also counted, but not cate-
gorized.

In arrests with multiple charges, the category was selected which was the

most serious among the UCR ratings. (For validation the MSS was used p. 39 .)

W
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V. SEVERITY OI" PRIOR ARREST HISTOR

The computation of scverity of prior arrast history was vitally nccessary fon
carrying out the evaluation design. Only on the basis of such a mecasure could it
be established that groups of clients being compared were, in fact, similar by more

than just age, since heroin addiction had had to be dropped.

The Scllin-Wolfgang ITndex of Severity had been developed from a Philadelphia

population and could be used to construct an index of severity for adults aud
juveniles if accurate and complete arrest histories were available. Although each
record would be scored individually, the index would give‘severity measures for a
class, type of individual, or population.

The main advantage of the scale was that it provided a statistically and
1ogically justified reconciliation of the problem of combining the frequency of
crimes with the types of crimes committed in a single mathematical value.

ihe evaluation proposed to use the Sellin=Wolfgang scale for two purpcses beside
those of an index: 1) as a measure of criminal histories of clients prior to project
entry so that groups of clients with criminal histories of the same severity could
be compared, and 2) to measure 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 Sellin-Wolfgang scaie was unfeasible for the evaluaéion. The reqﬁircd
information was not conveniently available from the central arrest records of the
Police Department, because of the amount of work involved in scofing the arrests,
and because the sheer volume of arrests ih the study would have entailed work ex-
cceding the resources of the evaluation.

Marvin L. Wolfgang and Robert M. Figlio, of the University of Pennsylvania,

suggested an alternative approach that had never been used before and that could

be-tested by the evaluation. Their proposal was that they would develop mean

.
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serdousness scores for cach of the 26 UCR categories, wilh separate sets of mean ’ , . . )
© ’ l That problem was solved by estimating an MSS for cach of the five categoxics

seriousness scores for ecach of the age groups used by the evaluation, using data Lo . o
: ’ by finding the closest cquivalent in the New York State Penal Law,
’ ’

e they had collected in their Philadelphia "Cohort Stucly.”(l) . .
® Another problem involved MSSs in some age groups for only some offenses.

The initial development of cach scale score was empirical and was based on .
These had to be estimated.
v

16,586 arrests. The "Cohort Study' used as its population all boys born in 1945
Yor out-of-state arrests, sealed arrest records, and youthful offender arrests,

o who lived in Philadelphia from their tenth to their eighteenth birthday. Rearly @
vhere the nature of the offcnse was unknown, an MSS was assigned that was the

10,000 boys were involved, one~third of whom had at least one contact with the )
average MSS of all charges in an age group.

police before their cightecenth birthdays. The records of the Philadelphia Police :
In a number of cases M3Ss had to be estimated. For the procedures used,

@ Departuent contain sgufficient detail about the criminal event for which an arrest S
see P A-81 in the Appendix A.

or other police contact was made to permit a computation of the Sellin-Wolfgang . .
. . In deciding whether to use the MSS, pros and cons had to be weighed. The

seriousness score. This score was computed for every police contact among these ) ] ) ) ) .
scale is the best standardized instrument available for measuring the severity

® boys prior to age 18. Subsequently, it was computed for every arrest from age 18 ® ) .. , . . -
of criminal behavior, and the evaluation was in no position to develop a measure of

to 25, but this was done only for a ten percent sample of the cohort population. . . .
’ y B P pop its ovn. On the other hand, there was no assurance that the Philadelphia~derived

The Mean Seriousness Score (MSS) derived for the evaluation by Wolfgang and
: 4 e scores would be applicable to a New York City population, or that the MSS would
. . . » - - . .
Figlio consisted of taking all the arrests in a given UCR category and computing '
& a8 8oLy i B reasonably reflect the severity of the "event" behind the arrest charge. Also,
its scriousness score. Each Philadelphia arrest had been scored on the basis of . . .
methodological problems were sure to arise, and it would have to be assumed that they
descriptive information in the record. The scores of all of the arrests in a given )
® . could be overcome.
UCR category were then added together and divided by the number of arrests in that ® . . . -
On balance,it seemed worthwhile to test the predictive and concurrent validity
category, and the mean seriousness score was the result. The same pro-edurc was . . . '
; of the MSS as we intended to use it. Since we also proposed to test other measurecs,
repeated for cach of the 26 UCR categories.
e a final decision could await the results. The evaluation proceeded to attempt to
Separate scores were computed for several age groups, depending on the age )
validate the MSS.
at vhich an arrest was made,as shown on Table 2, p A-82, . . .
Validation of the instrument was guided by our intended use of it, which was
A number of problems with the MSS arose. One was that there were no MSSs . . - . . .
& to permit comparison of client groups with similar severity of criminal history.
for five UCR categories because no such arrests had occurred in the Philadelphia . L. . .
The predictive validity would be shown by how well the MSS predicted arrest
cohort. The categories were arson, embezzlement, vandalism, offenses against familics e . , .
recidivism after project entry. A higher severity before project entry should have
and children, and driving under the influence. c s . ‘o : i ;
@ indicated a more likely recidivism after project cntry. Also, the higher the MSS

(1) Marvin E. Wolfgang, Robert M. FPiglio, Thorsten Sellin, Delinquency in a Birth-
Cobort, University of Chicago Press, 1972,

before, the more severe the recidivism after should be,

\
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The concurrent validity sheuld have been demonstrable by the corrvelation

between MSS and other measures of severity, which are related. Two possible

alternative measurcs were nuuber of arrests ﬁrinr to project cutry, and type of
arrcest charges, such as violent cirmes. (The MSS synthesizes both and contains
more information than either.)

In reviewing the rcst,.it is well to keep in mind that the "MSSs" were
derived from a Philadelphia population, and were not an avithmetic mean of scores
for New York City project clients. In cases, however, when arithmetic means of
MSSs were used they are called "mean MSS." Also,'recidivism' always means "arrest
recidivism" unless otherwise modified, as in "violent crime recidivism.”

In the method of analysis used, 2,900 male clients, aged 7 to 71, from 1&

projccts, provided the data. The relationship between prior criminal history and

recidivism was tested by a stepwise linear regression analysis in which recidivism

was the dependent variable. The independent variables were total MSS before project

o - ey Ann Al myadants Ay e nt . $x ey de
CuLy y ugl do pIrojCIC CULT ange L}“e interac

shows 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 between total MSS before project entry and recidivism,

and between the interaction and recidivism, were not significant. The simple cor-—

relatjon between age at projoct entry and recidivism was negative and significant,
The total variance accounted for by these variables was 4.2 percent. The very
low amount of variance accounted for by these variables led to questioning the
utility of a lincar model for defining a relationship between them. But that was
not an entirvely satisfactory explanation. That age and prior criminal history ac-

counted for less than 5 percent of the total variance in their relatiouship to

»

recidiviem scemed dincongruent with a great many empirical findings in criminology.

As a vesult, there followed a lengthy and detailed series of statistical analyses

in an effort to clavify the outcomes of the fivst repression analysis,

T
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Using total MSS in 12 months after projqct entry as the dependent variable
yielded si%ilarly negative results, tending to refute the assumption that more
severe histories before project entry and more scvere recidivism after project c¢ntry
would go together. e

As a measure of concurrent validity, the number of arrests beflore project was
added as an independent variable. We repeated the stepwise regression analysis by
the nine age subgroups and also used year of age at project entry as an independent
variable.

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

outcomes. Yurther, the variable, total number of arrests before project entry, was

about equal to the variable, total MSS before project entry.
The types of arrests before project entry were tested as the third possible
measure of validity. The number of arrests for violent crimes prior to project entry

was tested as the dindependent variable. Stepwise linear regression was used with

arrest recidivism as the dependent variable for the same nine age groups. The year
of age at project entry was another independent variable,

The analysis was also done with the dependent variable violent crime recidivism.
Again the results were more or less similar to the prior ones. The results of the
two preceding analyses, however, were somewhat less adequate than those for the
measures of HSS and number of arrests.

Further analysis of violent crimes used recidivism of robbery as the depcndent
variable. 1In this case the independent variables were the number of arrests for
robbery before project entry, the total MSS before project entry, age at project entry,
and all the resulting interactions,

The age subgroups used here were 7-15, 16-18,

19-20, 214, The results were also unsatisfactory.

e T L s
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The results of the preceding analyses led us to drop type of arrest, i.c. o . .
I ding analyses S PoLYL < ’ ’ The severity of criminal history as measured by the total MSS and the total numben

violent crimes, as a possible useful measurc of severity fox our comparisous of I s ) } . .
» 4% a pos : £ . y p - of arxests was expected to inercase with age. . If it was also the case that older

~

rojects. This left the MSS bLefore project entry and the number of arrests before . ' ,
proj PLoj y ® clients were arrvested more than youugen ones after project entry (for any rcason),

roject entry as the remaining alternatives. ' e L . . . .
praj the significant t-values in most of the ninc age groups might have been accounted

We then tried using three ascending levels of seriousness for the independent . y . , ,
for by those two cffects, rather then the relationship tested. Therefore, a

variables total MSS before project entry, and total number of arrests before pro- ® _ L ;
separate t for gcach year of age was done using the same method of analysis as

ject entry., We ran the regression by each of the ninc age subgroups for each of e e . .
. above. There were 28 individual years containing 2733 clients for this analysic.

the independent variables. The three levels of seriousness for each age subgroup " 3 ) .. )
For cach of the vemaining ycars we did the t-test on differences between recidivists

were determined by using the method of Daleniue. (1) The results of these analyses ® Cyeos .
and non-recidivists for total MSS before project entry, and on the total nuuwber

were generally similar to the carlier ones. There was no improvement. .
of arrests before project entry.

Analysis of Variance: We decided to assess the relationshiﬁ among MSS before

All of the t-values for each of the years within 13-15 and 16-18 were signi-

project entry, recidivism, and year of age at project entry by the nine age sub- ®
’ = ficant for both measures. It was also the case that the number of arrests and
roups with an analysis of variance. ca e
group 7 the MSS did increase with age for both the 13-15 and 16-18 year olds. However,
The client's MSS prior to project entry was expected to increase with age. Im
wo P proj v P & ‘Cl the arrest rates within the two age groups remained relatively constant, i.e., did
an effort to control for this possibility within the nine age groups we decided to not appear different. These findings suggested (for>at least these two age
£ a1t . indings sugges 01 ast these two ¢
use the average arrest MSS prior to project entry (per client) instead of the total . i s N ; ’ s ' ,
y groups) that the significant results of the t-test by 9 age groups (p 43) did not
MSS per client. These results were unsatisfactory and further indicated that a | e . R \ , . \ .
® result from MSSs and number of arrests incrcasing with age and interacting with
linear model was not appropriate for the evaluation of our data. cx e
the possibility that older people are arrested more than younger puople.
The next effort was to sec whether arrest recidivists have significantly more Although mot all the years were significant, 26 of 28 were in the tioted
al ears wer mifi s 7 in the predicte
severe criminal histories prior to project entry than non-recidivists. ‘ \ ,
| ® direction for those measured.
Severity of criminal history was measured by both the total MSS and the number ‘ . ) .
Our conclusion at this point was that a relationship between severity of
of arrests prior to project entry for each of 9 age groups by t tests. '
ge grovl Y criminal history and recidivism seemed to hold strongly for the 13-to-18 year-—
Most of the comparisons were significant. This lends support for a non-linear | '
! ® olds, and to some extent for thosce 19 and over.
relationship between severity of criminal history and recidivism. The MSS and number | The 1 Fhosd 1 ib . ¢ 1y ¢l .
e hypothesis was also asscsse y the t-test using only three years
of arrests do not appear to be very different in outcomes.
criminal history prior to project entry. The rationale was that, for the older
(1) Dalenius, T., and lodges, J.L., Jr. (1959). Minimum variance stratification @ clients, arrest in the immediate past may have related to recidivism more

3
Jour,Amer.Stat.Assoc., 54,88-101,

.

than arreste many years in the past. Tor example, 1t was possible that for the
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21 group the lack of significant t-values stemmed from a "wash-out" offect from

older ex—convicts with long, scvere, past criminal historics but no recent history.

.

'
1

Tor most juveniles our criminal hilstorics penerally did not exceed three or
four years. Also, for the yecars 19 and 20 our criminal records did not exceed
four years becausc we did not retrieve juvenile records for clients belonging to
the age group 19-20. Thus, to a great extent the three-year criminal history was
most applicable for clients aged 25 and above, who generally have longer criminal
records.

On Table 6, p,A-98,inspection of the MSS ou?comes for each of 13 years, 25

and above, shows one year (27) in whiéh the change went from a significant relation¥
ship to a non-significant oﬁe, and three years (29, 30, 33) when the change went
from non-significant to significant:. The net change was 2 oét of 13 for the in-
dividual years tested in the direction of significance. These results suggested

"wach

that there is some tendency for older clients with long early records to
out" the effects of severity on recidivisum when included, among those with more

recent criminal histories.

The Kolmogorov~Smirnov Test was used to test the hypothesis that there is a

significant difference between the distyibution of recidivists and the distributioq
of non-recidivists over levels of number of prior arrests. The nine age groups
werxe used., The MSS was also tested.

The distributions were obtained by using six levels of number of arrests
before project entry for cach of ghc nine age groups. These distributions showed
a significant differenée for all age groups cxcept 7-12 and 19-20. Thesc results
indicétcd that the distributions of reccidivists and the non-recidilvists differ over
levels of nuwber of prior arrcsts and MSS.

The X’ -Test for Lincax Trend was done to determine if the proportion of

recidivists inercased with increasing levels of scverity.  The number of arrests

PRI

i ¢ TN e LdhinidA S 5. T
! G R b 3 AT LA B
i o

46

. .

had 6 levels fox cach age group and the MSS had 10 levels. .
Tt was concluded that, in general, the proportion of recidivists incrcasces

as the level of scverity incrcases.

b.  Conclusions About Validity: The results of the regression analyses and

the analysis of variance strongly suggested that the relationship between severity
of criminal history and recidivism was not lincar. TFurther, we were, and arc
unable to explain satisf{actorily why the proportion of variance accounted for by
severity of prior criminal history and age were as low as they are in these two
analyscs. MHowever, it was decided that for the purpose of our evaluation
analysis the MSS and the number of arrests were sufficiently valid to use as
measures of severity of criminal history p;ior to project entry. The decision
wvas based on:

1. The results of the t-tests, the Kolmogorov-Swirnov Tests, and the chi-square
trend analyses strongly supporting a significant relationship between measures
of severity and recidivism, particulanly for the 13~ through-18-year-old groups.
Although the relationship might not be linear, it appeared to exist.

2. The non~statistical reality that the projects' entrance criteria gave
some insight into the scverity of the clients' prior criminal history. Tor
example, among project arrest rates for the 16-to-18 year old group the pro-
ject with the lowest arrvest rate for 1l6-—to~l8~year-olds acceﬁted mainly first-
offenders in ﬁisdcmeanor offenses, while the others stressed ex—convicts with
long and servere criminal records. To conlude that the lower rate showed that

project to be more effective scemed absurd.

Al
1

¢, The Selection of a Mcasure of Severity: (Sce p.A-104, Appendix Aj.

d. Determining the Levels of Severity: (Sce p.A-105, Appendix A).
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Additfonal Twplicatlons for Valldation were provided by the final analysis.

The Duncan test had been appliced to project recidivism rates to determine whether
there were signlficant differences Letween projccts.within soverity levels for
age groups. DBoth average MSS and average number of arrests were used as measures
of scverity in order to make a final determination of which was the most valid
and practical for this evaluation.

In the results, the outcomes using average number of arrests were clearer.

The subgroups formed were mutually exclusive, while those formed by using average
4SS were ovexlapping. Therefore, average number of arrests was choscen as the
severity measure for the evaluation report although both measures appeared equally
valid. The process that led to this decision 1s described fully in the Appendix
on Design and Methodology.

However, the final results also produced an unexpected finding with respect
to severity levels. The validation studies had given strong support to a relation-
ship between severity of‘prior criminal history and recidivism among clients 20
aud younger. TFor clients 21 aﬁd older there had been only minimal support for
the relationship. The final analysis indicated no basis whatever for the rela-
tionship for those 21 and over, although it confirmed the relationship for those
under 21. Therefore, the effects of assessing differences between projects' arrest
rates within severity levels were rechecked for those 21 and older.

To do this the valuation went back to thg question: "Do.diffcrenccs between
projects affect the arrest recidivism rates of similar clients?" When asked within
levels of severity for the age groups 21-29 and 30-39 the answer had been "no."
Now, to check the effects of using severity levels, the same question would be asked
across severity levels for the two age groups.

- Toxr both age groups the answer of 'no'" was confirmed, aud with even wmore
confidgncc. Comparing arrest rates within scverity levels fo; clients in the two

age groups wag shown to result in a valld answer of "no," bLut that the answer

was limited to projects within the c¢awme severity levels. The justdfication of the

~48-

validlty of the answer was provided by the test across scverity levels, it

.
-

also gave the same '"no'' anuswer, but generalizable to almost all other projects

in cach of the age groups 21-29 and 30-39.

N
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VI. VALIDITY OF ARRESIS

The most basic objective of the evaluation was to determine the cffect of

.

projects on the criminal behavior of their clients. Arrests were chosen as the

best avilable measure of criminal behavior. Therefore, the evaluation had to attempt
/
to determine the extent to which arrests measure accurately the criminal behavion

of the projcct clients. The discussion to follow is based on non-juvenile clients

but the major conclusion is applicable to the juveniles.

THE BATURE OF ARRUSTS: Criminal behavior means that there wasa real event which

aétually occurrad. The earlier example, in which one person shot another in the
head is again applicable. The perpetrator may or may not be arrested, may or may not
be triced, and may or may not be convicted. However, the behavior did occur. It was

. done by the perpetrator. The victim remains shot in the head.

Arrests are 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 behavior.

ACCURACY: The accuracy of érrcsts would be affected by: 1) the arrests of per-
sons who had not committed a crime and arrests on wrong charges; these would have
resulted in overstatement of the magnitude, and severity, of criminal behavior, and
2) arrests thet did not occur, but should have, which would result in understatement

of actual criminal behavior in the same two ways.

OVERSTATEWENT BY ARRESTS: The cffects on magnitude and severity, were treated

as separale issues.

a. Qverstatement of Magnitude: What was being looked for wes an estimate of

the proportion of clieats who had been arrested and not rcally done anything criminal

at all; criminal as defined by the New York State penal law.

R R R L T e
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Reasons for which a person might be arrested without having engaged in any

1 "

criminal behavior include police "sweeps,' or simply gross orror on the part of the

arresting officer.

Some court officials estimate that approximately 60 percent of all arrests(l) in
Manhattan are dismisseq on grounds ofi: legal insufficiency, failure of witness to
appear, or determination of innocence from prior to arraignmént to after trial, The
balance are convicted by plea or trial or held in abeyance. The great majority of
the falée arrest group is some part of those arrests that are dismissed. A small
portion of the false arrests would be among those convicted.

The best approach to the estimation would have been a self-report study of
an appropriate sample of project clients but for reasons of confidentiality, as
discussed on p A-16, the evaluation was not able to conduct such a study. Consequently,
about two years ago an arrangement was made to receive the expected results of a large
self-report study on a comparable population on the assumption that its findiungs would
be applicable to this evaluation's population. Thosc 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 was: "Did criminal
behavior occur for which that arrest was made?" This would have to be determined for
a group of individuals, and only with respect to one arrest for each individual. We “
could not find any self-report studies that had done this.

Consequently, a somewhat hurried less~-than-rigorous attempt had to be made to
provide some factual basis for at least a tentative estimate. The evaluation scttled
on an'informal poll of New York City attorneys familiar with the nature of arrests.

An attorney with both prosccution and defensce experience asked 21 defense attorneys
and 26 prosccutors to estimate, frow their experience, the proportion of all clients
arrested who had actually donc nothing criminal in relation to that arrest.

(1) 7The dismissal rate is estimated to be about 40 percent for arrests for scoverce
crimes, i.c., UCR dudex crimes,
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Clearly, this was not going to be '"hard" statlstical data. The selection of

the sample of attorneys had not been controlled, pnor was the question asked in

a standardized forw and fashion since it required careful qualification. Never-

(1)

thelens, the results permitted a tentative estimate.
12 ‘
The estimates of the prosccutors averaged 5 percent,

The estimates of the
defense attorneys averaged about 8 percent. The evaluation's estimate, from these
data, was that approximately 7 percent (give or take 2 percent) of those arrested

for an event actually did not engage in criminal behavior. The percentage would be

lover for serious crimes.

Another consideration relating to overstatement of arrest recidivism stemmed
from
some proportion of those clients for whom the police reported "no record" and who
were not included in the computation of the arrest recidivism rates were in that
category because they had actually not been arrested. As discussed, the
probable size of this subgroup within the "no record" category was such that it
would not have affected the recidivism rates.

Taking both considerations into account, the cvaluation decided to assume that,
in magnitude, arrests overstated criminal behavior by 10 percent.

-1
2

b. Overstatement of Severity: The police may overcharge or "pufl" an arrest (2)

to give the prosecutor more leverage in plea bargaining, to make the arrest seem more
impoxtant for departmental or personal reasons, because they are angry with the

arrcested person, or because of error.

(1) The results were also interesting in that they did not conform to or even sugpest
support of the wuch higher estimates made by people less familiar with the
phenomenon.

(2)  An example night be a case of picking pockets charged as 'a robbery rather than

a larceny. -

the evaluations's methodology. As discussed on pp A-36,A-37, in the Method Section

T B0

®

[

'

Overcharging could have affected the cevaluation's measurcment of the scverity

of the arrest rate for violent crime, and the analysis by types of cerime, What

was nceded was an estimate of the percentage of arrest charges, whether single charge
or the mogt serious of multiple charges, which were overcharges and wnot the actual
criminal behavior that had taken place,

It was not possible to get any reputable estimate of the percent of arrest
charges which were overcharges by the police. It was nccessary to make a '"ballpark"

estimate. So it was decided, somewhat arbitrarily, to estimate overstatements of

severity as also 10 percent.

\

UNDERSTATFMENT BY ARRESTS: Understatements of the magnitude of criminal

behavior, using arrests as the mecasure, would stem entirely from the police not making
arrests for criminal behavior that did occur. The result would be both in terms of
persons (unapprehended recidivists) and of crimes (criminal events for which no one
was arrecsted).

An understatement of severity would be an arrest charge less severe than the
criminal event that took place.
Recidivists:

a. Unapprehended The evaluation nceded to know the proportion

of clients classified as non-recidivists who were really recidivists.

It is known that only a portion of reported crimes result in apprechensions.

