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THE WILDCAT E)CPERIMENT AN EARLY 'I‘EST OF SUPPORTED WORK
~Lucy. N, Frledman :

Introductlon

The Wildcat Servlce Corporatlon of New York Clty is'a not for-

- profit corporation providing jobs for the chronically unemployed
among former heroin addicts, criminal offenders, and other . -
"'unemployable'" groups. The Vera Institute of" Justlce launched
Wildcat in July 1972; by mid-1974 more than 1,400 active employees
were ‘working in full -time jobs at social service,. clerical, con-
struction, -and maintenance projects for dozéns of city agencies

- and nonprofit organizations.. By June 1976, Wildcat had employed-
more - than 4,000 exaddlcts and exoffenders 1 000 of whom were then

on its work rolls. , V

Tradltlonal manpower services for the hard to-employ have stressed
job-training and job-placement services.  Wildcat brought to the-

problem an innovative approach: an effort to restructure the’ jobs
themselves, and the conditions of work, in ways which would increéase

the likelihood that chronically unemployed workers would stay on ~ o
the job, produce effectively, and perhaps transfer in due course : c
to jobs:in the nonsubsidized™ laboer market. Instead of being sent BERE
off one by one to work at unfamiliar tasks in unfamiliar settings

with strangers who might view them as outcasts and whom they might

perceive as hostile, Wildcat's workers are typically employed in

"work crews" of three to seven, all drawn from the same hard-to-

employ population and all in similar predicaments. = Other special’
characteristics -of Wildcat job-structuring are described in

chapter 3. . Jobs specially tailored in these ways to the needs of

the chronically unemployed have come to be knows as "supported

work''-~-the subject- of this report

There has long been publlc hostility to support:mg welfare rec1p1ents
in idleness at taxpayer expense. From this point of view, Wildcat's
supported work experiment was a welcome and politically popular
effort for getting welfare recipients into the work force and keeplng
them there.

Durlng the four-year period with which this report is concerned--
July 1972 through June 1976--Wildcat's receipts and expenditures
each totalled $36 million. Half of this sum came from New York
City's Department of Employment. Three Federal agencies also con- -
tributed substantially: the National Institute on Drug Abuse, the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,:and the Departmént of
“Labor's Employment and. Training Administration (formerly Manpower .-

llh this monograph, _the temm "nonsubsidized" refers to nonsupported -
work. The terms conventional and regular work are. sometlmes also
used to denote-: nonsupported work

"
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B - menit of Wlldcat .as, well as other Vera prOJects

-~ years after entering the study:
“to experimental or control status helped ensure that the two groups

Adxn1n1°trat10n) The remamder of funds came from the U.S: Depart-
ment of ‘Heaith, EdUCatlon, and Welfare, which diverted the partlol—

- pants! welfare payments to-a salary pool and from fees for services
_that Wildcat employees provided::-.The Ford Foundation did not con-

tribute to Wildcat’ d1rect1y, ‘but its anmual grants to the Vera .
Institute. of Justice since 1963 were: a major factor in the deve10p~

LM

From the begmn:l.ng of ‘the exper:urent Vera ‘has been stuavmg the
impact of supported work on its. participants--on their earnings,
their welfare dependency, their llfgstyles and their chances for
subsequent conventional employment.4 .This. longitudinal research

has focused primarily on a reservoir uf 401 job applicants; 194 -
of “these were selected by 1ot to be offered jobs in supported work

~ while the other 207 were not given jobs but, like those employed,
- were interviewed periodically through the thiee subsequent years.