To. example, there were 77,940 complaints of robberies in New York City during 1974,

and 19,648 arrests for that crime, or about one in four.(l) Further, the findings

of a National Crime Panel survey of victimization indicated that there are approxi-
' . . . . . (2) . .
mately twice as many robberies in New York City as complaints.®/This would make the

B .

arrest to robbery ratio about one to eight,

Crime Analysis

)
(2)

Unit, New York City Yolice Department., .

“Crime in the Nation's Vive TLargest Cities," LEAA, National Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Service, April, 1974,




Tt was concluded frowm this data that theve is a substantial proportion of
erime in New York City for which the perpetrators are not apprchended.  Given
the criminal history of the group of project clients cvaluated, it is submitted
that: 1) some proportion of those unapprehended perpetrators. would be among the

v
group, 2) somc of them would by virtuc of arrests for other crimes already have
been classificd as recidivists, and 3) sowe of them would not have been arrested,
and would be among those classified as non-recidivists.

With little better basis than these sorts of indications and impressions to
go on, and after informal discussions with enforcement and court officials, the
evaluation selected the somewhat conservative figure of 20 percent as a tentative
estinate of the proportion oﬁ those reported to be non-recidivists who actually
committéd crimes after project entry. This would result in an understatement of
criminal behavior by the arrest recidivism rate.

CONCLUSION: Because of a paucity of pertinent data, the estimates that werec
made are tentative and somcwhat speculative. They are meant to be used as a frame-
work for a conclusion about the accuracy of the érrest measure and not as "significant
results" of the evaluation. Nevertheless, they are the best estimates that we were
able Lo make on the basis of the data available. Therefore, it is submitted that
balancing false and ovc%charged arrests against unapprehended crimes yields a net
result in which the magnitude and severity of criminal recidivism findings in this
report understate the actual criminal behavior.

VII. CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF CLIERTS FOR ANALYS1S

The criteria, and the process through which they were applied, are described

on pp A-45-A-48, Appoendix A.

VILL.ARALYSIS \

Armed with data and wmeasures, the evaluation was now prepared for analysis.
The five p£incipal goals werce: 1) comparison of projects' criminclogical effec-
tiveness; 2) asscssment of magnitude and severity of criminal recidivism; 3)
determining whether client arrest rates were lower after project entry than be-
forc; 4) asscssing the rclationship of violent crimes prior to projecct entry to
violent c%imos after project entry, and 5) determining whether drug charges and
race/gthnicity affected recidivism.

There had to be at least a 12-month period for each client after the date
of project entry over which arrest recidivism could be measured on a police record.,
An additional month was allowed to give the police time to post arrests.

A client was included for anelysis if any kind of a police record was found
for‘him. The record could contain no arrests, but somé.other police contact,
such as a ¥D-1 contact or a warrant. The police contact on a record might Have
been before project entry, during the year after entry, or subsequently.

0f the 3,930 names submitted, 370 records were retrieved but excluded from-
the analysis because there were less than 12 months available for recidivism,
Clients for whom no police records were retrieved were excluded from the analysis.
There were 460 of these names reported as "ﬁ6 records" (NR) by the police. (Table
1, p A-59.) When record retrieval was terminated, there were in addition to
the 460 NRs, 76 ”file—outs"vand sealed records remaining which were also classified
as NRs by the evaluation. There recmained a total of 3,024 names of elicnts with
police records.

For one subgroup of these NR clients, it could be hypothesized that they actu-
ally never had been arrcéted. The effect of omitting them from the arrest~recidivj5m
rates would be to overstate the rates, but probably not by much:

For most cases for which no records were retrieved, it was proable that reconds

exlsted but were not found because of project or evaluation crror, recovds misf{ilod
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by the police or missiug, CJEP nol retrieveing juvenile records for 19-or-older ' ‘ THE BVALUATTON TASKS: . .
clients and, clearly, the 76 "file-outs" and sealed records which we classified Igsk I ~ Comparing Projgﬁﬁp' Crhnhyﬁfyzhﬂﬂ.}Effcctivcnngg: There were initially

® as NRs after final retricval. It was estimated that the omission of this second L 3,024 cliontst in the seven age groups described on p 54.

subtype of clients had little effect on the arrest recidivism rate of any group within projects we combined all components where we had reason to believe that

>
because the best estimate of the arrest-recidivism rate among the omitted cases e e i s overto
& c es

is that of the group from which they are omitted. ® would have resulted in an overcount. The projects and their combined components
The initial pool of clients with police reccords totaled 3,024, of which 2,900 ~are shown on Table 6 p 74 .
were from the 18 projects and 124 from the control group. We dropped any subgroup within a project where the numbers of clients
e The number of these clients who had been in more than 'ono. project was deter=— » within the age group and project (or component) was less thanv 20. There were 19
mined. . ‘ ‘ of these subgroups containing 115 clients. We mistakenly dropped 14 "umscrviced .
° A computer check of the B numbers and NYSIIS numbers of these clients showed . clients." from Neighborhood Youth Diversion and 35 "service unverified" clients from
that 39, or about 1.3 percent, had been in more than one of the 18 projects or the ® ASA. (1 As a result of dropping the 164 clients above, we werc left with 2,860
control group. Thus, the actual number of different clients in the initial pool clients for this analysis. We were unable to determine how many of the 39 clients
was 2,985. The double count within the pool of 3,024 clients does not appear to who had been in more than one project (p 55) had been among either the group dropped
atfect the analysis of the outcomes. | . @ or those remaining. The best estimate may be that about 1.3% of each group were
Police contacts that were not counted as arrcsts in the analysis of arrest in more than one project. Therefore, about 98.7% of the 2,860 are estimated to be .
° recidivism rates included: Arrests recorded for the period after the 12 months » different individuals. .
during which recidivism was measured; YD-1 cards for juveniles; all types of warrants; ¢ Tor the remaining project components we used t-tests to see if therc were diffcrence.
arrests contingent upon prior arrecsts; charges which the New York City Police Depart- between components by average number of arrests prior to project entry. We did this
ment does mnot Classn'..fy into any of the 26 UCR offense categories; a few charges under ® by age levels. Yor those age levels in which tl1ere were differences, the components
the 0ld Penal Law which do not appear to represent criminal activity; :nilitéry arrests were kept scparate and if not, combined. Table 6 p.74 .
in New York State, many of which are for chzirges which aife unique to military service; The Duncan Test was applied to the arrest recidivism rates of the projects
® and arrests that we did not know about. - @ within each level of severity for each age group.
The net result of all these exclusions would be to understate somewhat the The results for the number of arrests are those presented in this report.
criminological outcomes, e.g., recidivism rates and numbers of arrcsts.
lO 1) The drops were a mistake because both were diversion projects wl;era clicnts
‘ were referred to the project only because of the intervention of the project.
It would have been valid and dmpertant to address the questionof the effcets
of the project on all those diverted to it, even if they nevex showed up or
did not rccedve services.
®
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Pask TT =~ The Maenitude and Sceverity of Recidivigm: The rates were determined

{or arrest rqyidivjnm, and violent erime arrest recidivism, for the 2,860 clients

by the seven ;ge aroups: a) across projccts; b) across levels of severity, and

¢) by project, coumponent, and level of.sevcrity as functions of average number of

arrests prior to project entry. Both the total of arrests and of arrest for violent
erimes after project entry were determined for c¢) above. For cach of the scven

age groups, across projects, the types, number and'percentage of crimes represented

by arrerts after project entry were classificd by the 26 UCR crime categories.

Task ITI - Determining if Client Arrcst Rates Are Lower After Project Entry

Than Before:  Are client arrest rates during the 12 months after project entry .
lower than during a 12-month period before? A principal problem was the identifi-
cation of a wvalid iz~month period before project entry for the comparison.

Several evaluations of drug addiction treatment programs had used the period
iumediately preceding project entry for comparison purposes. They reported highly
significant decreascs in criminal behavior. Some have argued
that these positive results ﬁay have been due to a regression (mathematical) effect,
rather than project impact. We felt that the positive outcomes, measured in this
way, wvere additionally questionable because of design characteristics of the drug
projects that were shared by the projects we were to evaluate.

The nature of the projects we were to evaluate was such Ehat arrest just prior
to project entry was in a number of cases explicitly necessary for admission, and in

many other cases implicitly neccessary. In some diversion projects, whether related

to addictlon or not, ecach client had to he arrested before a court could order

diversion to the project. Other projects found that priowities, theirs or the
clients', had the effect of linking project entry to arrest, even if not as a formal

requivement,  This made the 12 wmonths prior to project entyy invalid for a comparison

2 Geeart
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of arrest ratcé to the 12 menths after project cntry, because the pool of clicnts
virtually bad to have a high srrest rate in the prior period.

Comparisbn would be invalid beeausce arrcst.was ugt similarly pguaranteed during
in principle, had more "opportunity"

the 12 months after project entry. Clients

to be arrested or not arrested. Furthermore, some clients might coumit erimes
and not be apprehended (arrested). Therefore, compared to the artificially high
arrest rate before project entry, the rate for'the period aftexr project entry
had to be lower, even if the project had no impact. In a mathematical sense, the
comparison would be of two arrest rates with different bases.

a. Method: To verify this possibility arrest rates for the 12 months before
and after project entry were 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, theanalysis across projects showed arrest rates in the 12 wonths

after project entry significantly lower than the rates for the 12 months before

+
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projec
projects, however, confirmed that the significance of the decreases in arrest rates
across projects was attributable to anartificially high arrest rate for the 12-month
pexiod before project entry.

For example ASA Court Diversion had arrest rates of 100 percent, 9¢ percesnt,
and 95 percent for the age groups 16-18, 19-20, and 21-39, respectively. MLA had a
96 percent rate for 16-18 yea;~olds. For most of the other projects the rates rvanged
from 50 percent to 93 percent. The lowest rates, for six of the projecects, ranged

(1)

from 27 percent to 48 pexcent for the 21-39 age proup.

(1)  fthese were primarily rehabilitation projects for cx-convicts who for the most
part were in jail during the yecar before project entry and could not have been
arrested,
of the yecars before and after project entry.

This lcads to an crror in the opposite dircction when making comparisons
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Yor most projects it was clear that Lrom some to many clients had to be arrested
to be eligible for project entry, and the existence of those arrests wouldartificially
inflate the projects' arrest rates fox the 12-month period preceding projcct entry.

b. Conclusion: This left open the question of which 12 months prior to pro-

ject entry to compare with the 12 months after project entry. We narrowed the cho&ce
to two possibilities. One was to take the period from the 24th to the 12th month
(the second year) prior to project entry. The other was to take the 12 months pre-
ceding the last arrest, and t5 exclude that arrcst from the computation of arrest
rates.

Each had advantages and disadvantagés. The disadvantages were mainly with
juveniles, for whom the elimination of a critical, developmental year might introduce
qualitative as well as quantitative factors. On balance, since the 12 months prior
to last arrest introduced variability in the measurement of clients of the same
chronological age, the other alternative was selected as less disadvantageous.

The %2 test was used as described above to make the comparison of arrest 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 Relationship of Violent Crimes Before Proijcct Entyy to Violent

Crimes After Project Entry: The t-test was used to determine the difference between

the rates of wviolent crime recidivism of clients who had no history of violent crime
arrest prior to projcct entry, and the rate of wviolent crime recidivism of clients who
had a history of violent crime arrests before project entry, This was done across

ages by cach of the seven age groups, ané across projects. Analysis was done {or
violent crimes, and for each of the four UCR types which compose it: homicide, forcible

rape, robbery, and aggravated assault,

Task V-Determining Whether Drug Charpge and Race/Ethnicity Affected Recidivism:

The priority of these tasks in the evaluation was not high.
a. Drue Chorpes: An attempt was made to obtain at least some information about

the drug addiction status of clients on the basils of the information that was

~01-,

available to us -~ arrest charges and some kuowlcdgc about the projects and theix
clients. -

The proportion of clients who had any drug charge on their arrest record prior
to project entry was computed for each of the 18 projects (but not for Vera
Control Group).

b. Race/Ethnicity: To determine whether diffevences of race and ethnicity

affected arrest recidivism and recidivism for vielent crime, the Xz was used across
ages and by ecach of the scven age groups. This was done across the projects fox
the 2,860 clients.

REFLECTLONS : On looﬁing back over the four years of work reflected in this
section, it becomes apparent to us that we invested an enormous amount of rescurces
and time in attempting to maximize the accuracy of our data. Generally, the effort
proved unnccessary. TYor example, our "Match Check" study of Juveniles and the in-
vestiéation of discrepancies bctﬁcen date of an arrest and the date of the cccurrence
of the crimewere expensive, time consuming efforts and showed that the errors had
negligible effects. The results of these efforts indicated that most of the errors
we were checking for would not have been significant,

Although it may sound like a ratiomalization, we feel that these cxpensive
efforts at maximizing accuracy were absolutely necessary. In any evaluation of
"demonstration projects'" where there is a new evaluation dcsign or method to be
used, unexpected problems arise. At the time the problems emerge, the only criteria
for_deciding whether or not to invest time examining them is that of the problems's
possible effect on the goals of the evaluation. Clearly, discrcpancies of identity
of préject clients and the arrest records assigned to them could seriously impair
the accuracy of our evaluation and the conclusions we arrive at. Therefore, at the
jarring moment when the possibility of serious errvor ariscs it is necessary to invest

as tuch as may be called for to sce if the error is signilicant or not.
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An appendix spells out these efforts dn even more detatll. g

: Cit crest *ds or
to other evaluations that may have to deal with New York City arrest records

; : v co redis T
the rccord~kecping problems of projects. TPerhaps they will not have to rediscove

this wheel.

o marmn

Most of the 2,860 clients in this study were Black and lispanic males
vho were young, poor, and had police
of the population of New York City's

AGE:

young,

(7-15) and one-fifth in the 16-18 age range to which Youthful Offender treatment
may be given (p 21).

and percent of clients at ecach age level, including the seven age groups that are

Three~fourths were under 25,

used in the analysis.
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D CLIENTS

The study clients spanned

records,

criminal justice system.

a wide age range, from 7 to 71, but most were

They were, to that extent, typical

including one-fourth who were legally juveniles

Only 2 percent were 40 or older,

Table 2 gives the number

Table 2 AGE OF CLIENTS AT PROJECT ENTRY
Legal Cumulative | Age Group
Status Aee Clients | Percent Percent In Report
Juvenile | 11-12 87 3.0 4,5
13-15 559 19.5 24.0
Youthful
Offendexr | 16-18 606 21.2 45,2 3
19-20 234 8.2 53.4 4
21-24 567 19.8 73.2 5
25-29 397 13.9 87.1
30-34 184 6.4 93.5
Adult 35-39 130 4.5 98.1 6
40-44 33 1.2 939.2
45-49 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
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RACE AND ETIRUCTTY: The overwhelming majority of the clients, 93 percent,

were Blacks on were $panish surnamed -- 68 percent the former. Mearly all the

others were Whites, and a very small number were of other groups (Table 3 ).

The preponderance of Blacks and Hispanics occurived within each of the scven age

groups. It also occurs among the criminal justice system population of New York

City, but to a lesser degree than among the study clients.

65~

Table 4  HIGHEST YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED BY CLIENTS 18 OR OLDER

[ ighest Year of | Number of Cumulative
School Completed Clients Per Cent Per Cent
1-4 7 0.4 0.4
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

*

high school equivalency diplomas

Includes high school graduates and clients with

Table 3 RA¢E~ETHNICITY OF CLIENTS
Number of Cumulative
Race-Ethnicity Clients | Per Cent | Per Cent
Black . 1860 67.6 67.6
Spanish surnamed 701 25.5 93.1
White | 184 6.6 99.7
Other (Oriental, American 7 0.3 100.0
Indian, Other)
TOTAL 2752 100.0 100.0

Note: There were 108 clients for whom information on race-
ethnicity was not available.

EDUCATION: An individual 18 or older is expected to have completed high school.

Among study clients-of this age range only onec-third completed 12 or more years of
school or received high school equivalency diplomas (Table ¢4 ). Most 18-or-older
Elients completed 9 to 11 years of school, a few completed less, but still fewer

went beyond high school. A very small proportion of these clients who were under

21 (i.e., 18-20) completed high school, but the proportion was far higher among 21-

or-older clients, although well under half.

-
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PRIOR CRIMINAL HISTORY: More than 90 percent of the clients had been arrested

at least once before entering the projects and most of the remainder had other types

of police records before project entry (usually YD-1 contacts).

SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND FAMILY BACKGROUN Although no data were collected on

. 1 . . .
clients' socio~economic and family backgrounds, there seemed no reason to doubt that
they were generally poor, with many from broken homes. In this and other respects,
it seemed likely that they resembled the bulk of the criminal justice system popula-

tion of New York City.
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TUE PROJECTS

€ the 53 operational CJCC projects provided services by the evaluation, 18
were . acluded in the analysis reported here. They were sclected almost ex—
clusively on the basis of statistical necessity; programs with insufficicnt numbers
of clients to allow statistical analysis of their results at the time an analysis
had to be done were not included. Nevertheless, the 18 projects appear to be,
individually and as a group, fairly representative of that category of CJCC pro~
gramminé which can be defined as "people projects,' as opbosed to police or court
projects.

People Projects

The reasoning that underlay the development of the people projects was
based primarily in the conviction that a principal cffort of the criminal justice
system should be in the direction of the rehabilitation of offenders. In
addition to the very small portion of current budgets that was allocated to rehabili-
tation, there was also the considerable and respectable body of knowledge showing
that attempts at rechabilitation within correcticnal institutions were largely in-
effective, It was also widely believed that incarceration without rehabilitation
vas of little social value. One obvious altérnative would be to offer rehabilitative
seivices independent of the correctional system.

Services considercd rehabilitative included any, or anylcombination of such ef-
forts as remedial education, job counseling and placement, individual counseling or
therapy, addiction treatment, legal services, recreation, and/or referral to
other agencics providing these services. In a few cases, involving projects
for juveniles, substantially the same spectrum of services was kcld out as preventive
rather than rchabilitative.

It was generally agreed that in the provision of services. to members of
ethmi.c m{noritics, and/or particular age categorics, it is preferable to offer the

service not only through wembers of the same etheic group, but that the providers

of scrvice should come from the same soclo-cconomic background and at times with -

o

S Oy
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vith tho same eximinal background as the wecipients. Still ‘another preference

was that the scrvice providers com2 from, if not still live in, the same goo-

graphic "comaunity' as those being scrved.

The combinations and permutations of these and similar required variables pro-

duced a considerable varicty of "people program" models. The project budgets ranged

from a total of $15,000 a year to efforts costing millions of dollavs. The criteyvia

for adwministrators and/or staff included that

they be Black, Puerto Rican, ex-

offenders, para-professionals, credentialed professionals and, in one case, nuns.

The target populations could be potentially delinquent juveniles, heroin addicts

seeking non-drug treatment, adult or teenage

former convicts seeking cducation

or job referral, or persons arrested and awaiting trial for whom it was felt that

the best service might be "diversion'.

Diversion and Non-Diversion Services:

In the category ''people projects' the subgroup based on the approach

O I T B L I L me 2w
CaLLGU QLVEersLol 1as ollime 30 1l

those unfamiliar with the concept. The basic

_the Criminal Justice System is not the proper

AN
idea is that experience has shown that

place for dealing with the problems

of certain persons who, for technical reasons, may be subject to arrest. People

1ike drunks, or children in need of better parcutal supervision, camnot be helped

effectively within the system, clog its schedules, and waste its resources. They,

and the society, are better served if they are removed from the system. Over tiue,

the approach has been expanded to include individuals among such groups as juvenile

and young-adult criminals with long and scvere criminal histories who, it is

feared, will only become more handened eriminals if sent to correctional facilitices.

Diversion can be an alternative to detention or incarceration for such people, and/

or an altcrnative to prosecution,

The point at which such projects intervene in the usual flow of the CJIS process

di ffers with the program model.  Som: intervene before arvaipnment aund geck to divert

arrested persons from the CJS deterwination of whether there will be agrfal., Some

intervene before an ordered trial, and some after conviction, secking to divert
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fyom incarcexation or other court-imposed scentencing.

Vhatever the various programs divert frem, almost all of them divert to
themselves and the services they offer, cven if it is only referral. A few oLfer
residential facilities with a range of supervision models; most return the divarted
individual to home and neighborhood, along with a schedule of attendance at the
program serviccs.

An important characteristic common to all these diversion models is that within
theix format it is possible for the perpetrator of a crime to recidivate (commit
another crime) while enrolled in the program. If detained or incarcerated, in-
stead of being diverted, recidivism would not have been possible. This point
has additional implications. They will be discusscd later in this report, wﬁcre
they arc pertinent to findings or recommendations.

Not all “people proiects” provide diversion. Services to pre-offenders, to

offenders who remain within correctional institutions, or ex—offenders who have

Mhs frnldactdare far

sexrved tl z= Thz fmpliantic
recidivism are not the same, since thesec persons might be re—arrested wﬁether the
program existed or not.

At an early point, the evaluation made no distinction between these last
two typas of program and classified them both as diversion programs. By broadening
the meaning of diversion we had hoped to distinguish easily between 'people" and
“"non-pecople" projects, since those are clumsy terms. The result was confusion and
criticism, and we reverted over time to these more precise definitions of project
types; i.e., non-pcople and pecople, and diversion and non-diversion as sub-classes
of people projects.

The age range for potential clients started with age 7. Nine of the projects
had maximum permissible ages for clients, the highest of which was 71, Three of

the projects were essentially or exdclusively for juveniles.
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Oue prevalent form of service offering was some sort of vocational
training or preparation; seven projects had such service. TFive specified seme
form of education rewediation, although the numbex actually providing such scrvice
wag probably higher. Three projects offered residence, three mentioned recreation
among their services, and two offered legal assistance. )

0f the eightcen projects only one did not specify counscling as one of the
services offered. That one was set up to refer drug addicts to trcatment elsewhere,
which presumably included counseling. |

Project sponsors ranged from components of city government, through established
voluntary agencies, to community groups established specifically to set up and run
the project involved. The range in the staffs was equally varied. Projects
based in government-agencies tended to retain civil-—service job jurisdictions and
credentialing; voluntary agencies relied more on academic credentials, particularl
in supervisory catcgories. In community-based projects paraprofcssional-style
credentialing criteria could apply as high as to the director, and theorics of
social wilitancy were as likely to guide staff judgements as either theory or
expericence about the handling of social problems.

The total LEAA funding for the 18 projects was $14,590,000.00.

In the following Table of Project Summaries, duration refers to the span
over which LEAA funds under CJCC contract were disbursed or committed to a
project. The amount of Federal funds was abstracted from the contracts and any

0

amendments or extensions. The information would tend to err on the low side in both

.
.

time and money. Dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand.

The Services-Provided item was ascertainced frow contracts and applications.
Some projeets might prefer another listing or arrangement of their services.
The lists prescented here are intended to refleet highlipghts and major thrusts of
scrvice. The Status item was gamerced from interviecws with CJICC monitors. The
reader is advised that these statuscs may have chnngﬁd over time.

Each of the 18 projects ds deseribed in wmore detail dun Appendix B.
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Table 5

LEAA FIRIOS

R

PROJEGT SUBEARIES

CLYENT TYPLS

SERVICES PROVIDED

FULDING

1, ADDICTS REHASTLITATTON
crriir (ARC)
freaident and Non-
bestdent Day Cure

2.28A ADDICTS DIVERSTION
(ASA)

3.VERA SUPPORTIVE WORK
(VERA)
Hi 1deat
Control Group

4, THDLPENDENCE HOUSE
(i)
Long-Term Service
Short-Term Service

S.UHIRRLISANTA YOUTH
SERVICE3S CENTER (MLA)
Legal Services

6 PROBATION-URBAN LEAGUE
(PuL)

7.PROJECT BYCEP (BYCEP)

8.LEGAL PROPINQUITY
arQ

2.YOUTH COUNSEL BUREAU
(yen) ]
Long-Term Parole

10.V0I BRONY COMMUNITY
COUNSELING (BCC)
Day, Fvening, Teenage

11.PROJECT SHARE (SHARE)
Resident
Non~Resident

12.SECOND CHANCE (SCH)

13, HARHCOD (MANHD)
Counseliuvg Sessions only
Job Referral

Y4, NAACP REBOUND (NAACP)
Jutensive
Non-Intensive

15 NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH
DIVERSION (NYD)

Y6 ALTERNATIVES 10 DLTHEN-
TTON - PROBATION (ATo~
PROBY  Sup. Det, Re-
lease & Day-Tvng, Ctr.;
Fre~Court Inten., Scrv,

L7VALTEINATIVES TO DETEN-
TION - HRA (ATD-URA)
Family Boarding liowme
Group Houe

18, PROTESTANT BOARD OF
GUAKDIANS (I'BG)

01,01.72
to

06.30.74

01.22.71
to
11.30.74

07.01.72
to
06.30.75

07.01.72

. to
006.30.74

09.67.71
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

to
04.26.74

06.01.70
to
07.15.73

03.01.72
to

06.30.75

02.01.72
to
10.31.74

01.01.71
to
07.31.73

09.15.71
to
07.31.74

10.01.70
to
11.30.73

11.01.70
to
06.30.73

11.01.72
to
02.28.74

11.15.71
to
06.30.75

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
$ 617,000
$ 322,000

$ 1,016,000

$ 462,000
$ 852,000
$ 839,000

Harcotics Addlcts
Male ond Female
Ages 94

Narcotica related
Court cases; Male
and Fewale; 17+

Ex-addicts and
ex~-offenders;
Male-Female;
Ages 18+

Ex~offenders and
YSA referrals;
Male only; Ages
17-21

Criminal Court &
Fam Court cases;
M-F; Ages 9-21

Probation cases;
Male & Females;
Ages 14-21

Ex-inmates Adol
Remand Shelter;
Males; Ages 16-21

Misdemeanor or low
felony arrest;
M~F; Ages 15-20

First offenders &
DA reierred cases;
M-F; Ages 16+

Addicts and ex~
offenders; Male-~
Feunale; Ages 13+

Ex-offenders;
Males; Ages 18+

Fx~offenders;
Males; Ages 21t

Ex-offenders;
Male~Famale;
Ages 16+

Ex-of fenders;
Male-Yemales
Ages 21+

Probation;
Male~Female;
Ages 7-15

Probation, parole
case peuding, DC,
PINS; Male and

Female; Ages 8-17

DC & PINS, Famlly
Court; Male and
Teunle; Ages 10-16

Probation, Family
Court, Youth ATD,
Male and Feunaleg
Apea 1-17

Residency, drug-free
treatment, counseling
cuergency referrals

Diversion, screenlng, &
placement in treatoment;
follow up

Supervised work and
training in Wildeat
Corp; counseling

Residency, vocational and
educational counseling

Diversion, Legal assis—
tance, counseling ond
referral

Diversion, Probation super-
vision; counseling and
recreation

Counseling, referral,
and follow up

Legal assistance,
counseling and referral

Diversion, supervisiorn,
counseliuy, Lollow up

Diversion, Counseling, re-
medial ed, job training,
addiction treatment

Counseling, job prep and
referral, emergency

. residence

Job counseling and
referral; follow up

Job counseling and °
referral

Job and educational
counseling, job
referral

Diversion, supervision,
counscling, remcdiation,
recrcation

Diversion, counscling
veferral, supervision

Diversion, Family & group
boarding homes, super-
vision, counseling

Divarsion, Short term
erisis inteevention,
{emlly afd, counueling,
referral

CJCC ended
Plcked up

by NIMH

CICC ended
Picked up
by ASA

CJCC extended

to
06.30.75

CJCC extendec
to 06.30.75

CJCC ended
Not picked up

CJCC‘ended
NOT picked ug

CJCC ended

lot picked up

CJCC ended
Not picked uy

CJCC ended

FNlaee oot dmvas
wity COLLaGL

C3CC ended
Pickad up dy
NIMH

CJCC extende:
to 6.20.75

CJGC ended
Picked up by
MCDA

CJCC Funded
Operation
Upgrade

CJCC ended
Picked up by
MCDA

CJCC ended
Picked up by
HRA

CJCC ended
Picked up by
NYC

CJCC ended
Picked up' by
HRA

CJCC extende
to 6.30.75
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CAVEATS
In the design and development of this cvaluation a great deal of time and
cffort went into the dofinitions of the terms and concepls beding used in order
that: ambipguity might be minimized. In the preceding material those concepts
and their definitions have been stated. Sowme of the wmore basic definitions
are repeated here to assist understanding of the meaning of the results.

'
]

Arrest Recidivism Rate: Tor any group of clients,¢he rate referred to is

the ratio of the number arrested in the 12 months after project entry to the
total number in that group.

Arrest recidivisim rates can be expected to increase over time, along with total
number of arrests. After 18 months or 24 months they would be higher than after

the 12 months measured by the evaluation.

Strictly speaking, recidivism means recurrence and, in criminological terms,

[éa]

rearrest or, somastimes, recurrence of criminal behavior. In almest all cases

the term was used in this sense by the evaluation, but there are a few exceptions.
There were a few clicnts arrested after project entry for whom no record of arrest
before project entry was found. Analysis indicated that even some of these
had probally been previously arrested, so the likely total of actual first

arrests after project entry was very small. Nonetheless, that small total would

not technically be composed of recidivists.

In earlier reports, to make this distinction clear, the evaluation restricted
itself to the term "Arrest rate," and explained that it described primarily re-
cidivists. This was confusing to some readers and the practice of using the term
"arrest recidivism rate" was dinstituted.

Some of the recidivism rates are reported for subgroups of clients within
projects. These subgroups are defined by sex, age, and‘ucvnrity of previous
ceriminal history. A reported rate applics to other subgroups similar in age
The rates

and severity, whether dncluded in the analysis or not. cannot be applied

to any project or subgroup from a project that ig nol the sawe In agoe, severity
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and sex as the group for which the rate was determined.

Jorx ins cance  the rate for 16-18 wmales at .a severlty level in a project may
be generalized to other 16-18 year males at the same scverity level in the same
oxr 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 samc level of severity but
a different age. All 2,860 clients in the analysis werc male.

Time In Project: The arrest recidivism rate was measured for the 12

months after 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 knowm to the evaluators. Technically, it was 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 Acronvms: Many of the projects analyzed had long descriptive names.

Yor these projects the evaluation uses full names, aboreviations, or acronyms that
are sometimes not the ones that the projects themselves used. Even within the
report a project may be referred to in more than one way. A full list of all pro-
ject designations as used by the evaluation is to be found in Table 6, p. 74.

DOUBLE COUNTING:When data are reported in units of arrests, charges, complaints,

victims, or clients, the number of units almost always exceeds the number of in-
dividuals. There is always a question about how many individuals are actually in-
volved., TFor cxample, the total number of arrests reported annually includes as
separate cases individuals who arc arrested more than once. The proportion of actual
individuals within the statistic is not knmown. Therefore, there is some error when
such statistics are used to represent numbers of different individuals. A case

in point would be the number of unapprehended recldivists represented by the ratio

of 1,000 arrecsts to 8,000 complaints.
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. =713 . . Table ¢ PROJTCT AND COMPONENT NAMES AND ACRONYMS USED IN THIS REPFORY
’ Coopanent
. . Project and Component Nameg Acronyn Status
In this cvaluation,it was estimated that of the 2,860 individuals included 3 p . y s
“ ) T 1. ASA - ADDICTS DIVERSION PROGRAM ASA -
-, reent wore o d re the sroject.  Therefore None - -
in the analysis, 1.3 percent were cnrolled in more than one proj ) & Service Unverified - X
PRI s it 318 v 5 Je tinued to use the 2. ADDICTS REHABILITATION CEMTER ARC -
e ; oy ndividuals in the analysis was less. We con . . TTON CEs
the actual number of i Y Resgideat and Non-Resident Day Care x/uzd 0
figurce of 2,860 since the effect on the analytic questions was not significant. _ . 3. ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION - HRA ATD-HRA _
Panily Boarding Home fbh N
In presenting the results of the various analyses, wherce the factor of double @ Group Home gh N
- 4. ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION ~ PROBATION ATD-PROB N
wnting might have an effect on a measure such as complaints, it is mentioned. Supervised Detention Release and Day-Evening Center sdr/de 0
cou g : Pre-Caurt Intensive Services ‘ peis N
5. INDEPENDENCE HOUSE . INDH -
Long-Ternm Service and Short-Term Service lts/sts 0
@
6. LEGAL PROPINQUITY . LrQ -
None - T - -
7. MORRISANIA YOUTH SERVICES CENTER » MLA -
Legal Services 1ls Y
’ 8. NAACP PROJECT REBOUND NAACP -
» Intensive i N
{ Non-Intensive n N
Intensive and Non-Intensive i/n S
9. NKEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH DIVERSION NYD -
None -~ -
Interviewed Only - X
® 1U. YPROBATION - URBAN LEAGUE PUL -
None . - -
13.. PROJECT BYCEP BYCEP -
Rone - -
‘ ' . 12. PROJECT MANHOOD ' MANHD -
@ Counseling Sessions Only and Job Rgferral col/jr S
13. PROJECT SECOND CHANCE SCH -
None - -
14. PROJECT SHARE ' SHARE -
Resident and Non~Resident r/nr o]
@ 15. PROTESTANT BOARD OF GUARDIANS PEG -
None - -
16. VERA SUPPORTIVE WORK PROGRAM VERA -
Wildcat w Y
Control Group c L -
@ 17. VOI - BRONX COMMUNITY COUNSELING BCC -
i Daytime, Evening and Teenage d/e/t 0
. 18. YOUTH COUNSEL BUREAU YCB -
Long~-Term Parole 1tp Y
] 0 = Components combined because some clients were in more than one component.
X = Dropped by evror.
. Y = The only projrct component cmeasured in oult {-component project.
, N = Significant diffcronce between components in average number of arrests of
clicnts prior to project entry,
§ = Components combined bucause of no significant difference between the averase
nuwber of arrests of their respective clionts prior to project entry.

® .
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: RESULTS

1. DID DIFFERENCES AMONG PROJECTS AVELCT TH: ARREST RECIDIVISH RA'L‘!-‘.S OF STIMLLAR
T 0 i . .;
The diéfcrcuccs referred to are such project characteristics a% services
delivered, categorics of staff, and staff-client ratios. The answeﬁ woe "nol"
Before describing the steps by which this finding was reachcd,;one prelim—

j
inary comment 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,
, . s 1o . ‘s _ (L)
differences in arrest recidivism rates and project characteristics. The methods

! . .
used in recaching a conclusion about the answer to the question of pFOJECt differences

treat them as an existing fact, but do not specify what those differences arec.
i

The 18 projects were classified as four different sets by the geriousness of
their clients' arrest history prior to project entry and/or age. Each of the sets
addressed the question under different assumptions. For example, the first assump-
tion was that the levels of seriousness of prior criminal history éould be wvalid
for all of the seven age groups of clients. Table 7 , p 78 sho&s the 16 groups

vhich resulted for the set used to test the question under this assumption.
t

|

(1) The preliminary method was to apply the Duncan test to determine if there were
significant differcnces between arrest re.idivism rates of projects whithin a level
of severity and/or age (p 46 ). The next step was to estimate the probability of
the outcomes observed for each of the four sets. . :

The probabilities were estimated for cach set with a statistic similar to the
Binomial Expansion applied to levels of severity and/or age groups followed by compu-
tation of the probability of at lcast as many differences as the observed one (in
case of no differcnces, at least one such difference). These probabilitics were
computed under the following assumptions: {

a)  That the test of the null hypothesis implied determining for each set,
the probability of at least as wany differences between recidivism rates as the one
vhich occurred. i

b)  Within cach group, the probability of difference between any two arrest
recidivism rates was .05, (Since .05 was the level of confidence used in the above (1)
preliminary method),

¢) Within cach set, each of the groups formed by age aud/or level of scverity
was consldered independent.
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Fach group contained clients, within the same level of severity and age,
from projects ranging in number from Ltwe to scven.
1) Yor this first analysis, the effect on the arrest recidivism rates (1

of clients of project differences was not significant.

2) Since, as Table 7 , p 78  shows, there was no apparent relationship
between the severity of prior arvest history and arrest recidivism for clients 21
and older, a set of groups was analy=zed with no severity levels within each of the
three age groups 21 and older, while the severity levels for those 20 and younger

werc maintained. This set consisted of 13 groups of clients by age and severity.

The effect on the client recidivism rates of project differences was not significant.

3) For the subsect of 10 groups, formed from the four age groups 20 aund younger

by lcvels of severity, the test wag whether project differences had an effect on

eel - 1

only those age groups. e effect on the arvest recidivism wates of pyoject

differences was again not significant.

4) Tor the subset of thrce age groups of clients 21 and older, analyzed
across levels of severity, the test was of project differences on that age cluss.
The cffect on arrest recidivism rates of project differences was not significanﬁ.

2)

The four non-significant results led to the conclusion that:

The quantity, qﬁality, types and mix of scrvices provided by the projects to
their clients, as well as their staff-client ratios, proportions of pavaprofessional
staff, per capita funding, and other individual project characteristics, had no
effect on the projects' ability to influence the arrest recidivism of thedlr clients.

) Théuﬁszﬁffhdc of the arrvest rates within an age group or level of severity was
not pertinent. Projects nol significantly diJferent in recidiviswm within a
group could have 90 percent or 10 percent rates.  The findings and conclusions

- would be the same in a test of the effcet of project differences on arrvest
reciditvienm.  The meaning of the magnitude ds discussed latex.

A(2) The estivated probability of the outcomes for the four scts of project groups

were, reapeetively (1) .56, (2) .69, (3) .56, and (4) .52.
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An Additional Note: The resultg to follow were nolt a dircct test of the

hypethesis that project differences affected arrest recidivism rates. They ave
presented LB aid in clarifying the prcllminar§ method used to test the hypothlesis.

As shown in Table 7 , p 78 among the 16 groupé})l4 showed no significant
differences amcng the recidivism rates. In the two groups that did, in each case
it was onec project which, for age and severity, differed significantly from the
others in the group. |

The first of these groups contained threec projects with 21 to 29-year-olds
who were categorized at the second of three levels of severity for that age.
Table 7 shows that project Second Chance had an arrest rate of 28 percent, and
it was significantly lower than the 44 percent rates of both the Vera Control and
ARC.

The second of the groups contained four projects with 21 to 29-year-olds who
were at the third of the three levels of severity for that age. In this case,

~ oA

NAAGY (Non-Int) had an arrest recidivism rate of 539 percent, which was signd

caintay

f—n
e

higher than the 29 percent, 33 percent and 36 percent, respectively, of the projects

SHARE, Vera (Wildcat) and ASA,

1) .
s> These composed sct one,

-

Table 7 11\()]'( l\ ocuoep PU_ _I;—'l_ﬁh\[ !’:H(' LY H’)!H\'\H TOOR DIFFFRENT ARREST RECQIDIVISM RATES

WI'HIIN I:\(Il I‘HH. OF SEVERTEC 0 i \" ‘l‘”‘}“ ()l"

ARBIETS PRICR G0 PEOINCT §a ey
LLVEL OF T,
STVERTTY ARREST II\OJli‘(_:'xh‘\“(-‘;\h Pup
ACGL By Mean h‘ amber PROJECT AND COMPONENT RECIDIVISM RECIDIVISH RATES
of of ARRFSIS prior Rates Wichin the Level
Clicnt tn Project Entry | Ry Per fent of Severity
FROTESTANT BOARD OF GUARDTANS 19
ALTI R‘::\I]\’l‘(‘ TO DETENTION ~ HRA 29 Same
7-12 1 Family Bearding Heme
ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION ~ PROBATION 40
Pre-court Intensive Service
KETGHROIHOOD YOUTH DIVERSION [l
ALTERNATIVES 50 DELENTION - HRA 29
N 1 . Family Koarding liome Same
PROTESTANT BCARD_OF GUATHTANS 40 :
MORRTSANLA YOUTH SEKVICE CENTER 47
Legal Services
13-15 2 ALTERNATIVES TO DLTERTION ~ PHOBATION 62 Same
Pre~court Tntensive Service |
ALTERNATIVES 10 DLTENTION ~ HRA 55
Group Home
3 ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION - PROBATION 59 Same
Supvd Dcten Release & Day/Eve Cir :
NEIGHEBORNOOD YCQUTH DIVERSION 62
1 YOUIH COUNSEL LUREAU 24 Same
Long-term Paxole -
ADDLICTS REHABILITATION CENTER 34
MORRISANIA YOUTil SERVICE CENTER 41
2 Legal Services Same
16-18 LEGAL PROPINOUITY 42
3 PROZATION ~ URLAN LEAGUE 60 Same
It NDEPERDUNCE HOUSE 6] -
n.\n - nuul\.u.u u:.\x AS:C‘. !’.NC'.L‘.I :'3
4 VOI -~ BRONX COMMUNITY COULSELING 56 Same
PROJECT BYCEP 59
V0T — LPONK COMMUNITY COUNSELING 44
MORRISANIA YOUTH SERVICE CENTER 46
1 ‘Legal Services Same
19-20 PROBATION — URBAN LEAGUE 47
ASA ~ ADDICTS 1)_;\'::313102: PROGRAM 49
2 ADDICTS REHASILITATION CENTER 50 Same
WDEPENDENCE HOUSH 72
TVOT < HRCHE COVUNTTY COUNSELING 33
PROJECT MANHOOD 36
1 RAACP PROJECT REROUND 36 Sane
Intensive
| PROJFCT SECOND GHRNTE 28 1
* VERA SUPPORTIVE kui‘.\ PROCRAM 44
21-29 2 Control Group 2
APDICTS REUABTLTITATTOR CENIER 44
PROJECT SHARE 29
VERA SUPPORTIVE WORK PROGRAM 33
3 Wildcat ) 1
| _ASA - ADDTCTS DIVERSTON PROGRAM 36
l\A/\Ck’ PROJECT REBOUND 59 a
Non-Tnteunsive -
VOI ~ BRONK COIMUNTTY COUNSELING 10
PROJECT SECOWND CHANCE 32
1 ADDICTS RUHABILITATION CENTER 34 Saue
PRCILCT MANHOOD 36
VERA SUPPURTIVE WORK PROGRAM 21
30-39 Wildeat
VERA SUPPORTIVE VURK PROGRAM 26
2 Control : Sauce
ASA ~ ALDICTS DIVERS1ION PROGRN! 31
‘ NAACE PRngverT REROULD 33
CIntensive and HoneIntencive
ALDDICTS REUABLLITNILON CENTER 15
40-71 1 NAACE PROJECT REPOULD 29 Same
I — Intpusive and Bon: fatenstve — BE—
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IT.  THE MACRITUDE ALD SEVERITY OF CRLMINAL RECIDIVISM

The mngnitudc of the criminal Tocidivism‘wns quite high. By type, the majority
of the crim;s represented by the arrests were scvere. Arnong clients 20 years old
or younger, more ol them recidivated, witl a greater number of arrests, and with
erimes that were more severe, than did clients who were 21 or older. This was parti-
i
cularly true for juveniles in the 13-to-15 age group who were in five diversion pro-

jects. That group had the highest and most severe criminal recidivism of any of

the age groups measured.

MAGNITUDE: The magnitude of criminal recidivism was measurcd‘in two ways:
3) by the proportion of clients arrested one or mofé times during the 12 wonths
after project entry--the arrest recidivism rate and 2) by the number of times those
recidivists were arrested. These meaéures were applied to 2,860 clients, 53 percent

of whom were 20 or younger.

Client Recidiviem Rate: The recidivism rates by the seven age groups (across

projects and levels of severity) ranged from 51 percent for the 13-to-15 age group, '
to 24 percent for the 40-to-71 age group (Table 8 , p34 ).

Among clients 20 or younger, close to half -— 47 percent —— were arrested one
or more times after project entry. Among clients 21 or older, 35 percent, or
about one third, recidivated.

Those with higher levels of severity of criminal history prior to project entry
in the age groups 13-to-15 and 16-to-18, had recidivism rates as high as 60 perceat.
Those with higher levels of prior criminal history in the age groups 21~to-29,

and 30-to-39, did not exceed 39 percent in their recidivism rates.

Among projects, the highest recidivism rate -- 72 percent -- was forx clients
from Independence louse in the 19-to-20 age group at the highest level of severity.
The lowest recidivism rate —— 19 percent -- was for the 7-to-12 age group in the

Protestant Board of Cuardians project (Table9 ,p.85).

ks
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Nunber of Avrests:  The number of arrests of clicents who recidivated was

converted inte a ratio of the total number of.arrests to the total number of clients
(recidivisLé as well as non-recidivists). The ratio provided information about the
yecidivism that the recidivism rate could not. :

Table 9, p85, shows that for the 13-to-15 age group at the second level of
severity, 55 of the 100 clients had one or more arrests after project entry. This
yields a 55 percent recidivism rate. The total number of arrvests ‘for these 55
rccidivists, however, was 107, or more arrests than there were clients. The ratio
of arrests to clients is 1.1.

If the 55 recidivists had ecach been arrested only once, their rate would still.
have been 55 percent, but the ratio would have been .5. Thus, the actual 1.1 ratio
ip combination with the 55 percent rate, gives a more sensitive and accuratc wmea-
surement of the magnitude of the recidivism than would be possible by using the
rate alone,

The ratics of arrests tc clicnts by age across severity lcvclsvrangcd fronm
a low of .4 for the age group 40-71 to 1.0 (as many arrests as clients) for the
age group 13-15. The ratio of arrests to clients was .9 for those 20 yearsvor
yognger, and .6 for those 21 or older.