Differences. arising between these two groups--those employed at .
supported work (experlmertals) and the others (the controls)~-pro-

v1de a measure of the :uﬂpact of supported work

‘Part II of thls monograph descrlbes Wl.adcat‘s mpact on its employees .

by comparing .the 194 experlmentgls and 207 controls for the three
Random-assignment of sample members

were as much alike as possible.. About 90 percent of each group were

male; 60 percent were black, 30 percent were Hispanic, and 10 percent
were white. On the average, they came to the program at age 31, with
" a police record of eight arrests and four convictions. ’Iyplcally,

a sample member had become addicted to heroin at age 19, had been
addicted 11 years, and had been enrolled in a drug treatment progran
for one year.. About 80 percent. of both: experimentals and controls -
were referred to Wildcat from methadone maintenance. programs; .the -

‘, other 20 percent from: drug-free programs. The majority of Wildcat
. . applicants. in both the experimental and the control groups were on
- ‘welfare and had not. worked for-at least six months.

Vera's‘ research’ on Wildcat was funded by the National -Institute »
~on Drug Abuse and by New York City's Addlctlon Serv1ces Agency :
B and Department of Employment

,5 The ong:mal sample con515ted of 604 appllcants dlsquallflcatlons,

~death, and unavailability for interviews whittled the sample down

‘ = to 401 5 The: final 194 members: of the expérimental group were
L generally representatlve of the 3,600 exaddicts who worked at’

~Wildcat between July 1972 and June 1976 (about 400 exoffenders =
_referred from correctional agencies had also been employed). The
- reasons for attrition from the sample and the minor differences

" ‘between members: of the sample and the other Wlldcat employees are -
) ;;dlscussed m Chapter 8 : .



What 1mpact d1d the Wlldcat program have on these people handlcapped ;
as they were by addiction and criminal histories, spotty or non- -

© -existent work records; low educational levels, and few or no skiils?"

Wildcat did ¢ause s1gmf1cant changes in. the: employment and welfare ' .
of partlclpanx.s but, while other changés such as reduction: in the -

- rates of arrest and alcohol and: drug use wer2 highly correlated with

.- employmient, evidence that the ‘employment itself caused such changes -
" is only suggestive. . In summary; the compansons between exper:unentals
~and controls indicates that' .

0 Wlldcat 51gnlf1cantly :mcreased the employment stablllty
and earning capacity of its employees.  On-the average;
~ experimentals worked 101 weeks and earned $12,236 during
the three-year. period, whlle controls worked only 46 weeks
and earned only $4, 968 ‘ e ‘

.0 Although experlmentals worked more and earned more than
- _controls, the differences between the groups diminished -
during the three'years. At the end of one-.year, 74 °
percent of experimentals and 30 percent of controls:
were working;.at the end ‘of three years, 49.percent
of: experlmentals and 36 percent of controls ‘were workmg

o The post-Wildcat. employment experlence of expermentals
suggests,-but does not prove; that Wildcat:significantly
improved the long-term employment prospects of its par-
ticipants. Evidence was conclusive,. however, that par-
ticipation. in Wildcat improved:-the long-term earning
.capacity of those who passed through the program:  ex-
perimentals earned an average.of $133 per week when
they were: in nonsubsidized. jobs, whlle the controls

~earned an average of onl}r $108 : .

o Wlldcat reduced long tem dependency on welfare vForty-
six percent .of those who were employed at some point .
by Wildcat, and six percent of controls did not receive
welfare at all during the three years. Even after they
‘1eft Wildcat, experimentals were significantly less . .

- likely to be on publlc ass1stance then were the controls

o Tn the ’flI’St two years ‘of the study, experlmentals were
“ less 1ikely than controls to use Medicaid and food stamps:
and were less likely than controls to live with other -
" people receiving public. assistance. ~Y'I'hese differences
. _narrowecl in-the third year 3 o RO :

o In the flrst year experlmentals were 51gn1f1cant1y less
»r1likely to-be arrested (19 percent) - than were controls.
. (31 percent). - This difference diminished in ‘the second
. year,. however, and by the third year, a higher propor-- .~ .
tlon of expermentals than controls were arrested

‘ ‘: 3
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Lo Over the three years, a: smaller percentage of experl« TN

mentals were arrested (43 percent)-than controls (51
percent) ; there was no mportant difference 1n the
arrest charges. ' _ :