The ratio of arrests to clients appeared to be related to the level of sever-
ity of prior arrest history for those 20 and younger. All of the higher levels
of severity had ratiocs over 1.0. Tor those 21 and over there appcared to bae no
relationship between level of severity and ratio.

The average number of arrests per recidivist during the 12 months after pro-
ject entry was 1.6 for clients 21 and older, and 1.9, or almost two ecach, for

clients 20 and younger.
VINTIY - ' “ - . v . . . . .
fﬂﬁlﬁﬂiﬁ: To measure the severity of criminal recidivism the arrests after

project entyy werve analysed by types of crime: dndex crimes, violent erimes, and

crimes against property. .

a ol vy B L T g p—— i O e RPN T YT P W e
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Index Crimas:  Of the 26 Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) system classifications,

the first seven are considered the standaxd index of "severe crime," and are called

~
.

the "index crimes." (Table 11p 87 )

For the recidivists, 67%, or about two thirds of the total number of arrests,
were for scvere crimes. The percent of arrests for index crimes ranged {rom 827
for the 7 - 12 age group, to 567 for the 30 - 39 age group.

Violent Crimes: The most severe and important of the index crimes are the

the violent crimes against persons -~ homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggra-
vated assault.() The severity of the client arrests was measured by the propor-

tions of clients who were arrested for one or more violent crimes after project

-entry, and the total number of such violent crime arrests for those clients, (2)

Client violent crime arrest rates 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 rahe, while the age group 21 to 71 had 117,
or abcut half{ 2s much, Viclent crime arrest rates ranged fxom 30% of 21l ciicnts
at the most severe level for the 13-15 age group to 7% of clients at both levels
of severity in the 30-39 age group (Table 9 , p 85).

The level of scverity 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 presented by the percent of all

arrests after project entry accounted for by violent crimes.

The percent of arrests accounted for by violent crimes ranged from 35% for

the age group 7-12 to 19% for the age group 30-39. For clients 20 and under, 32%
of arrests were for violent crimes: for clients 21 and over, 25%, or one out of

every four arrests, were for violent crimes.

(1) Robberies and to a lesser extent aggravated assaults include most "muggings."
Agpravated assault is defined as an attack by one person upon another with
the intent of inflicting severe bodily injury, usually accempanicd by the use
of a weapon or other means likely to produce death or serious bodily hara.

(2) It should be noted that the term “violent crime vecidivism' should not be
used since wmany clients arrested for violent erimes aftern project entry have
no arrests for any prior te project cntiy.
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The proportion of arrests accounted for by violent crimes did not appear to

be related to levels of scverity in any of the seven age groups.

Proportions of Arvests for Tach of the Four Violent Crimes: MHomicide ac-

counted for 4% of arrests for violent crimes, forcible rape for 4%, robbery for
3 I 3 y

69%, and aggravated assault for 23%. There appeared to be little difference be-
tween cach of the seven age groups in the proportions of their arrests for each

of the four types of crimes.
The Proportion of Arrests for Violent Crimes in Relation to the Avrests for

All 26 UCR Types of Crimes: Table 11, p 87, shows that there were 23 arrests for

’

homicide, or 1% of‘all arrests. TForcible rape accognted for 26 arrests, or 2% of
the total. There were 416 robbery arrests or 207 of the total of all arrests.
This was the highest ﬁroportion of arrests for any type of crime; Aggravatéd
assault accounted for 7% of all arrests.

The clients 21 and older had 12 homicide arrests. Clients 20 and under had
11, three of which were for age group 13-15. Of the 26 rape arrests, 19 were for
clients 20 and younger while 7 were for‘clients 21 and older. The percent of
arrests for robbery were higher for those 20 and younger than those 21 and older.

The proportions of arrests for aggravated assault was highest for those 30 and

above.,

Burglary, Larceny and Auto Theft: These are the index crimes against pro-

pexty. The proportion of arrests for burglary was higher for those 20 and younger

. than those 21 and older. The highest proporticn of 27% of arrcsts for burglary

was for juveniles 7-12. The proportion of arrests for larceny was higher for
those 21 and older than those youﬁgor. The highest proportion of 20% of arrests
for larceny was for the age group 30-39. The proportion of arrests for auto
theft was about even across the age groups with the exception of the 40-71 age

group, which had 26% of its arrests in that category.
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The Humber and Percent of Clients Who Uad Oue, Two and More Arrests for

Violent Crimes During the 12 Months After Project Entry: Of the clients arrcsted.

for violent erimes, 95 percent had one to two arrests, whlle 4 percent had three ® Table §  THE MPASURES OF CRIMINAL RECIDIVISM BY AGE AND SEVIRITY OF PRIOR APREST NISTORY
or viole : 15, TC e 2 1 ’ ) - he reQ. :
. R . ¢ e gt - . S : - - S e 1 . : . No. of Ratio of Violen
The remaining 1% consisted of one client with four arrests, three clients with five - Clients % Violent Criw: Arresiv n
1) : One or (lient Crime  Cliuuts
arrests, one client with cight arrests and one with nine arrests. ( (TablelO , p86 ), : No. of 4 Arrests  More  Arrest Ko. of Arrests Avrested
® Clients  Client Ratio of to  Avrests  for  Arrests As L of  for
v . ) .. . . Total One Arrest Arvests to Clients for Violent [for Total Violent All
Inspection of each of the four violent crimes showed that nonc of the clients Severity Ko. of or More Recidivism No. of Recidivists katio Vielent Crime Violeat Arrests Crires  Clicar.
_dne level Clients Arrests  (4)5(3)  Arvests  (6)#(4) (6)1(3) _Crime_ (9)3(3), _Crime  (AIIS06)(113%(3) (11Y:3
was arrcsted for more than onc homicide. Two clients were arrested for two rapes [$H) (2) (3) (4) (&) (6) %)) (8) (9 10) an 12) 13) (L%)
. . 7-12 1 . 128 39 30 74 1.9 0.6 20 16 26 35 1.3 0.2
each. For robbery, 13 clients (4 percent) were arrested for three robberies, while . : ~
® 13-15 1 187 69 37 116 1.7 0.6 33 18 39 34 1.2 0.2
. 2 100 55 55 107 1.9 1.1 26 . 26 36 34 1.4 0.4
five clients had four to eight robbery arrests each. 3 272 162 60 399 2.0 1.2 82 130 109 33 1.3 0.4
. . . 16-18 1 121 29 24 45 1.6 0.4 11 9 12 27 1.1 . 0.1
2 182 - 73 40 142 1.9 0.8 33 18 43 30 1.3 0.2
3 93 | 56 60 110 2.0 1.2 27 29 32 29 1.2 0.3
4 210 118 56 223 1.9 1.1 46 22 61 27 1.3 0.3
S : '
19-20 1 104 47 45 61 1.3 0.6 14 13 18 30 1.3 0.2
130 70 4 129 1.8 1.0 33 25 46 36 1.4 0.4
21~29 1 303 105 35 172 1.6 0.6 35 12 47 27 1.3 0.2
2 309 118 38 191 1.6 0.6 7 14 55 29 1.2 0.2
3 352 136 39 203 1.5 0.6 39 11 47 23 1.2 0.1
® 0.3 1 137 42 n 71 1.7 0.5 10 7 15 7 1 0.1
2 177 50 28 1.5 0.4 12 7 13 37 o3 0.3
40-71 1 55 13 24 23 1.8 0.4 5 9 6 26 1.2 0.1
I " TOTAL 2,860 1,182 41 2,072 1.8 0.7 470 16 605 29 1.3 0.2
/ @ .
7-12 128 39 30 74 1.9 0.6 20 16 26 35 1.3 0.2
13-15 559 286 51 552 1.9 1.0 141 25 1534 33 1.3 0.3
’ 16-18 606 276 46 520 1.5 0.9 117 19 148 28 1.3 0.2
19-20 234 117 50 190 1.6 0.8 47 20 64 34 1.4 0.3
21-29 964 359 37 566 1.6 0.6 118 12 149 26 1.3 0.2
30-39 314 92 29 147 1.6 0.5 22 7 28 19 1.3 0.1
® 40-71 55 13 24 23 1.8 0.4 _5 ] _6 26 1.2 0.1,
' TOTAL 2,860 1,182 41 2,072 1.8 0.7 470 16 605 29 1.3 0.2
7-20 1,527 718 47 1,336 1.9 0.9 325 21, 422 32 1.3 0.3
21-71 1,333 __464 35 _736 1.6 0.6 145 il 83 23 1:3 0.1
® TOTAL 2,860 1,182 41 2,072 1.8 0.7 470 16 605 29 1.3 0.2

(1) It should be noted that the police records of each of the six extreme cases
with four or more arrests were roevicwaed by the evaluation. Most, at the cime L -]
of their initial arrest after jroject centry, were charged with or arrested
“for other erimes which occurred during that 12 month intcerval. The point here
is that these clients generally were not arrested and released four to nine
times cach during the 12-month period.
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Cle 90 HE MFASURES OF

BUFORE PROJECT EN1RY

DURTNG TWLLYE MONTHS AFTIR PROJECT TXTRY

® CRRILAL RECTDIVISY Severfty leved All Crime Violent Coime
BY_ TROTECT: of Average No of
No of Arrests Llients % Violes
One or  Clients Cr L.
No of Z More Arrest Mo of Arrest
No of Llicnts Clients Arrests  for  Avrests as ¢
M Levels Level Average  Total  One or Arrest for Violent for Total
® FEGILCT  AND RRI?&F for of No of No of More Reeldv No of  Vielent Crime  Violent Arrest
(T AcROTIRt AGE - Ase  Group Arrests Clients Arrests ($)*(D)Avrests _Crime (11)5(7) _Cripe (13)2()
o (1)7;:::: (2) ) (4) (5) (6) D] (8) (€)] (1.0} (11) () (13) (L4,
1.¥#T LD OF GRDNS PBG  7-12 1 1 0.8 43 8 19% 13 5 12% 7 a
e 13-15 3 1 1.0 129 52 40 93 25 19 30 32
4 a1 10 DET - PROB ATD-PROB
peo-Court Int Serv 7-12 1 1 1.0 25 10 40 17 4 16 5 a
® Pre-Court Int Serv 13-15 3 2 1.4 55 34 62 60 15 27 19 32
S kel&Pey Eveg Ctr 13-15 3 3 2.4 140 82 59 183 46 33 66 - 36
3, AL0 O BDT - HEA ATD-HRA
Fanily Brdg Home 7-12 1 1 1.2 28 8 29 15 5 18 6 a.
Farily Erdp lome 13-15 3 1 1.2 58 17 29 23 8 14 9 39
Group Home 13-15 3 3 2.9 31 17 55 - 30 8 26 9 30
4 NGLERMD YIH DIVERSH NYD 7-12 1 1 1.1 32 13 41 29 6 19 8 .28
None 13-15 3 3 1.8 101 63 62 116 28 28 34 29
5, HORISAN YTH SV CTR MLA 13-15 3 2 1.5 45 21 47 47 11 24 17 36
Lepal Services * 16-18 4 2 2.1 95 39 41 69 18 19 25 36
’ 19-20 2 1 2.7 26 12 46 18 5 19 7 a
6.YOUTH COUNSEL BUREAU YCB
Long-Term Parole 16-18 4 1 1.6 121 29 24 45 11 9 12 27
07.1’?.03—[11:81&}1 LEAGUE PUL 16~18 4 3 3.1 62 37 60 81 21 34 26 32
Kone 19-20 2 1 2.8 30 14 47 20 4 13 5 25
&.PLOJECT BYCEP BYCEP  16-18 4 4 3.6 63 37 59 72 17 27 22 k3|
Lizne ’
9. LEGAL FROPINQUITY LPQ 16-18 4 2 2.1 55 23 42 47 10 18 12 26
tone
‘). INDEPENDENCE HOUSE INDH 16-18 4 3 2.9 31 19 61 29 6 19 )
Long-Term Service * & 19-20 2 2 3.8 25 18 72 37 9 36 11
Short-Term Service *
11.VOI~-ERONX COM CNSEL BCC 16-18 4 4 3.4 100 56 56 98 20 20 25
Daytime, Fvening & 19~20 2 1 2.7 48 21 44 23 5 10 6
Tecnage * 21-29 3 1 3.3 115 38 33 55 13 11 14
30-39 2 1 6.6 20 2 10 6 0 0 0
@2.ADDICTIS REHAB CTR ARC 16-18 4 2 2.8 32. 11 34 26 5 16 6
Resident & Non-Resident 19~-20 2 2 3.0 52 26 50 53 13 25 24
ny Care * 21-29 3 2 5.2 131 58 b4 109 22 17 27
30-39 2 1 9.9 29 10 34 24 1 3 1
40-71 1 1 12.8 20 3 15 3 2 10 2
13.ASA -~ ADDICT DIV PROG ASA 16-18 4 4 4.6 47 25 53 53 9 19 14
Kane 19-20 2 2 4.3 53 26 49 39 11 21 11
21-2¢9 3 3 6.2 182 65 36 102 17 9 19
30-39 2 2 11.4 51 16 31 30 5 10 6
SAOVFRA SUP WRE-Wildeat VERA 21-29 3 3 5.6 76 25 33 34 8 10 8
‘ Wildeat 30-39 2 2 10.6 38 8 21 8 3 8 3
| Control Group 21-29 3 2 5.5 62 27 44 38 10 16 10
| Control Group 30-39 2 2 11.8 43 11 26 14 2 5 2
}‘QS.PRO.H;CT SHARE SHARE  21-29 3 3 5.7 3 9 29 14 4 13 5
| Resfdent & Non-Resident
 JCSACE PROJECT REBOUND  NAACP
‘ lptvnuivv 21~29 3 1 4.3 47 17 36 24 7 15 8
Kan-Intensive 21-29 3 3 5.6 63 37 59 53 10 16 15
Int & Non~Int 30-39 2 2 10.6 45 15 33 24 2 4 2
Int & Non-lot 40-71 1 1 18.7 35 10 29 20 3 9 V4
LEFRICT SLCOND CHANCE sen o 21-29 3 2 .8 116 33 28 ag 12 10 18
Rone -30-39 2 1 7.7 44 14 32 16 3 7 4
PEPROIECT MANIOOD MARND  21-29 3 1 4.7 141 50 36 93 15 11 25
Counselfng Sessfons 30-39 2 1 7.7 44 16 36 25 6 14 10
& Job Reterral 4 - - - — - -
T0% 2860 1182 414 20 470 167 5
&  Conponent (8) apply to all ape groups AL & 60%

o Less than 20 srests 4n column (10) Ne

of Arrests

Ly gy gt o oprpriraee

T, OR MORZ ARRESTS FCR VIOLENT CRIM
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puted becavse the total number of clients is less than 20.

Lass than 1 percent.

Percent not con

a
b.

Perzents —ay total to more or less than 1800 due to rounding errors.
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RACE AND ETHHICTTY: There was no significant relationship between race and

cthnicity and arrest recidivism, or violent crime arrest rates, for six of the

. )
geven age groups when tested by the X2, The relationship was significant fovr the
16-18 ycar olds on both measures. The white clients had lower arrest rates than
Black or Spanish surnamed clients. (1) However, approximately 75% of the white clicnts .
| ®

were from a project (YCB) which accepted many socio-cconomically middle class whites
who had to be first offenders with non-serious arrest charges. The vast bulk of the
Blacks and Spanish surnamed clients, on the other hand, were probably in the lowest
socio~-cconomic class and definitely had more severe criminal histéries. Therefore,“
the finding is inconclusive.

HEROIN ADDICTION: It was not possible to evaluate the relationship between |,

heroin addiction and recidivism because of the impossibility of determining the
type of drug from the New York State Penal Law charges on the arrest records, as weli.a;;_
as othcr reasons discussed on p 21 of the Methods Section. However, we did determine
for each of the 18 projects for the ages of 16 and above the percent of clients who
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 projects were: NAACP, 64 percent of clients;
Manhood, 58 percent; Sccond Chance, 57 percent, and SHARE, 60 peréent, These rates were |
not. much lower than those in two projects which dealt only with heroin addicts: ASA
Court Referral, with 83 percent; and ARC, with 78 percent. Since the clients cf the
four non~drug treatment projects were almost entirely Black or Puerto Rican, it was
assumed that most of the drug charges represented heroin. This assumption is based

on evidence which suggests that poor, adult Blacks and Puerto Ricans at that time were

rarely users of cocaine oy “soft" drugs, which were primarily used by whites.

B T T SRR

(1) For arrest recidivism theX2 value was 21.8537 with 3 dff . P is equal to or les:
AR

3
than L0001, Yor the violent crime arrest rate after project oentryx2 was 10,4829
with 3 df. P is cqual to or less than .0004,

-~90-

Other than that there were prbhubly a goodly proportion of herein addicts in
projects for those 21 and older, it is not possible to conclude anything about the

effects of this on reocidivism,

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS: Client motivation, socio-economic level, education,

stability of family and a host of other characteristics may affect outcomes.

Since these characteristics were neither mcnsureq nor controlled for in the
analysis, it was not possible to assess their relationships to crimiu%l recidivism,
llowever, the population of 68% Black and 25% Spanish surnamed clients were probably
fa%rly homogéneous in terms of beiﬁg poor, and undereducated., Therefore, it %s

possible that these characteristics may not have affected outcomes.
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IV, HAS I ARREST RAUS TONER DURTHG L YEAR AYVER PROJMCY ENTRY TUAY DURTHG
B SEC0 YEAR PRION 50 PROJECT vy

In other words, did the projects decrease the criminal behavior of clients.
The results were mixed. For clients 18 years or younger, the arrest rates were
significantly higher during the year after project entry, than during the second

year prior to project entry (Table 12 below).
This was the case for the age groups 7-12, 13-15, and 16--18. There was no

significant difference between the two vates for the 19-20-year-olds.

Table 12  COMPARISON CF ARREST RATES DURING SLECOND YEAR BEFORI PROJECT ENTRY

AND DURTNG ONE YFAR ATTER PROJECT 1NIUIRY BY AGE GROUP ACROSS PROJECTS

ARREST RATE DURTING 9
SLCOND Year BLFORE FIRST Year AFTER i X
AGE Project Entry Project Entry Change Value
7-12 7 30 -+ 21.564%
13-15 18 51 + 137.057%
16-18 30 46 + 29,680%
19-20 46 50 + 0,540
21-29 48 , 37 - 23.366%
30-39 40 29 ) - 7.21.0%
40-71 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 during the
year after project entry was significantly lower than the sccond year prior to pro-

ject entry. There was no significant difference between the years for those 40-71

years of age.
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v, WAS A H‘“TO RY OF VIOTUINY CRTHES BEFORE PROJCOCT T‘WIY RETLATED 1O MRy, VierrsT

......................

()IHV APIIP' (lhtn (nmnxlxd to Clients Who lad o ln,Loly ot Violent Crimes
Before Project Lnlry)

The answer was generaily 'yes."

The relationship existed across ages, and for each of the seven age groups qi—
cept 19-20 and 40-71,

When the relationship between a prior and subscquent history of wviolent crimos
vas examined by the four crimes which compose it - homicdde, foreible rape, robbery
and aggravated assault - the relationship held across ages for rape, robbery and
assault, but not for homicide.

Table 13  ¢-TEST VALUES FOR OUTCOHES OF DIFFERENCES BEITWEEY V1OLLNYT
CRIME ARREST RATES AFTER PROJECT ENTRY: Clients With No Arrests

for Violent Crimes Prior to Project Entry Versus Clients
With One or More Arrests for Violent Crimes VPrior to Project Entry

. Aggravated | All Violent
Age Group Homicide Rape Robbery Assault Crimes
7-12 a a -2.15% a ~1.69%
13~15 a a -3.1¢9% ~-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%
30-39 a a ~-0.60 ~2.03% ~-2.19%
40-71 a a ~1.86 a ~0.36
Across Ages -0.84 |-2.56% ~5.31% ~3.97% ~-5.25%

a«-No. of clients less than 20,
- Arrest rates after project entry are highest for clients with once
or more arrests for a violent crime prior to projecct entry. P is
equal to or less than .05, by a one-tailed test.
An cxamination of the outcomes for ecach of the scven age groups for cach of the
crimes showed that there was a relationship for robbery for all of the age groups
exeopt 19-20 and 40-71. Since arrests for rvobbery accounted for 69 percent of all

arrests fon violent ecrimes, it was not surprising thot this result was the same as

that for vielent crimes,

s 2 e et e S el o
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®. 7he relationship held for agpravated assault for the age groups 16-18, 21~29 and

The numbers of clients arrested for homicide and rape in 6 of the age groups

30-39.

.
03

were too foew for analysis. An analysis was possible of howmicide for the 21-29 year

® . . ‘e
olds and the relationship was not signifl-ant.
Although the relationship was significant in the groups described above, it did
not appear to be lincar. The stepwise lincar regression analysis discussed on
L

(p 42 ) was done on the ° iependent 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 twelve months after project entry.

The results indicated that the relationship between violent crimes prior

and after project entry was not linear. (L
o .
®
®
®
S
(1) The T values and ¢ values were significant for the age groups 13-15, 16-18, 19-20,
21-24, and 35-39. lowever, the degrces of freedom were quite high for each of the
age groups tested.
® The corrvelation of year of age .o the dependent variable was only sipguificant for

‘the ape group 16-18. The total variance accounted for by the independant variables
did not exceed 08 for any of the age groups.
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VI, QUIMR EVALUATION RESULTS

In addition to dts basic objective of determining the crimino]ogicallout—
comes of Lhe project scrvices, tﬁe cvaluation had some other, non-criminolojical
objectives that it hoped to accomplish. The first was based on a desire to fill
CJCC's need for individual and comparative measurcs of the project scrvices of
remedial reading and job placement as an ajd to programmatic and administrative
decisions about projects. In order to be comparable the statistical measures
would_have to be standardized, and it was the identification of standard measures
that the cvaluation undertook, even though other evaluators would be doing the
measuring. In order to supplement statistical measures the second effort focussed
on qualitative, non-statistical evaluations of individual projects' programmatic
features and accomplishments. This was to be done by other evaluators wh~ would
follow standardized guidelines.

Project Service Results: It was generally not possible to determine wvalddly

what the outcomes ol project services had been, or to esiablish siandard measures.