Conv1ct10n rates on arrest charges were similar for

~exper1mentals and controls (about 60 percent).. How-'
-ever, 'in the firyst’ year, experimentals were less likely -
to be sentenced to pnson than were controls. ‘ -

Em;ﬁloyment was closely assoc1ated with low arrest’ rates,

~ for both experimentals and controls, the three-year:
. arrest rate of sanple members who were employed for
" more than 18 of the 36 month study period was less

than half the rate of sample mergbers employed for e
fewer ‘than 18 of- the 36 months. k

.Wlldcat d1d not have a 51gn1f1cant 1mpact on drug or -
“alcohol use. - About half of both experimentals and
. controls reported using some illegal drug during the

three-year period. - At-the end of the third year, ‘about
one-quarter of both experlmentals and controls reported
daily drmklng durmg the year.

"0 For both experlmen*als and controls, exaddlcts referred
- from drug-free treatment programs reported less drug

abuse than referrals from methadone programs. “No such :

» dlfferences were noted in alcohol use.

5. The more & person worked--elther at Wildcat or in non-
. subsidized employment--the less. 11kely he was to use -

drugs. or alcohol

Wildcat encouraged family stability: expermentals were 7
. more likely. than controls ‘to get married and to stay

maryied.

Expermentals weremore likely than con’crols o be -
supporting ‘other people during each year of the study
At the ‘end of the ‘third year, ‘the expermentals were
supporting-1. 8 -dependents, on the aver;ge, whlle the

b controls averaged 1.4 dependents.

The 1onger an employee stayed at Wlldcat the more llkely

. the employee was ‘to “find and keep. subsequent employment

and to. get married, and the less llkely the employee was

; to be arrested and to use drugs.

4 For the expermentals the ratewas 22 arrests per. 100 person-years—
. -at-risk (not mcarcerated), for the controls the rate was 48 o
e arrests per: 100 person-years-at-rlsk. b v




o The costs and’ beneflts of . Wlldcat to the taxpa}’ers were also measured.i
Over- the three~year study period, expenditures’ on experimentals - -
($13,127 on .the average) were less than, the benefits. they. produced
- ($15,405 on the average). Calculation of 4 ‘benefit-cost-ratio.
indicates that the taxpayer received §1. 12 from supported work for
every $1 00 mvested in. 11:

In 1973 as- data from Wlldcat's f1rst year became avallable N “Vera

' started’to consider supported work-programs for other:disadvantaged -

groups. “In September 1973, the Institute developed a. Supported
work program in a New York City _public high school, de51gned to
integrate part-time public service employment w1th the ‘school.”
- currieulum, . Through a controlled study,:Vera determined that the’
program was' having no Jmpact on. the students!' academic performance - -
and may have been”. dncreasing ‘their absenteeism. Although this -~
program’ ‘Was' terminated, partly because of -the early findings, the
experience helped Vera to plan another supported work program for
:adolescents: at Marnhattan's Henry Street Settlement House. ~This
program, begun in 1975, also combined work assignments, such as
planting and maintaining a nelghborhood park, with traditional -
school subjects, such as botany and geometry. - In the first year
anda half, 65 teenagers between the ages of 14. and 16 were paid
‘stipends for. vorking at. assigmments such as tutoring, cleanmg
. parks; and nelpmg rehabllltate tenant- owned housing. -

Early that same year, the Inner London Probatlon and After Care
‘ Service in Great Britain asked Vera to help creaté a. supportéd ,
work program for exoffenders there. "What emerged was.the Bulldog
‘Manpower Services, Ltd. established in 1975. Bulldog has put-pro-
" bationers.to work at such jobs as mamtam:.ng historic parks and -
docksites, constructing a specially designed playground for' b11nd :
children, and rehabilitating houses for the accomodatlon of O
battexed wives and homeless people. : :

~In the Unlted States W11dcat's early supported work experlence
and research fmdlngs led a.number of agencies to fund similar
supported work demonstration programs in 14 other cities and -
rural ‘areas. This demonstration effort brought together the -

- followmg the Employment and Tralnlng Administration of the .

- U.S.: Department- ‘of Labor; the Department of Health,. Educatlon, :
and Welfare; the National. Institute on Drug Abuse; the Law Enforce- -

ment Assistance Administration; the Economic Development “Agency of : RN

the Department of Commerce; the Department of Housing and Urban
Development -and -the Ford Foundation. - The demonstration programs

~began in 1975 and are administered by a not-for-profit- c:orporatlon,
~ - the ManpoWer Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC).  The'national

program is testing supported work with a wider range of dependent

"+ Pépulations employing mothers who receive welfare benefits from -

the Ald to ﬁependent Chlldren program,- out of school youth and '




and exoffenderé, as well as eXaddlcts Smce 1976, Wlldga_tkhas .

S been operatmg as. the flfteenth MDRC demonstratlon site.

MDRC has contracted with Mathematlca Policy Research to evaluate
' the impact of ‘the national supported work program using a research .

R, ‘design similar to Vera's. = Thé MDRC research is not-limited to

" exaddicts; the impact of supported work on exoffenders, out-of-

. school youth -and mothers receiving benefits under the "Aid for
Dependent: Children welfare program is also being studied. The
Tesults of Mathematica's analysis of data from an early sample
©0f"294 exaddicts from six other MDRC sites suggest that the impact

o . Wildcat has had on its employees may be expected for other gupported’

work programs ~At. the end of the first followup interview,” experi-

‘mentals in the MDRC sample were _working and earning significantly

pdore ‘than the controls and receiving 51gn1f1cant1y less welfare; - :
hese results parallel the findings from Wildcat, “Although the MDRC . . -

" exaddict sample “has not shown a statistically 51gmf1cant difference

. between the arrest rate for exper:mentals and- the arrest rate for
“controls;” the exaddict experimentals in the MDRC sample, as-in ‘the
~ Wildcat sample, were arrested less often than were. the controls.
.+ In regard to.drug and alcohol use by the former addict part1c1pants,
- few significant differences between MDRC experimentals and MDRC

" controls emerged: the research on Wildcat alsp indicated that

: ‘jsupported work did not markedly affect exaddlcts’ drug or alcohol ~
i ‘use : , , ; ,

The followup per1od for the MDRC sample w111 extend for ‘three years.
- Mathematica's Tesearch should sigaificantly increase our understanding
of the short-term and long-terin effects of ‘Supported wark This mono-
. graph, therefore, should be viewed as a preliminary riport ‘of research
-and a documentdtion of an early program and research effort in what
:is clearly an ‘expanding and increasingly sophisticated field. T

> Wildcat participation in. the MDRC program is limited to welfare
. ‘mothers and out-of-school youth. Statistics on these groups will
"~ be included in future MDRC reports and are not included in this
- monograph, ~Further information about MDRC and the research asso-.
‘ciated with its program can be obtained from the Manpower Demon-f
* stration.Research Corporatlon 53 Park:Avenue, New York,:N.Y,. 10016.
“ A1l MDRC flnd:mgs are drawn from the Second: Annual Report on the P
National: Supported Work Demonstration, Manpower Demonstratlon

Research: Corporatmn New York City, 1978. - R ‘v ‘%:::

‘Mathematlca conducted the flrst followup 1nterv1ew after nine.

e months:  Vera's first followup interviews were conrducted after. the

e research partlclpant has been in the: sample for one year

The dlfference in’ arrest ‘rates of experlmentals and controls in
- the MDRC sample was similar to the difference found in the Wildcat:
.- samples: the smaller sample size may account for the-difference
L not ach1ev1ng stat15t1cal s1gn1f1cance in the MDRC sample