The objective became the development of means whereby the individual pro-
jects could measure their own service outputs, in a standardized fashion, and the
effort waé concentrated on two basic services, job placement and remedial reading.
With the measures standardized, it was thought, CJCC wouid be able to make com~
parisons between projects. :

A first step was a review of project proposals so that proposed individual
evaluation goals and methods could be made uniform. A secondary gain, here,
would be that the criminological investigation being performed centrally by the
evaluation would not be duplicated by the projects. Only a few first proposals
were reviewed in this fashion. More proposals became available when the pro-
jeects reached the stage of first re-funding, but by then it was usually too late
to establish or modify internal cvaluction goals or methods fo the extent neces-—

sary.

Jobh Placement, for the purposces of this task, was meant to include all such

B R T
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vocatlonal scrvices as job Lrhininn, job development, and job placement.  The
hope was that comparisons of services could be achiceved if the projects would,
on the bas;ﬁ of accurate records, answer these five questions:

1) What proportion of thosc clients referred to jobs are placed? .

2) At what entry-level wage?

3) DBy what Department of Labor DOT classifications?

4) For how long? ‘

5 If they have left, why?

In‘those projects that provided job placement services, primarily Second
Chance, Manhood, and NAACP, the big stumbling block was the availability and .
accuracy of records. The projects were community-based and staffed by pafa—
professionals, whose experience generally did not include record‘—keeping. When
“outside' evaluators were employed by thase projects 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 was the most common service offering in CJCC-funded pro~

jects that undertook to provide remedial education. A standard measure of read-
ing achievement was available for projects with school-age children in the
Metropolitan Reading Achievement Test.

There was little success in the attempt to make the use of that test stan-
dard in CJCC projects and in the evaluztion of those projects by outside evalu-
ators. The test was required for several Probation Depértment rewcdial reading
projeccts with school-age children, along with the CAT and ABLE tests for Depart-
ment of Corrections projects with clients older than school-age.

There was great resistance on the part of the projects, pﬁrticularly those
under the Probation Department. Thedr staffs cited concern that the tests are
culturally biascd and unfair to the projects' predominantly BRlack and Spanish-~

surnamed populations. TFach project, and Its cutside cvaluators, wanted to use
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a "better" test, existing or newly-created, to measure cach projeet's success in
remedial reading.

The evaluation's position was that so long as the projects denlt with Hew
York City children, the test used by the city's public schools for their own
decision-making was the most pertinent test. If the projects could achicve ser-
vice results that the test could not mcasure, such results could be counted as
not very important so far as the children were concerned.

The possibility of bias in the test, for the use intended, was not a sig-
nificant issue. The intention was to measure projects comparatively, not in-
dividual children. In a project.evaluation, wi?h the bias essentially cqual
for the individuals, it could be controlled for. So long as each project used
its own test, and if they all were different from the test used by the city
schools, there would never be a way to compare projects. If at some peint the
schools changed to some other, presumably less biased test, the projects could
all then change to the use of that test, also.

Finally, it was pointed out repeatedly that the projects could, for what-
ever reasons they felt important, administer as many additional tests as they
wanted to. The comparative evaluation, however, would be based on the one test
standard for all projects.

The final outcomes of the issue or of the individual or comparativcvaccom—
plishments of the remedial reading services is not known to the cvaluation.

Other Services: The most important additional service provided by projects

was legal assistance and screening for recommendations of diversion or non-
diversion. The outcomes of legal services appear to be quite good in terms .of
the provision of defense attorneys to the projceet clients. 7The outcomes (other
than criminological) of the diversion scrvices provided to the courts, particu-
laxly by the juvenile projectswere considered good by the confts, funding
agencies, projects and outside evaluators. The courts released larpe numbers

of clients to the projects, even in cases where the elients had severe and
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lengthy prior criminal records. Somotimes, this was because of enthusiastic

advocacy on the part of project staffl,

.
~

General Outcomes: Most projects were not able to provide services to the
nurber and types of clients contracted for duriny their first year of opcfationu
This was due to p;oblcms of implementation during that year and in many cases
overstated project goals for that year.

Following implementation during thé sccond fuading period, the projects
were gencrally better able to meet their contractusl goals in terms of the number
of and types of clients that services would be preowvided to.

This problem is not restricted to the LEAA-funded projects, but is endemic

nationally and has characterized most new projects funded by OEQ, DOL, and HEW.

Standard Project Monitoring Service: In addition to the quantitative mea-

sures, the uniform monitoring system was to be supplemented by the addition of
standardized impressionistic reports by senior evaluztors with program experience

-« 4

and observational skills. Such reports can be produced more quickly chan sta-
tistical ones and can assist program administration s well as CJCC decision-
making on such issues as refunding. The evaluation prepared standard outlines
for such reports and participated in the sélection of evaluators.

The plan had mixed success. 7There were too few rualified evaluacors of
this type available and too little central coordinaticn and supervision by CJCC

'

or the evaluation project. A number of such evaluaticus were undertaken and

completed, however, and their findings were used by CJCC in refunding decisions.

Assistance to CJCC's decision-making about refunding or institutionalizing

of individual projects through the provision of criminonlogical data was not suc-
cessful. Most of the projects had not accumulated cnough clients to permit evalu-
ation by the end of their first funding period, usually from 12 to 18 months after
thoy began.  Some did not have cnough clicnts when theolr LEAA funds ran out, and

instivtutionalization was the issuc. Some of the projects for which such problems

arosce are dncluded in Table 1, p. 30, which lists the projects for which data

R
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were collected,

Tt took the evaluation from two to three years Lo know with confidence the

- i

reasons for the unavailability of criminoleogical assessment. As a project in its
own right, it shared with the scrvice projects general problems of implementation.
Staffing, and the development and perfection of proccedures, led to delays in the
schedule of activity. It took two years to resolve satisfactorily the myriad
methodological problems connectéd with the collection of project data and the
retriceval and processing of arrest histories (pp.26-35) . During that entire period
it was not clear whether these methodological roadblocks, or the insufficient
numbersof project clients, were the basic cause of delay.

As an interim measure, six-month recidivism figures were reported to CJICC,
with the strong admonition that these were to be treated as preliminaxry. Tt was
not until the June, 1974, Interim Report that both six-month and twelve-month
recidivism rates were reported for 15 of the 18‘projects. Even then, CJCC and
Division personnel were cautioned not to compare projects with each other, since
their clients' levels of severity of prior criminal history had not yet been
established, and there were no figures on the severity and types of crimgs re-
ported by most of the arrest rates.

No recommendations were made in these reports to the City or the State about
refunding or institutionalizing any of the projects on the basis of the crimino-
logical results. Yor their part, the City and State staffs were hesitant to base
refunding or institutionalization decisions on the raw arrest rates that were pro-
vided to them, nor were there many cases in which they could have been used.
Six-month rateé, for example, were obviously lower than amual rates, and the
meaning of an arrest rate after six months was difficult to determine with no
standard of comparison and no knowledge of the types of criminal behavior repre-
sentod. A]tﬁough some of the annual arrest rates for a project were "high" Ly
any reasonable criteria, for example 60 percent, by the time these werce reportaed

in the interim report, most refunding decisions and sowe of the decisions about
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instiLution;lizaLion had already been made.

it was the evaluation project's policy not to release any of the preiiminary
criminoloéical data whatsocver to anyone at any time other than that submitted to
CJCC as part of our contractual reporting requirecments, unless expressly approvaod
by CJCC in a very few cascs. Understandably, project staff and State and City.
monitors, as well as others would frequently ask about "eriminological evaluation
outcomes' but were not given any information and were referred back to senior
agency staff. This procedure was used for requests for information from other
Criminal Justice agencies or foundations, as well.

By 1973 it had become apparent that the evaluation when debugged would still
not be able to provide criminological assessments for most projects funde& by

CJCC in time for refunding and institutionalization decisions. At that point

it was understood that most projects would be unable to accumulate.enough clients

for evaluation by the time refunding or institutionalization decisions fell due.
The focus of the evaluation shifted, thercfore, with-the approval of the
CJCC director, to que;tions that would enable decisions about CJCC policy across
projects. For example, we included in our extension of our contract at that time
the goul of relating the severity of a client's prior criminal history to the
likelihood of criminal behavior after project entry. It was our intention to
evaluate our data so that one could predict more accurately what type of clients

would be most benefited by what type of projects, and what types of clients would

not. More emphasis was placed on the assessment of violent crimes.

B i I st
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COMCLUSTONS
PREFACE ,

An Introductory pofut that nceds to be made is an observation about rehabili-
tation and diversion as project services. Since one entire conclusion is‘devoyod
to rehabilitation, and another to diversion, some of the analyses will be clearer
1f the observation, not previously discusscd, is made.

Given the reduction of crime as the ultimate objective of the projects that
are the subject of this report, rehabilitation is a method by which most of them
hoped to accomplish that objective. The means of providing rehabilitation were
such project services as job placement, remedial education, or counseling.

Diversion, as that term has been used so far in this report, has stresscd
the concept of an alternative for the criminal justice system through which it
could disposc of a casc without resorting to either detention or incarceration.

The element on which that use of the term focussed was that during the alternative
period a client had an coppertunity to commit crimcs that would not have becn avail-
able during detention or incarceratiog.

One additional point to be made is that diversion'can be and is also used as
an alternative to the prosecution of charges against an arrestad person. As a re-
sult of this alternative, no determination is made about the person's guilt or in-
A period of satisfactory conduct while receiving Fhe project's rehabili-
tative services is usually considered sufficient basis for dropping the charges.

Another point, that may not have been clear from previous discussion of rcha-
bilitation and diversion as project services, is that they are in no way comparable
to each othor, A projcct'is not either a rehabilitation project or a diversion
project. Diversion is merely a means by which sowme projects come by their clicnts.
Rehabilitatdion is a method by which some projects hope to reduce or eliminate the
criminal behavior of their clients. N

Some projects providoed only rehabilitation, c.g., Manhood.

Some projects provided both rehabllitation and diversion, c.p., Neighborhood

Fa T
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Youth Dbiverslon. )

Soma projects provided almost nothing other than dlversion, c.g., Alter-
natives to Detention - Probation, |

Some projccts that incorporated both rehabilitation and diversion servicoes
in thedr programuatic format did not provide both to all their clients. Some
clients recedived only diversion, others only rehabilitatdion.

In addition, it should not be overlooked that:

1. The priwmary provider of diversion services to a court is its probation
arm, which has available to it forms of diversion other than, and in addition to,
the services offered by such projects as those studied in this evaluation.

2. Probation departments usually retain legal jurisdiction over a diverted
client, even though both the recommendation of diversion and the rehabilitative
services are provided by a project.

3. In some cases, such as Neighborhood Youth Diversion, the distinction be-~
tween the status of projects and probation departments may have become blurred be—

cause the diversion might not have been made if the project had not recommended it.

Finally, the orientation of the evaluation places major emphasis on violent

crimes.  Within this orientation, the conclusions flow from the results, and the

recomnendations from the conclusions. Tho justification is that it is violent

crimes that have the wmost traumatic impact on victims and produce attitudes
and behavior important enough to determine the fate of the entire city of New

York.

or-AL L PRt e —_— —_— _— PR —
o bl 1SR

: : -102-

The fai]dre wvas particularly with juveniles, and in relation to violent crime.
The judgment is based on the criminal recidivism of project clients. 1t resulted in
great cost to both soeciety and the victims because of the magnitude and severity of
the criminal behavior. The criteria used to make the determination can be questionad.
There are two 1) the cost of the outcomes of the recidivism which is by far the most
important, and 2) the comparison of project outcomes with those‘of available com-
parison ('control") groups.

Cost of Recidivism to Society and Victims: Of the 2,860 clients from 7 to 71

years of age, 1,182, or 41 percent, were arrested a total of 2,072 times during the
12 months after project entry. These arrests reflect several thousand victims and
many millions of dollars in the cost to victims of theft, proverty damage and injury.
Of these arrests, however, 29 percent, or 605 were for violent crimes. This un-
derstated measure of criminal behavior means that there were at least 605 victime, of

whom about 50 were killed or raped and 555 robbed or severcly assaulted 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 victims is too high. (Table g8 ,p 54 )

If the cost is examined by age and severity ¢f prior history, the conclusion

does not change. For example, the best outcomes in terms of recidivism were for the

two age groups of 30-39 and 49-71. For the 314 clients, 30-39, the recidivism
rate was 29 percent. This rate was the second lowest of any of the age groups,
but 19 percent of the 147 arrests were for 28 violent crimes. The 55 oldest clients,

40-71, had a 24 percent recidivism rate and 6 of 23 arrests were for violent crimes.

The 28 victims of violent crimes of the 30-39 year old clients and the 6 victims
of the 55 oldest clients afe also judged as too high a cost.
- The scverity of the prior arrvest history was not related to arrest recidivism
for those clients 21 or older (p 70). Therefore, if{ only the outcomes for those 20

and younger arc considered, the "best" outcome was for 121 clients 16-18 vhooe arrest

(1) Understated in civior p A0 Hethod St i
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historics vere the least severe (Lhe first of four levels) foyr that age group

(Table 9, p.&h ). This group had a 24 percent recidivism rate and vielent-crime

arrcots accounted fov 27 percent, or 12 of tho‘/;S arrests. A1l of

the clients in this group were from one project, YCB, which accepted only first-— -
of fenders with non-felony arrests. The group also contained a high proportion of
middle-class whites. This finding is also too costly an outcome, in terms of vic-
tims, and the project efforts with these clients must also be accounved a failure.
A general observation is that the 40 percent recidivism rate

for the entire group of 2,860 clients was exceeded by many of the subgroups (Table
8 , p. 84 ).

The judgment is arbitrary; it is not comparative. Assume it could be shown
that other types of projects, or no projects at all, yield results in recidivism
rates and number of victims 20 percent higher than the outcomes attributable to the
projects studied. The actual rates and numbers, now relatively low, would still be
judged voo high. Tf it could be demonstrated that in an additional vear of opera-
tion with program innovations these projects could improve their record by 25 per-
cent, reducing to 450 the €00 or so victims who had been killed, raped or robbed,(l)
the number would still be too high to be judged other than a failure.

As a measure of the arbitrariness, assume that the discussion ig on the effects

of a new medication for treating a communicable discasc such as measles in a group
of 2,860 porsons.  If a side effect of curing a portion of the measles cascs were
the infoction of 600 people with a mutation of the original virus; if therc were
even a fraction of fatalities, injuries aud suffering of the victims of violent crimes,
there is little question that the rate of death, injury and suffering would be con-
sidered too high.

In considering the judgment "Ligh," it is uscful to consider what would he "low,"
or acceptable as a cost in such circumstances. Citizens indjviduully for themselves,
and éol]vrkivu]y as the society, have to wike that decision,

The precedents, however,

may - he found in the controls over drups and foods, which appear to consider very
Jimited injury, pain and death (oo high a price.

-

(1) or assaulted
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Benefits: The net cost or benefit of vehabilitation has to be determined in re-

lation to crime.

The provision of jobs and other services to clients is not a perti-
nent benefit, sinece the projects were funded with mouncy from LEAA, intended for the
prevcnﬂjon and control of crime., - The same services might be judged benelits if fund-
ed by non-crime-control sources, such aé HEW or Department of Labor.

A possibly valid benefit is that of a "saving' over the alternative of not pro-
viding the projccts, i.,e., the assumption that there would be even more recidivism
without the prejects. In a section that follows, Comparisons, it is shown to be un-
likely that there would be a difference between having and not having the projects.
However, even if it were true that the project services resulted in less criminal
recidivism than would be the case without the projects, it should be noted that
tﬁerc are yet other alternatives for which the comparison has not been made, Yor
example, the 14.6 million dollars of funding might be given directly to the clients(d)
to spend as they choose to rchabilitate themselves, or invested in courts and cor-
rcct;onal facilities so that there might be an increase in crime »nrevention and
deterrence.

Another benefit might be that the rchabilitation services provided results in
less "suffering" for the clicents. In this case, suffering is defined z2s the feelings
of the recidivist, having been apprehended, going through the rather uncoufortable
procedures of the criminal justice system. 7This point is only applicable to tﬂat
proportion of the non~recidivating clients who might have recidivated in the absence
of the projects. 7The remainder, the clients who would not have recidivated in any
case, would only have "suffered" not receiving the project services, which has al-
rcady been shown to be an inappropriate criterion for these projects. The size of
the first group is, of course, alwmost impossible to determinec, but the proportion
mnyibe fairly low. In any case, the total number of arrests suggests that probably

there are wmore viectims of vecidivism than the total nuwber of clients who ave non-

receidivists,

(1) This dis the total number of dollars during the funding perfod which may contain
over twenty times the 2,800 clients evaluated in thig report.

N T S A T R A T S T



~105--

.

The costs of criminal recidiviesm are judped to far outwedipgh the bencfits of the

rehabilitation scervices provided by the projects.

Comparisons of Recidivism Outcomes: Comparisons of two Lypes were made. The
first were with alternatives that generally did not provide rehabilitation services.
The sccond were between the cevaluation's own arrest rates for clients before and

after project entry,

"Control" Comparisons: These Included some of the projects in the evalnation,

other projects in Hew York City, and other projects elsewhere.

a, ygpd Control: The Vera control group was selected by the Vera eval-

uvation team for comparison with the Vera projecct wildeat. (1) The control group
was "unserviced" in the sense that it was not provided with subsidized employnent
and other supportive services by the project. The members of the céntrol group had
to find their own jobs or services.

When arrest recidivism rates at the sama levels of severity and age

are compared, the rates for the Vera centrol group were the same among 21~to-29-
year-olds as in ARC, and among 30-to-39-year-olds as in Vera Wildecat, ASA,<3>
NAACP., (Table 11, p. A-112)

In'Lhe Method Section, Table 11, pA-112,showsthat if the arrest recidivism rates
had been tested for each age group by combiuing the levels of severity, the rates
for the Vera control group for the 21-to-29-year-olds would have been statictically
cqual to those of projects Sccond Chance, SHUARE, Vera Wildcat, BCC, Manhood, ASA,
NAACY (Intensive), ARC and NAACP (Non—-intensive). When thé‘Vcra control's recidi-

vism rate for 30-to-3%9-ycar-olds was compared to those of the projects, there were

) Pricduan, Lucy N, and Ziesel, Hans, First Anmual Rescarch Report on Supported
Employment, Vera Institute of Justice, October, 1973,

T T . . i
(?2) This is not a true "control" grovn but a comparison group.

(3) 1t should be noted thot ASA referred its clients to some 50 other projects for
rehabilitation services.
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no differences for these projecls and components:  DBCC, Manliood, Sccound Chance,
ARC, Vera W%ldcat, NAACP (1), NAACP(n), and ASA.

The rcsdlts suggest that for the clients 21 and older there was no difference,
as far as criminal recidivism was concerned, between receiving rehabilitative scr-
vices from the evaluated projects, and being in a group in which some did and some

did not receive some kind of service from other sources.

b. Othef Control Comparisons: Bernstein, engaged to evaluate BYCED during its

first funding period, apgreed to modify the mecthod as propoced by this evalpatipn.(l)
As a result, the findings could be compared with this evaluation's. Ip this study,
the arreét recidivism rates for 246 clients aged 16 to 18, compared to rates for 375
"controls'" of the same age, were not significantlx different.

Finally, there have been other control-group attempts among the projects, such
as in Neighborhcod Youth Diversion, but the outside evaluators who undertook them
used measures of recidivism and methods of analysis that are not comparable to those
used in this evaiuation,

In conclusion, it appears necessary to stress that some of the pefsons in the
two control comparison groups cited above received rehabilitation services from
other projeéts. Hence, the findings with respect to those groups are at best sug-

gestive only.

Before-and-After Comparisons: The results showed two age groups for which the

. comparison of the second year prior to project entry and the year afiter project entry

produced significant difference. For clients 18 and younger, in the yaar after pro-
jeet entry there was a significant increase. TYor the clients 21 to 39 in the year
after project entry, there was a significant decrease, TFor the other ages the

diffcerences were not significant.

(1) Bernstein, Blanche, et., al. FEvaluation of the Basic Youth Community Education
rogram (BYCEP) demonstration project. Center for New York City Affairs, New
School for Social Rescarch, July, 1972




~107--
. : ~108-
In dnterpreting these resulls several factors are notable. Pivst, that the com- ) .
[ ' o e Vo " - . .
v : The conclusion from the beforevs., after measures is that the donercases and
parisons werce not controlled for time in which the clients were "at risk' with re-
7 ‘ ducreases Of criminal activity for the younger aund older clients respectively are
apect to recidivism. That is, it was not known for what portion of the 12 months X
® probably valid. If onc accepts that the reports can be considered a form of con-
such as perlods of

after project entry they may have been incapable of recidivisem,
trol comparison, it appears that the projects' rchabilitation services did not

incarceration, detention, or physical incapacitation. Sccond, that in these cases
cause either the increase or decrecase., If one does not accept the control com-

there werce no control comparisons with similar groups, ncasured for the same period,
® parison, the relationship of the projects' rehabilitation services to the findings

whicli had not received project services.
is not analyzable.

a. Clicnts 7-18 Years 0ld: Within this group the increcase was particu- MNeitl - 9 7 3 i
leither the comparisons of project clients with '"unserved" groups nor the

larly large -- from 7 to 30 percent ——for the 7-to-l2-ycar-olds, and for the 13-to- ®
before-and-after measures of client arrest rates produced results that could pos-—

15-year-olds, for whom the increase was from 18 to 51 percent. TFor thosc 16 to 18, .
sibly be interpreted as supporting the assertion that the projects' rchabilita-

the incrcase was not as large.
tive services decreased the arrest recidivism rates of the clients.

Some of the magnitude of these increases mey be attributable to the importance ®
Generalization of Conclusions: It is legitimate to question whether results

of the two-year period, and in particular for the younger clients. The diffcrence
from 18 widely different projects can justifiably be generalized to the much

in quantity and quality of criminal behavior between the 11lth and 13th year, for
larger number of projects not only under CJCC, but in New York City generally.

instance, can be espccially dramatic. On the other hand, reports freom all over the @
Clearly this is not possible from a statistical standpoint on the basis »f 18 pro-

United States in recent years have shown high rates of increase in criminal behav-
jects. However, another form of justification is submitted.

ior at these ages. Therefore, it was concluded that most of the increase found Dby
. Many of the 18 projects were "model'" projects, in the sense that their spon-

the evaluation was probably valid. ®
sors were funded generously to plan and develop programs and propesals so that
Since the nation-wide reports are for juveniles not necessarily provided with
. innovative and sophisticated designs and rationales would be available. Once ac-
rehabilitation services, those figures may form an analog of a "eontrol' group. .
cepted, the funding of the proposals was gencrous in terms of staff, facilities,
This suggests that the project rehabilitation services, while not resulting in a ® ‘
staff-client ratios and per-capita client dollars. Such projects included: Pro-
decrease, also did not cause the increase.
| ' o bation--Urban League, Bronx Community Counseling, Neighborhood Youth Diversion,
b. Clients 21-39 Years of Age: The decrease in criminal activity from the
® Vera-Wildcat, and the ASA Court Referral Projecct.
second year prior to project entry to the year after, for projecct clients, is also
Others in the group of 18, however, were not so generously endowed. Mostly
similar to that reported for this age group nationally. As with the 7-18 ycar-olds,
| | these were the community-based projects, such as Project Manhood and the Addiction
the national reports combine serviced and non-serviced clicents, and may alse be
) N ' " - - - . . E .
_ ® Research Center., In terms of the levels of funding made available in the past few
considered a control comparison of sorts., This also suggests that the projects :
decades for social programs, the size and case-loads of staff, the availability of
were not responsible for the decrcase,
planning grants, and other such measures, these programs could be considered "aver-
1]
’ ag(‘..