-of - the crew had quit or relapsed into .drinking. . A more. ambitious B
- "Project. Renewal followed, in which several crews of Bowery Pro;ectk o

| PART I: THE WILDCAT STORY
SR Chapter 1. Wlldcat s Or1g1ns

The supported work concept grew gradually out of efforts at the '
‘Vera Institute of JusStice to find productive activity for "unem-

* ployables' in the ‘popufation--skid-row drunks, heroin addicts, . : :

and youthful . offenders—-who réegularly get enmeshed in. the criminal
justice system. ,

In 1967 Vera launched the Ma:rﬂaattan Bowery Pro;] ect a. detox1f1cat1on '

center for derelict alcohiolics who congregated in “the Bowery, an - -’
area of Manhattar that has long been a site of "drunk, tank” round-
up arrests. The Bowery Project quickly established detoxification
as a workable alternative to the criminal process, but initially it
- had nothing useful to offer clients after they. sobered up. - Finding:
jobs for them seemed unrealistic. ' Few employers would offer them

work; if hired, it was commonly said, they soon drifted off or were -

fired. -Vera's.staff first found a ba51s for challenging the assumed
wlemployablllty of -the Bowery population in 1968, when visiting'
Camp LaGuardia, a New York C1ty institution for alcoholics located

. in the Catskill Mountains. ' The resorts there recruited ‘summer help
~from .Camp LaGuardia and apparently some of ‘the Bowery Project's .

‘clients were working steadily and soberly in that setting: they

- were hired in groups, worked in crews,.and were given clearly de- . J

flned tasks such as: dlshwashlng ‘and kltchen cleanup

" The 1dea brought back to New York Clty was- that worklng in groups

at clearly-defined and relatively simple tasks might provide. essen-

. tial supports that would allow skid-row alcoholics to stay sober
-and work productlvely, ‘at least some of the time.  And if building -
supports into the structure of jobs could turn one "unemployable'

~ population into a productive workforce, it might work for other
groups.  In-addition to. the Bowery alcoholics, Vera was developmg
programs for two other hard-to-employ populatlons Having helped:
“to establish the Addiction Research and Treatment Corporation: (ARTGC) ;-

' a large-scale methadone program for heroin addicts, Vera was finding

that many of the exaddicts:could not hold jobs even when: jobs were
" found for them. Having set.up a Court ‘Employment Project to find.
JObS for ‘accused persons so that they might be diverted from court
process, Vera was encountering similar: dlfflcultles--;)obs could be "

~found but, again, these nonaddicted persons coming: before the courts o
e could not hold onto the jobs found for them o : :

In the fall of 1970 Vera put 1ts ]Ob structure hypothe51s to a
prelnmlnary test by hlrlng 4’ six-man. crew of recently detoxified’

o - ‘Bowery alcoholics to clean-and maintain vacant lots on New York's

‘Lower East Side. At the endjof the six-week pilot project,.none:

outpatients, -sharing a common residence, worked under contract w1th
‘Iew York C:Lty to malntaln de51gnated publlc playgromlds R
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By ‘this point, Vera's efforts to structure Sjobs so that the.
ymemployable’ might work had attracted the attention of the’

Manpower Administration (now the Employment and Training Admmis-

‘tration) of the U.S, Department of Labor. This agency has statutory .

respon51b111ty for. dev151ng exper:mental programs to: efploy such

- .groups. < A grant from the Manpo‘ sexr Administration in 1971 helped.
© ‘Vera establish the Pioneer MesSenger Service, Inc.--a private non-.
... profit corporation offering full-time employment to exaddicts and -

exoffenders! with spotty work histories or no work history at all,

© In most respects ‘Pioneer operated as a’commercially competitive
business, offering the same services to its customers as-did profit-.
- making messenger companies. It aimed to pay salaries and overhead .
“through a combination of earned income and the Labor Department grant. -
“As the business expanded and became more efficient; its earned in- ‘

come paid for a larger proportion of its employees‘ salaries wntil,.

‘at the end, 100 percent of salary costs were covered through the .

sale of services. But Pioneer never achieved financial independence;
counseling and other support services, along with high overhead

costs), ‘required continuing subsidies. The subsidy. dropped, however,
From. §8 800 per part1c1pant in the first year to $3 000 by the end

of the th:Lr , i

Ploneer showed that chronlcally unenployed exaddlcts and exoffenders
could work productively, some with no supports beyond those that - -
the work milieu provided, others with counseling. The experiment
also prov1ded ‘Vera with ideas on.how to organize supported employ-

ment projects. Four of Pioneer's "structural supports' underpin
7 the philosophy, if not always the practice, of supported work as it

later evolved at Wildcat: ‘(1) employment in groups with persons = ¢

. of similar backgrounds; (2) graduated demands for productivity
-accompanied by graduated rewards for good performance;. (3) sympathetlc '

but firm supervision; and (4} constant feedback to the mployee SO
that he/she knows what is expected s

3 The Ploneer expenence helped to shape Wlldcat in other ways. The,

apparent need for permanent subsidy, for example, led Wlldcat S

‘planners- to two' inngvative concepts: -"the first was. welfare dlver51on,

by which public assistance payments can be used as a base for crew-.
members' salaries rather than as a means of malntalnlng them in

. unemployment; the second was the pooling. of various types of monies -

(welfare, research and demonstration grants,’ and serv:Lce contracts)

. from agencies concerned with' the participants’' various problems

(dependency, crime, imemployment, and addiction) at varlous 1eve15

"-of government (Federal State, and local)

In its. frrst months Ploneer recrulted and employed exalcohollcs, S
but found that they could ot meet the demands of messenger work

~. 8 '
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‘ But: expanding toa large scale the Ploneer model-=a subsidized bu51-
. ness vying for its share of ‘the market--eventually might have incurred
charges of unfair competition from nonsubsidized rivals. Moreover,
the private messenger delivery business did not lend itself to full-
" time work, promotions, and transition to better jobs, and becduse
the 'message delivery business is particularly vulnerable to the
vicissitudes .of the economy, demand for Pioneer's services could
" .-be. expected to fall at precisely those times of recession when. the
need for public employment is greatest. ' For these reasons, Pioneer
phased out its commerciai activities and, as a part of Wlldcat
. evolved into the prlnc:1pal nessenger and dellvery serv:Lce for New :
York City's’ publlc agenc:Les :

Whlle it was testing the basic supported work concept at Pioneer,
Vera was also attempting, in a rather different setting, to demon-

- strate that exaddicts could work competently and reliably at even ~

very sensitive jobs. Im 1971, a branch- office of the Off-Track

‘}Bettmg Corporation (OTB), the public corporat.ton set up by New York CEA

“City to accept bets on horse races, was staffed entirely by:former .
addicts. The prospectlve employees were carefully screened, as the job
_‘required that they sit for long periods, handle large amounts ‘of money,
do complex computer transactions, and deal with customers who were often
hurried and irritable. "OTB management found that the exaddict did as
‘well and were as trustworthy as employees at ‘other OTB branches = = - ‘
. (although regular branches had fewer workers than the supported branch) s
and the corporatlon 1ater opened two more offlces emplovmg supported
workers. SERHRRS , ' \\\
In 1972, Vera pooled grants from the U.S. Department of Labor w1\‘h
funds de51gnated under the Emergency Employment Act (EEA) for trafn»
sitional jobs for the umemployed to create yet another supported
- work pilot project for exaddicts and exoffenders. Three projects |
were developed: masonry ¢leaning, newspaper recyclmg, ‘and pest
control. "It soon ‘became clear, however, that the EEA was not a
useful vehicle for supported work -The program's future was
 uncertain, EEA slots were tied to unwieldly Civil Service hiring
- procedures, ‘and EEA jobs did not provide the stability or the
' mcentlves which were considered Jmportant job supportﬁ