[
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) available, or likely to beeomue available in the forcsceable future, will not differ
The recults, hovever, indicate that the “wodel" projects, despite the lavish- , ‘
gubstantially from those evalualed in thedr ability to affeect criminal behavior.
ness of their funding and the uniqueness of their designs, produced ne better re- 4 N .
. THE MAJOR COHCTUSION:
sults than their less-cndowed peers, For example, Project Manhood's arrest re- @

. ) . ) The cost of recidivism to society and the victims Zr so high that rehabilita-
cidiviem rates were no different from thosce of Bronx Comuunity Counsceling for the :

. . ) L ) tion by the projects is a failure as a remedy for the problem of criwe, particu-
ape group 30-39, at the first level of severity. Similarly, Neighborhood Youth
) . : A larly violent crime. Under the circumstances, it is unjustified to coatinuc Lo
Diversion's rates for 7 to 12-ycar-olds werc not different than those for the Pro- ®
use federal, state or city crime prevention and control money to fund rchabilita-
testant Board of Guardians' project.
tion services by projects to achieve the objectives of the enabling legislation to
TFurtter, when the projects with clients aged 21 to 29 were compared across
"reduce and proevent crime and juvenile delinquency and . . .insure the greater

n (L) .

safety of the people...'. )

levels of severity as part of the validation methodology (see p A~112), therc vere @

no significant differences among the arrest rates of Project Manhood, Second Chance,-

SHARE, NAACP (Intensive),Vera-Control and ARC, and Vera-Wildcat, ASA, and BCC. .

When the projects were compared for the 30-39 year—old group there were alsc no dif-

ferences between the two types of projectsgl)
Apainst this statistical backeround there are other observations about these

projects that are relevaent for this discussion. Although in a fow instances the

model programs did manzge to devise some relatively innovative services, for the °

“most part their innovation was in their structure, the forms for their relationship

vith other social systems, and the credenticling of their staffs. In the actual

scrvices provided —-- vocational, rcmedial, counseling -~ they offered much the

same content that has characterized social progranming for at least two decades,

fiven para-professional staffing and peer-relationship rationales have been in vogue .

For most of the post-World-War 11 years.

These observations, in combination with the statistical cvidence,lead quite

strongly to the generalizable conclusion that the rchabilitation services currently

(1) To some extent, probably unmeasurable, other rehabilitative services were tested .
indirecetly by the evaluation, Rumbers of clients among the 18 projects were
calso dn other projects during the 12 wonths after project entry. A conuiderable
nuaber receivad such services throuph relaerral, as din the case of ASA Court 1. Crime Control Act of 1973, amended 1974,
teferral, which sent dits clients to 50 olher projects for rehabilitative ser-—
vices,
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Y. T REDARTLTPATION SERVTCES' PATILURE  VAS APPARITITLY NOT PRLATED 1O 1HPTE-
HERTATION, PROGA HODELS  DHIBIPLOYHENY OR POVERTT

In scoking to understand the finding of failure to affcct criminal recidivism
among the érojccts, issues might be raised about the tima2 at which they were mea-
sured, the measures that werce used, the program models that were considered, and
whether strong enviroumental pressures might have undermined the projects' cf-
forts. The c¢valuation considered the following factors:

Implementation: It could be argued that these programs werc measured dﬁring
an atypical year, onc in which they were plagued by the problems of implementation.
The need to assemble a staff, train it, ﬂerfcct channels for the acquisition of
clients, etc.,could all undermine a program's first-year results even if its model’
was valid. )

New projects were Bandicapped by such problems. However, there were older
ones that had been operational for years before they rcceived LEAA funding, such
as Manhocd, and Bronx Community Counseling. The arrest rates Jor the two cate-
gories were not significantly different. Table 7', p 78 shows that BCC and BYCED
shared the fourth level of severity for the age groﬁp 1.6-18, and Manhood and MNAACP
shared the first level for the age group 21~29;

Resources: Perhaps, the available funds, staff, or services were not of sufi-
ficient magn’tude to effect change. This was not supported by the equivalent ar-
rest rates of such massiyply-fundcd projects as Probation-Urban League or Vera-

Wildcat, and such lesser-funded ones as Independence House and anhood.

Delayed Effects: Another possibility is that a more positive effect on crime

would have been found if the measurement of recidivism had been made from the 12th
to 24th wonth after project entry, rather than in the first 12 months. Since we

did not measure it we do not know whether there would have been such a delayed cf-

fect. But in any casc, the unacceptable order of magnitude and vaverjty of criminal

recidivism that was found could net possibly have been affected by anything that

occurred aftervard.

~-112-

Time +din Program: As noted in the Caveats Section, the duration of service

to individual clients was not measured. In somé cascs, as when diversion was the
project scrvice, it was not a pertinent consideration (sec footnote, p 57). For
projects offering rehabilitation, the variety of services offered, and the dif-
ferences in mode of service delivery, made comparisons useless. However, the
arrest rates of such projects with relatively long service periods, as Vera Wildcat
and ARC, did not differ from those of projects with short service periods, such

as Vera Control and Manhood (Table 11, p A-112).

Project Models(l): All the rehabilitative cfforts measured were in pro-
jects substantially removed from conventional correctional settings, and none of
them used such experimental services as intensive individual psychotherapy, oper-—
ant conditioning, or medical treatment with drugs. Is it fair to genecralize
about rehabilitation as an dpproach to crime when such services were not mea-
sured?

. . ‘ ' . . (ZL

Martinson has summarized the results of a major study by Lipton et al that
screened all English-language reports on rehabilitation efforts and selected
23], covering the period 1945 to 1967, that were judged valid enough to be analyz-
able. The service modalities included were covered by the major headings: Educa-
tion and vocational training, Individual counseling, Group counseling, Transforuming
the institutional environment, Medical treatment, Sentencing, Decdrccration, Psy~-
chotherapy in community settings, Probation or Parcle vs. prison, and Intensive
supervision.

After the usual caveats about differences among the studies in method and

means of measurcment, etc., the author states this conclusion of the report:

"With few and isolated exceptions, the rchabilitative efforts that have becen

(1) Additional reference to this issue is to be found under "Generalization of
Conclusicns.'" p.

(2) TLipton, Douglas. Martiunson, Robert and Wilks Judith, The Bffectiveness
of Correctional Preatment, A Supvey of Mvaluatlon Studive Vortheon g™
May, 1975 Prucger Publishers
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veported so far have bad no appreciable of feet on roecic

iyt (1)

Hvism.
This cvidence that vehabilitation programs both similar to and differont
from the oes in this evaluation's study also did not work, led the evaluation
to conclude with more confidence that generalization to similar programs was ’
valid and that they also appearced to be applicable to models that had not becn

evalualted.

Uncmployrient s Given the state of national and local economic conditions

in the period studied, and paxrticularly the state of unemployment for minorities,
it might be asked whether it was reasonable to consider the effectivencss of
service programs, particularly vocational programs.

After consideration, the following conclusions were reached:

a)‘ Uncmployaent rates have remained relatively stable in New York’City
over the past five or six years (with the exception of the last third of last

year). However, the rate of serious crimes has shown an increase over that

period. This does not suvport the existence of

&)

positive relationchip between
reducing uncmployment and reducing crime.
: (2) . o o
b) Wilson uas made the point ably that so long as crime is more attrac{ive

and wore rcmunerative than work, even available employment will not offer an

(3)

effective alternative to crine.

"One works at crime at one's convenicnce, ecnjoys the estcem of
colleagues who think a 'straight' job is stupid and skill at stealing
is commendable, looks forwvard to the occasional 'hig score' that may
make further work unnecessary for wveecks, and relishes the risk and
adventure associated with theft. The money value of all these bene-
fits--that is, what onc who is not shocked by crime would want in
cash to forgo crime--is hard to estimate but is almost certainly far

- larger than what cither publie or private cmployers could offex to
unskilled or semi-skilled workers." ‘

¢) At the time of this writing, unemployment rates are almost at a post-

(1) Martinson, Robert, "Questions and Answers Aboul Prison Reform."  The Publice
Interest, pp 22-51, March, 1974.

(2)  Wilson, James Q., "Lock 'Fm Up And Other Thoughts on Crime," The New York
Times Magawine, p 11, March 9, 1975,

.
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(3)  Vera Wildeat rrovided full time subsidized cmployment at prevailing wy
' \ vl Ay e
Lo dts elients. ¥ "
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Vorld War Il high foxr everyone--criminal and non-criminal. The rates may goet

worse. It ds apparent, however, that neither the goverument, business, nor anyone

.

celse is able to do very much about it. Therefore, even if employment were crimino-

i

logically effective, it way be beyond the ébility of the society to provide suf=
ficlent employment to make an appreciable impact on crime. The evaluation con-
cluded that the availability of employment alone would not have made the project
services more effcctive.

Poverty: If not unemployment, it might be asked, could not the cnvironment
of poverty surrounding the projects and their clients be the determining factor
that prevented the criminological effectiveness of thg rehabilitation services?

As was the case with delayed effects and insensitive measures, therc may in
fact have beén some unmnmeasured 'poverty effect" that stood between the rehabili-
tation services and the reduction of crime.

However, poverty has also been relatively stable over the past five years
and crime has grown. Again, there is the problem of no positive relationship.

.

The same condition holds for under-education.

Mental Health: Therc is a prevalent assumption that the bulk of criminal

behavior is attributable to mental pathology in the criminals. There arc two 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 is reversible
and that the criminal, now a victim, can be "cured."

The curative methodology usually called for is, depending on the preference
of the prescriber, ecither one of the many mental-health techniques ranging from
group or individual therapy or counscling to conditioning, to one of the many
social-work or sociological prescriptions ranging from guaranteed income to "ad-

vocacy," or some blend.

The evaluation's results show that whichever of the variants the 18 projects

.

selected, it made no significant difference. The Lipton study, as roported by

Martinson, showed the same lack of results in a much broader range of projects.
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’ . ® . of such crimes as homicide, rape, ov robbery on the basls of an alleped debt owed
Fhee aseumption of pothology is hypothetical and hased on a definition of . ‘ :
Lo thiem by the white soclety that explotted tlicir forebears,
pental d11ness much broader than that usced by peychiatry.  Since even the psy-
- ' Tt is possible, as Wilson points out in his initial quote, that appropriate
chiatrie definition has proven a difficult base for rigorous studices attoempting
' ® changes within this mosaic of interacting factors could produce a positive rela-
to link gyndromes ond possible causal factors, it is quite clear that the broader
tionship between jobs and erime reduction. Whether or not sufficient changes are
definition vwould be even wore difficult to use or test. %o that extent it has ‘
feasible, and not just appropriate, is wmoot. Clearly, we canuot expect to Yeurce!
been irrefutable.
! ® poverty and unemployment to the extent of providing all the poor an adequate stan-—
On the other hand, mental health advocates have found it equally difficult
‘ dard of living. adequate might be four to six times higher than the presont,
to suetain their contention that many pathological syndromes, once in effect, can
somcewhat arbitrary definition of poverty-level income. This is not foresccable
he reversed in the sense of a "cure." Among the relatively few reported curcs for
1) _ in our prescnt socio-economic structure within any near future.
serious mental illness, a substantial number have been attributed to cither unique . 4 - ;

Conclusion: It secms the projects’' failure to reduce crime did not appear to relate to

skills and training on the part of the therapist, or facilities what would be pro-

. . L poverty, unemployment and under—education among clients. However, there is un-
hibitively costly. ©Neither such facilities, nor such personnel, are currently

doubtaedly a relationship between those three factors and crime. But, there are also
. . . s . . > 1
available to agencics charged with responsibility for the reduction of crime, or

. hundir2ds of other interacting factors related to crime, onc of the most dwmportant
arce likely cver to be.

of which is the effectiveness of society's sanctions against crime, To assume
. . I3 > - (4
Conclusion: Despite the lack of a relationship between these services and

that "curing" poverty, unemployment or under—education will automatically climinate
and crime reduction, the above does not mean that a relationship did not exist in
’ crime, without taking into consideration interactiouns with society's sanctions

,the past, could not exist in the present, or will not exist in the future.

against crime or other factors, is simplistic.

It is generally accepted that the relationship has existed in the past and
34 y ¥ ¥

Until this point the evaluation's conclusions have been primarily bascd on the
can exist again in the United States in the future. The rcasons for the under- ! v

.. . .. , ) findings about the projects and applied to project services. One objective of the
mining of the relationship in recent years are probably to be sought in the con- e p. ] ‘ anl prel J '

study, however, was to r rom its findines. practical suesostions as approachos
text of the history of this country over that period. There are countless, in- ¥, however, was to reach, from its findings, practical suggestions as approache:

B , . . ) ) to the major tasks and problems of CICC. To do this, it becomes necessary to trans-
tricate, unmeasurable interactions of myriad factors that may explain why the

. . ) L cend the actual data and consider their implications in the broader context of both
relationship does not exist at this time.

what is known about criminal behavior and its impact on New York City and possible

Yhese factors might include: 1) an enormous popularization of violence in

. . . . methods of reducing crime. Only din that context cau the cvaluation avoid the
television, movies and books, 2) absence of any strong, absolute relation or

L L . . . ) eriticism of baving been another exercise in academic separation from reality.
political position for most of the criminals in question, 3) the almost universal

presence of a pragmatic, relativistic, materially-oriented system of cthics, in
which ends justify means, as openly expressed by alwost every major Anerican husi-
ness and public or private agency, 4) the rationalfization by minority group meabers

(1) The tere servious mental illnoss in this context does not inelude schivopbronina,
charactor disorders §.o0 puychopathy, or corvtain behavior disorders rocalt i
from brain dam e, '
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191, BeFEGTS OF VIOLERT GRIME ON REZ YOG CLTY

This study has shown that rehabilitation gervices provided outside correctional
jnstitutio;u do not affect recidivism, Other studics, demoustrate that rcehabilita-
tion within corrceticnal institutions does not work cither, The increase in the
rate of crime over the past six years indicates not only a failurce to prevent crine,
but also a failure to deter it.

From 1968 to 1974, the rate of non-negligent howicide increcased 67 percent,
- : ssault 44 percent 1)
forcible rape 122 percent, robbory 43 percent, and aggravated assault 44 perc .
Under the circumstances the best expectation, if the criminal justice systom
continues as it is now going, is that the problem of crime will get worse yecarly.

8
fven if the rate were to remain steady instead of increasing, the present level of
criminal activity is unbearable.

Tn New York City in 1974 there were 519,825 complaints of severc crimes, a
ratio to the population of the city of 1 to every 16 persons. Among these violoent
crimes, 1,530 were non-negligent homicides, an averagce of about four a day. About
4,000 were rapes, approximately 78,900 were robberies, or about 220 a day, and sone
41,000 were aggravated assaults. Except for homicide, the numbers of the three
other typaé of crime may actually be twice as large if unreported crimes are in-
cluded. These numbers and rates of crime, as in most other major American cities,
arc much higher than in comparable Furopean, or Asian cirfes.

The increasc in numbers and rates, however, are only one aspect of the situa-
tion. There has also been a change in the quality of the crime being committed, .
The infliction of death and serious injury has apparently become more casual. With

increasing frequency there are reports of slayings when a robbery is successful and

the victims offer no resistance.

e e e B M

n ~knlus‘;0r yoar are from the Crime Analysis Unit, Mew York City Yolice Department,

The evaluation computed the differences between the rates per 100,000 for 19065
nd 1974 on o population base of 7,894,862,

3

®
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Rapes have becewe more sadistic and bizarre, Rape and sodomy occurs in public
places and sometimes In frout of witnesses., In one case, a woman was foreed at
knifc~poiné to perform fellatio in a subway train. Barnard students have Leen gange-
vaped and sodomized in daylipght by juvenile or adolescent gangs in Morningsido Park
when the students tried to go through the park to their school.

Among muggers, one technique is to punch or "chop'" a victim in the face or groin
as a first approach, to shock, stun, and disable possible resistance, Should this
be successful and the robbery be carried off, it is not uncommon that the beating
then continues.

Aggravated assault by yo?ths appears to be iising with the beating and humili-
ation of victims apparently the objective. Also increasing is the percentage of
victims among the very old, robbery is f{requently involved and the victims are
attacked in their own homes'by assailants under the age of 16. Thesc incidents,
not infrequently involving homicide, are the planned work of groups of youths who
appecar to commit the crimes in a premeditated fashion.

Although they occur all over the city, hundreds of such cases have occurred at
midday in areas of the Bronx. (1) Most of the assailants have been Black ox Pucrto
Rican, many of the victims have been white men and women living alonc, many of tham
Jews. The police report that many of the assailants apparently take pleasure from
beating the old people. One detective said the youths refer to this type of crime
as "crib jobs" becéuse "its like taking candy from a baby —- these little old women
can't fight back." (2)

Among the 1,300 aged men and women in one senior citizens center on the Grand
Concourse, it was rcported, most have experienced at least one robbery and/or
beating, and the figures are said to be comparable for other such centers,

In a societal sense, the deaths and injuries are the highest cosl of this
qualitative change in the pattern of urben crime. Pain and sﬁffcring are ons coi
poneat of this cost; tension, anxiety and a sense of vulnerability in the public

are the other, and have affected the life style of alwmost every city resident.

(3) Nw York Times November 7, 1974
(2  New Yorl Tiwes Movanbor 17, 1974

-
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The feeling of valnerability is enhanced by the realization that defending

onesell or family against such an assault is not Leosible,

The carvyying or posses-—

sion of guwis or other weapons is illegal and strongly cnforced. Most victims can-—
not interpose effective phaysical resistance, and are advised not to attempt to do

s0 lest the resultiag

y injuries be more severe. Help from onlookers when the crimes

.

occur in public is most often not forthcoming. DBystanders ave cither loathe to
become involved in the subsequent criminal justice procecdings, or are justifiably
afraid that they, unarmed, will be injured or killed by the armed criminals,
Municipal agencies also accede to and participate in the change in life style.
Central Park has becen closed at night for years; some sections are accounted danger-~
ous during the day. Pedestrians feel it necessary to avoid certain streets in high-
crime areas. On entering an apartment building, one is advised to inspect corridors
and elevators before entering them,

Many subway entrances and passages are closed

during nights and veckends. The Transit Authority advises night passengers to ride

in the first cars of trains eo that they caern be more easily guarded by the Transit
police. .

In most large retail stores and similar service cstablishwents, particularly

According to

o

in areas that abut high-crime ncighborhoods, guards are commonplace.
a Yankelovitch New York Times survey, 87 percent of the respondents said they weve
worried about walking alone on the streets at night.(l) '

lany of those who can afford to, move out of the city. Prima?ily vhite and
middle-class, they number in the hundreds of thousands in New York. In the 1960s
the number of whites in New York City declined by 900,000, and there was an
additional decrease of 400,000 from 1970 to 1973. The gap wvas filled by Blacks, who
inuronsed from 1970 to 1973 by 5.6 percent to a total of 2 million, and by lispanics,

whosie Inerease in that period was 11,5 peccent to a total of 1,200,000, Blacks now

.

compose 25 percent of the city's population and Hispaunics 16 percent,

) New York Times, October 29, 1974,
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Accompanying these developments there has been a steady shrinking of the city's

Each municipal budget becomes more of a crisis, in which a substantial

~

tax base.

part of the solution is to cul city services, including threatened reductions in

the number of police and firemen. An zclual cut in such services might well ac-—

celerate the out-migration of tax payers, further depress the tax base, and generate

e

a trend far more difficult to reverse than it now is.

How could the trend be reversed? The answer depends on which possible causes
of the increcase are identified, At this point it may be useful to consider,
despite its controversial nature, the pogsibility of including as a major cause

the absence of effective sanctions against crime.
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GRUHIRAL BEIAVIOR SIOULD 1E (R

IV, TO LOUER CPIE IRCIINSICE OF GRIMNE, S ONCPTONS

This utﬁdy has shown that rehabilitation services outside correctional insti-
tutions do not prevent recidivism; other ﬁtudi;s have shown that such services
within institutions do not work either. The proposal of effective sanctions doces
not stem directly {rom the data-based findings of this study or the others discussed.
There has been no direct test in the past of the effcctiveness of sanctions. However,
the sugpestion is submitted as having at least enough apparent validity to warrant

[S38]

a test. Tie apparent validity stems from;
THIE CRIMITAL JUSTICL SYSTRM:

The major approach of the criminal justice system is to look for a solution
to the problem within its own facilities and resources, in a varicety of categories:

More JTolice: The police function is to prevent crime and apprehend criminals.

The policc(l) accounted for $996 million, or 81 percent of the $1.25 billion New

York City 1972-72 Criminzl Jus Syatem budget.

~t
=

COMPARISON OF THE BUDGET ALLOCATION FOR THE NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL
JUSTICE AGENCIES (2)

Budget 1972-73
(in Millions)

Police® § 995.6

Correction | 115.2

Probation 23.0

District 18.2

Attorneys

Courts 64.1

Defensc®# 9.6
TOTAL 1,225.7

® Boter Tolice dincludes Jlousing and Trausit Police. Drug treatment and youth
i services amounting to $128.3 million are not included in this table.

¥ Jepgal Ald Soclery and assipgned counscl.

(1) Ineludes Housing Authority and Transit Authority police.

:) "ne LA . . . ) Y . } 1
(2) .JHQ'Cllmlnd] Justice System, The Hew York State Commission of Tavestipation
B T e my b DEL "| Y
Novesbor, 1974
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The total number of PUliCC(l) of all kinds increased from 34,359 in 1968 to
36,415 in 1974, The police are effective in réeducing crime in a number of ways:

1. ;BAELJM_;JﬁlQLJLZ Making more police visible on the streets is one method

2 : ’

of preventing crime. It works. (rime is reduced in arcas that are heavily foot-
patrolled. On the other hand, the crime may simply be displaced tg streets or
nelghborhoods where there are no police or fogt patrols. This is particularly
the case in a city like New York whose transportation system allows cheap and
fast mo§ement from scection to section.

In order for there to be cnouéh policemen to cover all of the possible
areas to which crime could be displaced, it would be necessary to carpet the
streets with 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 1s evaluated across neighborhoods.

2. DMore Apprehension: Apprehensions are measured by clearance rates. A

clearance rate is the ratio of the number of arrests to the number of complaints
for a type of crime, or for all types. Clearance rates have increasgd for each of
the four violent crimes except homicide from 1968 to 1974; forcible rate from
46 percent to 53 percent; robbery from 17 percent to 25 percent, and aggravated
ASsault from 40 percent to 50 percent. fhe clearance rate ﬁér homicide fell from
93 percent in 1968 to 82 percent in 1974.

A more important factor than the clearance rate is the numbcr of different
criminals who may be represented by complaints. Before project entry approximately
30% of the clients had one or less arrests, 37% had 2-4, 24% had 5-10 and

9% had 11 or more.

(1) Includes lousing and Transit Police.

(2) The reference is to extreme cases such as that used a few years ago
by the Police Department who would saturate one city block with a 8

to 10 tactical police force.
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This supgests that: 1) DTolice probably apprchend a much greater proportion
of the actual perpetrators of crime than is supgested by the clearance rate ratio --—
an individual arrested for a crime may have been respousible for a larger share of
the complaints for that type of crime, and, 2) The police apprchend many perpetra-—
tors scveral times, not just once.

The dmplication is that if apprehension were all it took, the present
police apprehensions might significantly reduce criminal behaviorQl) The primary
problem may not be too few apprehensions, but rather what happens after appre-
hension.

After being-.apprchended for a crime a suspect goes to court for processing
of the charge. After it has been ascertained whether there are legal grounds for
the charge and a trial, and there has been a determination of guilt, a sentence
must be imposed that will be in the irterests of justice and society. If the
sentence is incarceration, there are four major justifications:

1. Retribution, or punishment for its own sake. The basis is moral or
religious criteria -—- an eye for an eye -- rather than law.

2. Rehabilitation while in prison.

3. DProvention, used in the sense of making it physically impossiblc for
the person to commit additional crimes while incarcerated.
4, Deterrence, used in the sense of convincing others, through the example

of the person incarcerated, that criminal behavior is not worth the risk of

punishment.

(1) In other wvords, even if the odds of getting apprehended fox a given crime are

low, c.g.y 1 oout of 8, the client arrest records before project entry iudicate
that they are apprchended over a period of time for some crime or other.

8

Retributlon has become increasingly difficult to justify in the current

culture, noq‘only for the public at large, but for court officials, as well.

Rehabilitation does not work. Prevention is completely effcctiveﬂl) Deterrence, it

is generally felt among court officials, is not obtainable through incarceration.

Incarceration by the Courts

The vast majority of those arrested are not incarcerated. Of 2,520 felony
arrests for homicide, robbery, narcotics, sex crimes, hijacking and bribery during

1972-1974, 460 persons, or 18 percent, were incarcerated as a {inal disposition(z)-

When arrests for misdemeanors are included, the incarceration rate is much lowerx.

The major reasons for these low rates include dismissals for,legal insufficienc&,
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 persons charged with homicide in New York City(a). A study by the New
York Times of 685 adult suspects in 1973 whose cases had been adjudicated showed
that 807 pleaded guilty to a reduced charge. Of those, 20% were relecased on
conditional discharge, 287 received less than five years, and 30% less than ten
years. The remaining 217% 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-
ati&n for the most scvere crime are far shorter than those imposed in the rest of

New York State and perhaps in almost every other state.

DT o Mkt it i ot £ R R

(I) 7" During the time of dncarceration

(2)’ Criminal Justice Liaison Diviscion, New York City Police Department.
(3) Mareia Chambers, New York Times, February 11, 1975.

(4) Selwyn Raab, New York Times, January 27, 1975.
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mplanations ‘he Court:  Court ‘icials, asked for the reasons for the pollc i . . .
Fxplanations by the Court: Court officials, asked for Lhe reasous for the | Y nunber of criminals, particularly among juveniles. 7The argument is not a strong

v

"3

that results, in cither brief incarceration or none cite the following: one. . .

. sufficicent rreclional facilities to handle more persons, et i o ) )
1. Insufficient correc ¢ pers To test the assertion that there is no deterrent effect from incarceration

.

. wetiveness of incarceration as a deterrent. - Ny i . . .
2. Tneffcctiveness incarcera as ¢ it would be necessary to suspend all incarceration and sce what effect that

3. nability of correctional facilities to rehabilitate while, in some ; r . . ) )
3 Inability of correc a S shile, ¢ would have on crime. It is submitted that crime might increase. The only

cases, they actually turn inmates into hardened criminals. sustainable inference from the present evidence is that deterrxence, as used,

thot,‘(l & U({ 1 (‘(l .0 l 118 1 GI)OI‘L. appl.LGd Lh.C- fur LhC;_ qu(_o‘ LlOll, ‘IQJ l\OL .

. Insufficient numbers of prosccutors, defense attorneys, judnes and court e crcrrige . ) .
5 pros s g Y&, Juazes ¢ An answer may be sought in the means by which incarceration has been

1]

acilities make it necessary to bavgain down to non-incarceratable ofiensecs. o . . . . . .
fe < y ge abLe o.uens used. In that case, it might not be imprisonment itsclf that is at fault,

6. Among first offenders, particularly from the white middle cless or any but the means of application that has reducedbthe effectivenoss of the
juveniles, the arrest and subsequent processing, including possible detention, deterrence.
has been punishment enough.

7. The feeling, shared by some judges, that the Blacks and Puerlo Ricans,
who are a preponderance of those arrested, are the victims of an unjusi and racist
socicty. What is needed, in this view, is not punishment, but compensation for the
injustice, perhaps in the form of treatment.

This policy of avoiding incarceration negates the preventive effect of
imposing such sentences, and undermines whatever deterrent effect there vight be.
Rather than reduce crime, it is submitted that it may actually encourags crime,
since it demonstrates an unwillingness or inability of the criminal justice system
to react to crime with incarceration. N

In addition to coustitutional issues, those who justify the present policy
point‘out there is little if any cvidence to support in this country the position
that incarceration has a deterrent effect on others. 7The evidence cited Lo support

4t

this position is the very increase in crimes in the past decade despite wivtever

1

incarceration has been imposed.  These erimes have represented an inercabing
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Punlzlument

That the expectation ol punishment deters human beings (and animals) from be-
having in certain wvays is a fundamental, and relatively non-controversial fact,

Jt was not neccessory for a Neanderthal man to experience directly the punishment
ne observed when a friend burned a finger in a fire. He did not do the same.
Ixpectation of the possible punishment that may be the conscquence inhibits all
humans from tchavlorsranging from running a red light to putting a finger into an
empty clectric light socket to reflexively avoiding a wasp.

(The expectation of reward can also change bechavior. However, in discussing
crime it is not meaningful to assert that one can expect a rcwarg ﬁrom either
external or internal sources for not committing a crime - other than the reward
of non-punishment).

Every known society has used punishment of some kind to deter others from
committing whatever was defined as a crime. The universality of the practice over
time and geography does not support the contention that deterrence has never worked.
Few attributes of society are as universal, other than ''rites of passage' and
"erooming behavior." Also, there are very few universal attributes. Unless a
practice works for a culture it is eventually modified or dr?pped. This has not
been the case with punishment.

Experience with leaming bhas indicated that if incarceration is to be effective
as a deterrent it will have to meet the following conditions:

1. It has to be adequate. '

2, It has to be immediate.

3. It has to be certain.

4. Tt has to be consistoent.

~128~

Adequacy of punishment may be defined by duration and intens ity. Tor purposcs
of criminal deterrence, confinement by detention or dncarceration in New York is

a horrendous enough expericence to be adequate in intensity. Therefore, the problen
could lie in duration. .

Immediate confinement in many cases follows apprehension, particularly for
serious crimes. lowever, in many cases thefe is also almost imucdiate release
through bail, on one's own recognizance, to probation, or through diversion to
gome form of rchabilitation service. 1n any case, speed of punishment is not as
important an attribute in relevance to the effectiveness of deterrence as the two
which follow.

There is no lack of clarity about the current certainty of punishment. There
is none. Putting aside the effect of the relatively low likelihood for certain
crimes, even after apprehension there is no certainty that punishment will follow.
As noted, there is much successful effort to keep detentions short, and in ounly
18 percent of felony arrests are there incarcerations. Stated another way, persons
arrested for serious crimes can be cenfident that 82 percent of them will not be
incarcerated, so that whatever certainty there is tends to work opposite to a
deterrent effect.

Nor is there consistency in how the 12 percent are selected, or what their
punishment through incarceration will be. Findings of guilt are quixotic or
idiosyacratic, and sentences for the same crime under the same circumstances,
for a person with the same criminal record, can vary from a few months to many years.
Not only is the personality and convictions of judges a factor, but also the
adequacy of the defense, the competence of the prosecution, the feeling in the

community at the time about the particularx ¢rime, and whether an election is

pending for the prosecutor, the judge, or both.
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Conelusion

0f the four conditions necessary for effective deterrence through punishuent, in the

incavceration policy of the courts in New York City two arce clearly wmissing cntirely
and the other two have mixed and questionable impact. Therefore, the sentencing
policy needs to be changed so that the pessible rewards from an anticipated crime
will not outweigh the conscquonces of apprehension and conviction.

MODITYTRG INCARNCERATION TQ INCREASE DETERRINCE

a, Adequacy: 1) Incarceration intensity as presently imposed, in terms of
prison conditions, is probably more scvere than necessary. The loss of liberty,
the regimentation, the separation from family and friends is punishment enough.
Cruelty, poor food, overcrowding, lack of recreation and similar often-voiced
complaints by prisoners are, if they exist, not acceptable punishments. 2) Duration. .
The maximunm potential sentences as called for by the Penal Law are probably sufficient
for deterrent efficacy. As diminished by the courts and correcctional institutions
through plea bargaining, sentencing practices, time off for good behavior, and
parole, that efficacy appears to be seriously undermined. The criterion for
duration should be the maximazation of deterrence of the largest number of potential
criminals the greatest nuwbcr of times from inflicting the gravest injuries
in the most scvere crimes.

k. Immediacy:  The quicker the charges against a person can be subjected to
determination of guilt, and, if appropriate, sentence imposed, the more effective
the punishment will be.

c. Gertainty: Increase of apprchension by the police, preventing the diversion
of persons from confincment ox prosccution prior to dctcrminﬁtion of guilt or
jnmnocence (discussed in Diversion), and mandatory incarceration following couviction,
could improve the certainty of the scantions aystem now in effgct in so far as

detoer conce is concerned,
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d. Consistency: 7To establish consistency for purposes of maximu deterrence
sentencing practice would have to incorporate 'the following crituria for equiva-
lent: degrees of Injury at cach level of criue:

1. The same duration of sentence.

2. Sentcence applicd cqually regardless of age and sex.

3. Sentence the same regardless of method of inflicting the injury --

gun, knife, chair, or fists, the resulting injury would determine the

soentence.
Exceptions would be provided in three cases: .

1. Sentences for juveniles would be of lesser duration

2. Sentences would be uniformly shorter for those who plead guilty.
Although this violates the principle of consistency, it is a practical con-
cession to the reality of the overload in the courts and carrectional

institutions ‘.

3, TPersons with previous records of serious crimes would receive fixed
increments of additional sentence time for ecach prior conviction to

deter recidivism.
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ir With consistent sentences the courts will lose the discretion .

)

Jiplication:
(o "taller" a sentence to a particular defendent. A typical case would be a
reduced sentence for a contrite, married, cmployed,'good risk' man convicted of
a violent erime for which he had no previous arrests. To give such a defendant
the same sentence as 38 received by an unvepentant, hostile, uncmployed defendant
for the sawe crime, who has many previous arrests but not for violent crimes,
will scem to many an unreasonable proposal.

The argument in defense of uniform sentencing is that the sentence is the
same as in the two cases because: the injury to the victim was the same; because
the deterrent example of the "model" prisoner is just as important as the poor
risk; because equal sentencing 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 among

n

defendants, may be more a reflection of differences among judges than precision o
judgment.

Another possible objection, in this case to the mandatory and unreliecved
sentence, might cite the case of the sentenced prisoner whe is genuinely rchabili-
tated before the full sentence is served. What social or individual utility is
served, it might be asked, by keeping him incarcgrated? The answer is that
experience has shown there is no sure way of knowing when roﬁabilitation has

actually taken place, and that the possible deterrent effect on others of maintaining

consistency is more important than a possible injustice to someone who actually com-

mitted a serious erime.
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Increasing the effectiveness of incarceration by the various methods dibscussed

in thi~ scction could vesult in a very significant decrcase in violent crimes over

time, lowover, it spould be stressed that these proposals are neither intended
nor offrred as a solution to violent crimes. We know of none.

Conclusion: It is submitted that in order for the incidence of violent crimes
to be lowered, it will be nccessary to implement an effective policy of deterrence.

For a policy of deterrence to be effective, there should be an increase of the

adequacy, immediacy, certainty and consistency of both detention and incarceration.
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For most arrests, between apprehension and the various steps in the count
procedure that culminates with release or sentencing, the law required that the
defendmt would be held in detainment until the court procedures were concluded. e

Over time, this practice was wodificd dn a varicty of ways to accormaedate the

H caarver e . PR |
system's dinability to house as many people as were being anxvested, the courts

(3]

inability to process those cases expeditiously, and the burden imposed on cifiﬁcn;
by having to wait for long periods in inadequate facilitics until their cases could
be heard, and because it was 6bvious that there was no nced for it in many cases.

Accommodatious have been release tb the recognizance of others, relecase to onec's
own recognizance, bail, or bond. The objective has been to assure the appearance of
of the defendant at the next step in the justice process.

As the practice of these diversions from detention was cxpanded and becanme
more institutionalized, it began to become apparent that an attribute of detention
was being lost. It had been overlooked because it ﬁas automatic so long as detention
was automatic. This attribute was detention's ability to prevent crime. In-
addition to assuring that a defendant would appear at the next court date, detention
algo assured that between arrest and that court appearance the defendant would not
commit another crime. The loss of this attribute was brought foreibly to the
attention of cjs officials when it became evident that this sort of recidivism was
increasing markedly. The result has been an as-yet-unresolved constitutional and
moral dispule among lawyers, corrections officials, énd social theorists over a
concept known as '"preventive detention.' It would detain defendants identificd
as recldivist risks vot only to assure their appearance for trial, but also to
eliminate the possibility of their recidivating in the period between arvest and

final disposition of the charge agdainst them.

Meanwhile, with diversion firmly established as a court practice in the ways
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mentioned above, other advantages of the application of the principle came to be
recognizad. - Certain classes of defendants, such as alcohiolics or minor first
offenders, were a problem to the courts both in terms of numbers and because the'
resources available to the courts were obviously not suited to a constructive
resolution of the problem. To remove such defendants from the system and to provide
a better service, the courts adopted the practice of diverting them {rom prosccution
to scrvice facilities where, presumably, they could receive more effcective help.

As this practice became institutionalized, it was seized on and expanded by thoesc
who saw criminals as essentially sick people to incliude persons charged with

more serious crimes, Included among them have been many with long and severe
criminal histories.

Also expanded were the points at which the diversion of such defendants could

take place in the criminal justice process, so that now there can be diversion not

N h 3

enly from pre-trial detenticn, but also from prosecuticn end from sentencing and

'
..

incarcefation.

The courts were inclined to look favourably on the new applications of the
diversion pfinciple because they had become inundated with criminal cases. There
vere insufficient court facilities for processing the cases, and insufficient resources
to which the courts could sentence those found guilty. One result was that the
courts began to expand their own diversion practices, as well as accept those of
outside agencies.

An example is the discretion given prosecutors, at the earliest court contoct
with a case, to refuse to draw up a complaint and, in effect, dismiss it. This

(1)

343" “process is,in New York City, theorctically limited to cases of legal
Insufficiency of evidence, but in practice is exercised with wider latitude. At
later stages the prosecutor can decide not to press a 'technical" felony charge

and, with the court's permission, reduces it as a diversion from prosecution.

Judges are involved to the extent that they sanction such practices.

(1) The designation of the form uscd by prosccutors to record this.
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this vittual explosion of diversion practices ond applicqtions had to be
accompanied by an equivaleat explosion of facilitics to vhich defendants could be
aiverted, when that was called For. The "diversion projects' included dn this
cvaluation are typical of the effort to provide such facilitles, although sone
programmatic models are not represented among them. In gencral, when this evalua-
tion refers to "diversion" cg a practice, the reference is to the diversion of
persons charged with relatively serious offenscs from detention. Also, although
among the projects there was representation of diversions from almost every stage
of the criminal justice process, the evaluation's focus was on diversion from
detention and prosccution rather than from incarceration, after sentencing.

As was the case with the morce generic applications of diversion to pre-trial
detention, the operations of these projects also had unforesecen effects that in-
cluded the counteracting of two inhibitors of crime -- prevention and deterrence.

By diverting from detention, the diversicen vrojects have physically freed some
individuals to commit crimes that could not have occurred if they were in prison -——
primarily an anti-prevention effect. By immunizing from prosccution and sentencing
some individuals who would otherwise have been incarcerated, there has been pri-
marily an anti-deterrent effect. The latter applies to those others who might have
been deterred from crime had the prosecution, sentencing, and incarceration occurrcd
and provided an object lesson.

The net result may well have been one of the factors contributing to the
obvious and well-documented increase in crime over roughly the same peried.
Nevertheless, wmany persons continue to espouse diversion not only on theoretical
or philosophic grounds, but from a conviction that its over-all efifect has been

io i i 0 i stigate, t ; Tels] his belief.
a positive one. It is informative to investigate,the sources of th
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Was Diversion § uecessl u1 ?

Initdally, the expanded diversion was applied

~

primarlly as an alternative to pre-arraignment detention, and only in a smaller

number of cases an alternative to pre—~trial detention. Success was judged primarily
by whether the diverted individual appeared in court on the date specified.  When
rated din this fasghion thé'pructicos have been considered a success.

The Pretrial Scervices Agency, for instﬁnce, in an operations report for
Brooklyn dated Decenmber, 1974, reported on 12,637 releases on rccognizance at its
recommendation, for 30 days, at arraignment, and 3,249 persons released in theo
same fashion after arraignment. The percentage of those who failed to appenr at
their next scheduled appearance was 7 percent of the ”at—arraignﬁent” cases, and
11 percent of the "post-arraignment' cases. These percentages are considercd
highly acceptable and a demonstration of successful performance by the project.

Later, as the policy of divarsion was expanded to include diversion to
probatica or to rehabilitation services, success was measured in terms of adaptation
‘ana attitudes as determined by the probation workers, or similar observational measures

.t .
of rehabilitation. Adherents publicized these successes and these forms of
diversion also became popularly recogrized as effective criminal justice stratesies.
It was these reports that well may have contributed to the Congress' dccision in its
1974 amendmenf of the Safe Streets Act to include diversion by name, as a method
to be employed in dealing with‘juveniles.

The question of whether diverted individuals who were appearing for court and
probation appointments were also comnitting additional crimes had occurred to some
investigators, but it became very difficult for them to seek answers, They on-
countered strong resistance Lrom the legally~trained staff members of diversion
projects, who insisted that the only legally-acceptable eriterion for succoss of
diversion was appearing in court, orn positive ratings in probaéion or rnchabilitation

programs. Since the davestigators were reasponsible to the administrators of these
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projects the view provailed; measwrenent of erdminal activity was not pormitled in .
' . . redease and trial was 260 days, nine of the 46, or 19 percent, were arrested one
carly cvaluationg of the projects,
] or more times. .
Only very recently Las there been a change in this poaition, and there igs @ .

_ These figures show clearly that diversion, in liecu of detention, adds to the
still a pauclty of information aboul arrests, or any other measure of criminal .
’ crime rate,
Lehavior, during the period of diversion, which has come to be known as the "time
Diversion from detention or prosccutlon of fairly high-risk recidivist groups

at risk", &
: of clients ig common. In this evaluation, for example, the juveniles in diversion
RECENT MEASURMIDUIT:  This cvaluation attempted one such measurcement. 7The

projects included 33 percent who had 2 to 4 arrests prior to project entry, 7 per-
projects which provided primarily diversion sorvices included Heighborhood Youth

cent with 5 to 10 arrests, 1 percent who had 11 or moxe, and the rest had 1 ox less
Diversion, Trotestant Board of Guardians, Alternatives to Detention-Probation, |

arrests. One predictable result was the extremely high recidivism rates, number of
Alternatives to Detention~ [RA, Morrisania Legal Assistance, Probaticn-Urban League,

’ : arrests, and number of violent crimes in that group.

and ASA Court Referral. The first five were for juveniles 7 to 12 years old, .
Such results, along with those of the groups in the Vera study, reflect the
The rest were mainly for 16 to 18~ycar-olds, and some took older clients. @

ineffectiveness of diversion as a preventive for those directly involved. For those
The attempt was to measure only that period during which a client clearly

on the streets who are not directly involved, but are aware of these outcomes,
would have been in detention or incarceration were it not for the diversion. A
. ® particularly among juveniles, there has been verification of their estimate that
pilot study was done of ATD-Probation and ATD-URA. The effort was uasuccessiul

the chances of detention or incarceration at their age, regardless of number and
because it was not possible to determine 'time at risk" as it had been definad.

, L . severlty of previous crimes, are close to zero.
The only clear finding was from the main study, and it showed that the clients in

. ., ‘ ® NET EFFECT: Despite these adverse findings in criminological terms, it would
these projects, all juveniles, had high recidivism rates.

. be a miscalculation to overlook the positive results from diversion, and to compare
Another cvaluation, by the Vera Pre-Trial Senvices Project, studied

the two.
two groups and produced some preliminary rcsultsgl) One group, released on re-
) , & Benefits from Diversion have accrued to the courts, the corrgctional facili-~
cognizance (ROR), consists of 138 persons from the Manhattan Criminal Court. The *

. ties, and considerable numbers of persons diverted. The great mejority of those
other is of 46 ROR cases {rom the Manhattan Supreme Court.

. o diverted are not arrcsted during the period of diversion. The courts and the
0f the Criminal Court cases, approximatcly 9 percent were arrested one ox more

B . . @ correctional facilities are relieved of the physical presence and the paper work

times during the average of 60 days between their release through diversion and o
B

. SR . . relating to a susbtantial number of persons. In theory, at least, this should poer-

the final disposition of the case by the court. Some 75 to 80 percent of the

v . mit the courts to pay more attention to more serious cases and to dispose of them
arrests were for felonies., Yor the Supreme Conrt cases, where the average between

® with more care. Since this more efficient court system should be focusing on cases

SR e , . . involving violent crime, hopefully the better administratlon of the justice systuem
(1) “Yersonal communication with Jim Thompson, Rescarch Director, Vera Pre-
Trial Scrvices Project, Maveh, 1975

.

should contribute to the prevention and control of serious crime,
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Deficits from Diversion aceruo from those perpetrators of sexious crit.n vho _ .

are diverted; undermining deterrence for others, and thus adding to the nwher of Conclusion: The present form of diversion service provides benefits that
Rk a0 i s ot i = vt e i

@
porious and violent crimes cowmitted. This increment of cuimes brings moxw should not be discanded. When nestricted to those persons who represent the
defendante to the courts, increosses the receptiveness to pleas for diversicn, . lowest risk of recidivien for violent crimes, they will benefit and the courts
gencrating an upward spiraling cycle of crime, particularly violent crime. @ will be frecd to concentrate more on maximizing deterrence for thosc who represent
NG ng ;

&
a higher risk. Such services should be continued. MHowever, those services which

now divert the persous who are high reecidivism risks should be preventaed from
doing so, and those scrvices should be climinated.

PROBLEMS IN ITMPROVING DIVERSION: A major problem is deciding who to divert.

Most "judges who feel virtually certain from the criminal history, that a defendant

@ will recidivate in violent crime, will not divert. The problem is that in reality

L) 3

the prior criminal history will not predict vieclent crime recidivism accurately
enough to justify its application to decisions about an individual. Tdentifying
!

& the "bad guys" is desirable but not feasible.

* Identifying Candidates: Among the eight evaluated projects offering diversion

services there were twenty client groups at different ages and levels of severity

& of prior criminal history.(1> The eight client groups who had the most severe
arrest histories prior to project entry also had the highest recidivism rates which
ranged from 53 peréent to 62 percent. These results suggest that many "bad guys"

' © ©arec not identificd b; the judges. ‘
The evaluation established that there is a significant relationghip between a
history of violent crimes prior to project entry and recidivism to violent crimes

(3

@ after project entry (p.9p .). However, that relationship is not linecar.

st i et e e e

(L)Y Projects 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 13 Table 13, p. 92 .
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Therefore a prediction about vieolent crime recldivism can be made with reasonable
accuracy for groups, but not for individuals., TIn other words, how an individual
vith some sort of criminal record will behave in the future from data on percentage
occurrence in a group of which that individual is a part cannot be predicted with
accuracy from our data.

Variability of Judees: Another problem is that judges vary enormously in

how they decide vhom to divert, depending on the judge's background, legal experience
and philosophy, and attitude toward rebabilitation. Partridgeand Eldridge
demonstrated that a group of 50 judges, when presented with the same presentence
reports, handed down extremely disparate scntences‘Cl) In 16 of 20 cases there

was no unanimity about whether incarceration was appropriate and, where prison

terms were imposed, they differed widely. In the most scvere case the sentences
ranged from three years imprisonment to 20 years and a $65,000 fine. 1In the least
severe case the sentences ranged from a $1,000 fine to a year's imprisonment with

a $1,000 fine.

Attitude About Tncarceration: Many judges consider incarceration as non-

rchabilitative and crime-encouraging., They also doubt that it deters others from

crime.

)
'

Legal Controversy: The legal controversies relevant to diversion cannot be

separated from the legal controversy over preventive detention. They have become
the polar opposites of the same question: Should individual or public considerations

be paramount?

(1) Partridge, Anthony and Eldridge, William B., "The Sccond Circuit
Seatencing Study, a veport to the judges of the Sccond Circuit,"
Federal Judicial Center, August, 1974. .

i as s e
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The constitubtional wights of: non-excesnsive bail, due process, and the

presumption of innocence arc among the wost dmportant arguments raisced apgainst

using pre-trial detention to prevent additional crimes.

lowever, the harm to the public safety from releasing hipgh-risk recidiviats haa

jurisdictions. It has been enacted in the District of Columbia where hearing
required by the duc process clause to establish the potential public harm if the
defendant is released are part of the procedure. These have proven to be cumbersome
and time consuming proccedings. . .
The alternatives, then, are changing the law, with the attendént constitutional

and political difficulties or amending the Constitution.

Misuse of Existing Law: To the extent that the '"343" process (p.133) is

properly used by a prosecutor it is a helpful procedure and should be retained but,
like any proce&ure, it is subject to misuse. Sirce it alrcady calls for certification
by £he prosccutor of the impropriety of the charges being dismissed, the problem
secms to lie in the area of appropriate policing of those certifications to maintain
standaxrds.

A more serious issue is the utilization by prosecutors of their discretionary
power to recommend reduction of charées on grounds of legal insufficicncy as part
of plea bargaining. The powern was not g;anted for that reason, and its misuse tends
to undermine the preventive and detervent impact to the criminal process.

For judges the prihciple misuse is the reduction or dismissal of violent crime
charges, as a result of pleé bargaining, when the evidence supports the felony chargoed.

Another problem arising from the practices of judges is the extent to which

some of them now accomplish the effcct of a preventive detention policy by using
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existing ball eriterda, which permit ingpection of prior eriminal history. In a

case wlith a prior arrest record, for example, some judges find that  substantial

sentence on the pending charge is likely and wisk of flight great. They imposc
bail so high that 4t cannot, in most casecs, be raised, and detention becomes the
alternative, The utility of this approach is compromised by the ability of the

affluent to circumvent it, and the conscquent injustice to the poor.

Administrative Solutions: Certain administrative solutions to problems with
diversion might lLe applied, both by agencies funding diversion programs and by the

courts and probation departments that refer to them. However, the problem is that

-

issues relevant to diversion have taken on political overtones which inhibit the

rational determination of policy by administrative mandate.

el ahd
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WHAT CAN BE DONE?

Very little appears to he feasible in terms of improving

Jdentification:
the objcctiéc accuracy of a judge's or prosccutor's decision about diversion
for an individual defendant. It may be "illegal" according to the previously
discussed constitutional issues, to use the criteria that might enhance accuracy,
i.e, prior criminal history. But even if it were possible the accuracy might

be too inadequate to justify applying the decision to an individual.

Modifying Diversion Goals: The objective of reducing the incidence of

viclent crime should be made primary for diversion, as well as for projects.
Using this as a yardstick, insofar as it applies to the defendant. and to others,
the basis for decision would be eased.

Persons charged or with a past history cf violent crime would be consiacred
The decision would not be on an

a high risk of recidivism in violent crime.

individual hasdis;

the entire zroup would not he diverted from detention as s
matter of policy. But the disposition of such cases would be accelerated., The
immocent would be released; the guilty would receive mandatory sentences., Pre-

vention and deterrence would be maximized. Also, the four criteria for effective

punishment, adequacy, immediacy, consistency and certainty would be satisfied.

Preventive Detention: Clearly, one implication that flows from the recognition

of the need for such an approach to diversion is the nced for a policy of pre-
ventive detention in cases involving violent crime. The evaluation results quoted
(pp 138,139) secem to support the neced for the establishment of preventive dctention

in New York City.
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The law: Substantial constitutional roadblocks can be thrown up . . . . , . , . , ,
Jhe law ubsta stitutional roadblocks can be thrown uy Legislation could also require, in keeping with a legislative intent
against a preventive detention scheme, particularly one which would use prior ) . .

’ . . favoring prevention and deterrence as the bases for sentencing in cases of
arrest records as the basis for pre-trial detention. o ' ' . o
@ violent crime, that judges account for these two factors in their decisions.

I{ the Constitution cannot be interpreted to allow the detention of thosc ) o
When reducing or dismissing a charge, a judge would be required to state for

likely to commit violent crimes, then can it effectively allow the quarantine _ .
the record the ways in which he perceives the action as fulfilling the require-

(detention) of a carrier of bubonic plaguc? The analogy between serious injury

® ments of prevention and deterrence of crime,
causcd by contact with recidivating criminals and serious injury caused by
contact with disease carriers is obvious. If one can be constitutionally con- Administrative Changes: The funding agencies responsible for the creation

. e e . . ) ey
tained so can the other; if they cannot, then perhaps the fault lies in the e and/or supervision of diversion projects could impose as policy that such

Constitution and not in its application programs will neither recommend for diversion nor accept from diversion a person
. (=] - 1]

with a past or present arrest record of violent crime.

This policy could be implemented with respect to the projects whether the

: @
recommended court and legal changes are or are not put into effect. It could
be imposed by CJCC as a policy for projects in the city, by the New York State
Correcting Misuse of Law: Legislation could be drawn to severly limit the L. L . . . . i
e e e e e e Division of Criminal Justice Services as a policy for New York State. or by LEAA
power of the courts and the prosecutors to reduce charges of serijous violent . )
. as a national policy.
crimes., Such statutes could require-detailed factual statements on recoxd to ) .. . . . L.
, The courts could ccoperate administratively by withholding recognition f{rom
support any dismissal or reduction of serious violent crimes. The statement ) . . ] . )
Py projects that do not meetl these criteria. Since the projects have no legal
would have to contain an allegation of the evidence available and why that evidence . ) . ] ) - _ :
existence, being purely administrative in creation, they might well be controllable
was found insufficicent to support the felony charged. . L . . . .
‘ . by restructuring court utilization of their services. By refusing to approve
With such statements on record, meaningful judicial oxr other monitoring . . , o )
[ diversion to non-approved programs, or the dismissal of charges on the recommendation
scrutiny would be possible, and be mandated by the legislation. Thus, the percson ) ) ) )
of non-approved programs, the courts could assist the reorientation of project
responsible for requesting, or consenting a reduction of charge could be made i .
, ‘ objectives.
accountable to the public for the act. . o .
e To the extent that they exercise policies independent of the courts, the
A similar monitoring approach could be used to control improper practices ’ . . . .
orientation toward diversion could also be adopted by or mandated for probation
in the use of bail. .
departments and agencies,
. ‘ .

fmenamiane — e - it amar toveme e =T 5 e e
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‘“M,Mu . : VI, HIGCH JUVENILE CRIME STEMS PRIMARILY T'ROM CJS POLICIES
0N CLUS n?ﬂ&q Uhv present proctice of diversion results in the release of
L0 «m¢%“ ‘ ‘ . ‘ . In 1973, in New York City, 4,459 juveniles 15 years of age and younger were
persons with a high poLc%%w1l for violent crime duiing the diversion period. This ‘
® “{'Wiw\ ® arrested for robbery, 1,154 for felonious assault (l)’ 181 for rape and 94 for
contradicts the crime—-reduction Xy mﬁt of tle Safe Strects Act by increasing i
' iy . . . . .
it . . murder., This was an increase for the violent crimes, from the prior yecar of
violent crime and reducing prevention and uﬁm%§§cncn. Therefore,the funding ol this
*%%%M ) . about 2% for robbery, 21% for felonious assault, 197 for rape, and 29% for
practice by LEAA is not justificd din dts present LOlﬁﬂ%ﬁI ersong with a high
® i & - murder.

potential. for violent Efime _should be barred as candidates for diversion. : n

oy, . . 4 The evaluation found that criminal recidivism among juveniles was highest
Funding, refunding, or conUixyation of eoxisting projects that provide

e in magnitude and scverity of any of the age groups. In the group aged 13 to 15
diversion should be made conditional on tﬁ?xginOu recommending ox accepting fox

® " ® arrest recidivism after project entry was 51 percent, there were as many arrests

diversion any persen with a past ox present historj‘ﬁfwysolent cilme. '
T of the recidivists as there were clients, the proportion of all arrests accounted

for by violent crimes was onc out of three, and the arrest rate after project
entry for violent crimes was 21 percent, The findings were in keeping with those
of other reports nationwide.

In the search for an explanation, correlations have been established
between juvenile crime and such environmental factors as broken homes, poverty,
o ”.. ‘ : minority-group status and low educational achieveuwent. However, the severity of
R “h~m~wﬁi | ‘Hw““mukw ) these factors has generally not increased.in the last five years and juvenile
e h T crime has, diminishing the usefulness of these factors as explanations.
In the search for counter-measures the emphasis has been on the provision

RS ' of remedial education and counseling by paraprofessionals of similar backgrounds

Ry ae
N
g ) Ll ey

including programs funded by LEAA, as dirccted by the 1974 amendment of the Safe
Streets Act, This cvaluation and others have shown that this approach has neither

reduced crime nor prevented it from increasing.

(1) Gerald As tor, What to Do With the Violent Young?, New York YTimes,MNovember 17,1974
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The practices of the eriminal justice system in relation to juveniles
appears to be a lbetter explanation. The system hag adopted as a basic premice
that juvcni]cgzarc children, and therefore not icgally responsible for their acts
and should be treated accordingly. The confluence of this and the current highlyi
permissive theories about maximal conditions for child development combined to

» g . 0 : N 5
produce an operative policy in which cjs reactions to juvenile delinquency are

1

minimal.

Tn the discussion that follows points are raised that are similar to those
discussed in the section on Deterrence, but although similar they are treated
separately because they are qualitatively different in two ways: 1) the same
legal and administrative problems arc more extreme when they involve juveniles,

and 2) the results of juvenile crime are proportionately more costly to

socicty.
Delinquency: Legally a juveni.le whose behavior would be criminal in an adult

! 1 T o et
Lehiovies that defines delincueroy dg nol

nal, but

-1
'3
.
'S
1
prs
|
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o
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I

is Lol a crimw
14mited to mischiecf. It runs the full gamut of criminal behavior up to and includ-
ing homicide. The reaction of the justice system to delinquency is a totally

. 4 Aty qe . 4 SOOE S VYOSC tion
gseparate sct of procedurcs and conceptls which replace or modify trial, prosccu s

i inimal it nt ] pecial
and publicity. Only occasionally that system imposes minimal confinement in special

facilities.

Tor many offenses juvcniles are not arrested, but are given YD-1 cards (21).
Jurisdiction is in the TFamily Court, where most delinquents are placed on
probation or diverted to projects. Detention is employed, but only in the most
extreme cases.

With recidivism high among those juveniles who appean in court, many of them
go through the arrest-and-release process a nusber of times before incarvceration
ig dnvoked. Tn the ovaluation population 13 to 15 years old, 59 percent had been

i ivor ject. But 4 pereent
arrested not more than once beforve being diverted to a project. But, 34 perceent

~150-

had been arrvested two to four times, 6 percont had been arrested five to nine

times, and 1 percent had been arrested 10 or more times.

Punishing Delinquents: Policies for punishing delinquents have paralleled

their special legal trcatment. The delinquent is a child for purposes of legal
digposition of charges, and he is also a child in relation to punishment.

The maximum sentence for a juvenile is 18 months(l) in a Youth Correctional
Center which holds sole discretion on the actual length of the stay<2> Reportedly,
dangerous and violent teenagers have been released in six to eight months with
the explanation that after this length of time a child "... is not motivated to
stay." (3

Thus, the total orientation in the response to delinquency is the delinquent.
Largely lost in the process has been any consideration of the requirements of the
victims, and of potential victims in the future. In the hope of achieving humanc
rehabilitation of delindquents through alternatives.to incarceration, the healch
and welfare of the public has been jeopardized, while social and educational
theorists search for a "cure" for delinquency.

There is a prevalent assumrtion that thcre is in fact a "treatment" that

will "cure' whatever caused a juvenile to commit a crime. That assumption is not

justified to the extent that the treatment, consisting of 'the rchabilitative

~e w + -

N woa K R . : . .
services of remedial education and counseling,, does not affect the criminal be-

havior of juveniles, as shown 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 an underlying

assumption among those who favor the "treatment" approach. This is that juveniles

(1) Except for those 15 to 16 yecars of age who commit an A or B class felony.
(2) Ibid p. 149

(3) Skyrocketing Juvenile Crime: Are Stiffer Penalties the Answer? p. 37,
New York Tiwes, Iebruary 21, 1975
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' ‘ % by legislation to obscerve any sentences dmposed by the Yamily Court.

inherently require broader and more intensive services Lhan adults because they . ‘ . . . .
Y 4 ’ ' ¢ ’ ) . 3)  The curvent practice of not making 1cecords on juvenile of fonders avail-

are still at suflficicntlymalleable stapes of development for services to he e . . .
“ ‘ able to the criminal and supreme couwrts, which complicates a system of mandatory

significantly nore cffcective. Studies of such dntensive programs for juvenile ® , . . .
it v i ? pLog v J gsentences with increments for prior offensces, could be altered to make such ne-

delinquents have not shown that such programs are significantly more effective, . ey
! T ’ programs s1e anty ’ cords available when defendants come under the jurisdiction of adult courts, and

howaever, ) . .
to assurce Lhat juvenile records arce preserved for this purposge.

To the extent that juvenile delinquents can be shown through proper diagnosis ® e - . . . .o .
4) Judicial decisions regarding juveniles, as well as decisions reparding

to be suffering from a definable mental illness, they should be provi s appro- , . . . ‘e , . .
Y © e ¢ o y ue provided as appr adults, could contain required sections on the justification, in light of the

- priate and skilled a treatment as accredited ment: : ractitioner co i . . I : .
prie ¢ T - © ¢ l al health practitioners are in a evidence, for a decision to dismiss, or reduce a charge and also to justify

position to offer., It does not scem likely, however, that a blanket assumption ® these acts or a sentence in terms of prevention and deterrence.

that all juvenile delinquents suffer a form of mental illmess susceptible to e The position that mandatory incarceration for periods of several years is an.

cure will bea useful approach to the problem of the high rate of violent juvenile uncivilized and cruel form of punishment is answerable by these consideratiors:

crime. Until some other means of controlling delinquent behavicr is demonstrated ® 1) The punishment, i.e.,incarceration, is not for the sake of retribution,

to be wore useful, incarceration should be used. Although the primary objective but to safeguard the welfare and health of other children and adults.

ls to safeguard the welfare of those in the public who are the vietims of violent 2) Cruelty, in the cense of the inetiluticn in which the child is incar—

@ : :

crime by delinquents, it should not be overlooked that, particulariy for juveniles, , ‘cerated, depends on the conditions that exist there. Correctional facilitics fcr

incarceration can be in the delinquent's own best interest. It allows a maturation ' ‘ children should have cvery facﬁlity that a wealthy society can provide in terms of
. period during which consequences of delinquenqy much worse than incarceration ® ample education, counseling, and recreation so that individual development will not

cannot occur. be impeded, The only important qualification is secure physical confinement.

A number of basic steps will have to be taken within.cjs to provide tha : If those arguments are not compelling, consider the child who has contracted
conditions under which a coovdinated program of effective incarceration for ’ P a communicable and virulent illness similar to smallpox. Upon dingnosis the clild
juveniles guilty of violent crimes can be instituted. They are: ‘ is inmediately quarantincd and physically confined and isolated from any contact

1) The schedule of mandatory semtences proposed clsewhere in this report with others. It does not matter that the child was not'responsible'for catching
for adults should be made applicable to 13 to 15-year-old juveniles for violent S . the illness, was undercducated, a member of a winority group, a basically good
crime, but still within the jurisdiction of the Family Court. The only modifica- child, a child who would never catch the illness again, and a child whose constitu-
tion would be a reduction of the sentences. - tional givil rights were violated by not following duc process before conflining

) D him. None of these matter. The only thing that matters is that cveryone agrees
‘ 2) The State Division fox Youth, which has Jurisdiction over incarceratoed it ig absolutely ecssential to in;arccraLn that child wntil he is no longer in a
Juveniles and now has the disercetion to release them at will, should be requived position to threaten the health and welfave of others.  If the 1llness were
®
e e AT e e e e e e e oo e~ v o




~-153~

communleable Lox cipht years, the chlld would be "incarcerated" or quarantined
for eight years,

In p;lncjplc, it de submltted that the health of potential juvenile and
adult vieting of crime is ag good a criterion for physically confining a delin-
quent as the health of potential victims of a communicable discase is the reason
for quarantining a child,

The safeguarding of the happiness and well-being of a delinquent child is
ethically and legally a necessary societal rvesponsibility. Tt also applics, Low-
ever, to children who are the vietims of the delinquents. Their wellbeing is
equally precious. There can be no justification for sacrificing the wellb~ing
of the victim, or for lack of deterrence many potential future wvictims, in an
attempt to promote the wellbeing of an individual delinquent.

If the law is such that it prohibits the application of this principle as
justification for the incarceration of a child, then that law may not be compatible

with and may contradict the goal of the safcty of the public.

Conclusion: Becanece the prevention of criminal behavior does not occur and
there can be little, if any, deterrent effect on the criminal behavior of other
juveniles, the unwillingness and/or inability of the court to punish delinquent
violent behavior with incarceration may accelerate the commission of crimes.

This state of affairs is not compatible with the LEAA goals of reducing the
incidence of crimes and safeguarding the welfare of the public. Unfortunately, it
also appears to conﬁradict the express mandate of the Safe Streets Act to increasc
the diversion of juveniles and decrease dncarceration,
Unless appropriate chanpges in law and cjs practice, are wmade, there scems
be little prospect of any reduction of the inordivately high rate of violent

.

juvenile erime,
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VIL. EDUCATIONAT, VOCATIONAL AND COUNSELING SERVICES SHOULD BE CONTTMULD UNDER

OTHER AULPICES

The finding that the projects' educational,vocational and counseling services
did not have the desired criminological effect does not, of itself, answer the
question of whether those scrvices ought to be undertaken or continued for the
population studied.

The evaluation's answer, based on its experience, is that every effort should
be exerted, for legal, logical and ethical reasons, to assure that the provision
of such benefits is not lihkcd to whether ghéwgécipient is a 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, hoﬁeﬁer, should not be a criwme pre-
vention and control agency. Government departments exist for the managenent of
vocational, educational, and health concerns. They are the most appropriate places
Zor the deteormina

-
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funds for such purposes.

-

Whether these or such projects are the best way to deliver the services is a
different question. The comparison of projects and other service deliverers, such

as schools and hospitals, to see which is more effective, is an evaluatioa task. It

should be the responsibility of the appropriate agencies for funding such projects.




RECOMUENDATIONS
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WOMENDATIONS To CICC
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1. Appropriate non-LEAA sources of funds forxr the provision of cducational,
vocational and counsceling scervices should be identified so that even move of
suclh gervices can be provided to persons in the criminal jnsticé systoem with
emphiasis on thosc who are incarcerated. Contact between the cjs agencics
and the non-LEAA funding sources should be aided by CJICC, which should then
coordinate activities involving non-LEAA grantors and cjs grantces,

2. CJCC should not use LEAA money for the actual funding of these types
of service programs.

3. Small LEAA-funded grants for the identification of non~LEAA service~

funding agencies and for the liaison functions by CJCC between grantors and

grantees should be considered.

4. Tt should be stipulated that no CJCC-funded project providing diversion
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services Lo tne cju pa allowed to recowwend tue diversion o
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diversion, any person with a present or past arrest for violent crime.