'1\

Vera decided that the most efficient ‘way to put large numbers: of

exaddicts to work was.to create a ‘separate corporation which

- would directly employ that group in supported work, and which would -
-£ind work to perform. for mmicipal agencies and other nonproflt

mstltutlons The Wlldcat Servn.ce Corporation was the result

L W:lecat s Growth and Consohdat,.on

Wildcat began operatlons in Manhattan in July 1972. By the end of
the first year, 300 exaddicts referred from drug abuse treatment ..
programs were employed. To persuade municipal agenc1es to try ’

W11dcat ‘services were prov1ded free:

oy
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W1th strong flnanczlal backing from New York Clty, Wildcat expanded
© t0.1,400 employees during its second year. 'A Manhattan corporate
headquarters and .opéerating units in Brooklyn and the Bronx were .
operied. Wildcat expanded its network to include prisons, pretrial
service agencies, and parole offices in order to employ exoffenders
-who were not.. necessarily exaddlcts It also began to charge for
some of its services: 12 contracts with mlmicipal agencies bi”ough_t
in $350 000 in 1973-74. ’ ‘ v

Wildcat's rapld growth was §oon checked. The déclining national
economy and the city's fiscal crisis diminished both Federal and
local grant funds. By the middle of 1976 (the end of the fourth
program year) , the mumber of emplayees had dropped to about 1,000
and the three operating unlts had been consolldated

The corporatlon s budget Tose From $1.6 million in the first year

to a peak of over $13 million in the third year; the projected
fifth-year. budget is $10 million. ‘The gross cost of the program

per crewmember remained relatively stable, averaging between

$9,000 and $10,000 per year, 1nc1ud1ng salary, supervision, servlces,
overhead, and materials,

Since 1972/‘ Wildcat has steadlly decreased its reliance on Federal
funds as local funding has increased. In the first year, Federal

funds accounted for 92 percent of Wildcat's budget. This decreased

to 35 percent by the third year and to a projected 25 percent in .
the fifth year. Reliance on demonstration grants has also diminished .
as income from service contracts and. from welfare diversion has .
risen. In Wildcat's first year, it received $150,000 in fees for
services; this rose to $1 million in the thlrd year and $1.7 million

in the flfth year. : .

Wildcdt's growth is reflected both in its axmual budgets and in
the number of supported workers it has had on its workforce:



 Table 1.1

Wildcat's Budget and Crew Size
(July 1972 - June 1976) -

Annual Budget -for F:Lscal Year ,
1972-73 T . $. 1,644,000 -

w7374 7,720,000
1974<75 ‘ ‘ 13,842,000
1975-76° 13,021,000

“Total (July 1, 1972 - June 30, 1976)  $36,227,000

Number of Supported Workers
BEmployed at Wildcat as of:

December 1972 : 149

December 1973 - ' S 680
December -1974 o 1,545
December 1975 - ‘_ 1,242

‘Number of Employees Who Ever Worked ' : ‘
at Wildcat between July, 1972 and June, 1976: 4,048
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During its first four years, Wildcat set no limit en how long a
. worker could remain in supported work, because supported work might
be,: for some, . the only feasible alternatlve to 1ife-long unemploy-
- ment and welfare dependency. But Wildcat anticipated that a propor-

" tion, perhaps:d: substantidl proportion, of its workers would in

due course graduate to-better jobs in the conventional. labor market.
The fact that the supported workers would have a documented employ-
ment record to show prospective employers, after a period with
Wildcat, was expected to facilitate this transition to conventional
employment. It was also expected that some supported workers would
learn on-the-job skills which would enhance their future employablllty
Finally, it was hoped that supported workers who did secure jobs
© elsewhere would be more. 11kely “to-hold onto those jobs because they

" would have devela‘ped/at Wildcat the habits of getting up in the morn- -
ing, getting t6 work on- time, and staying until the end of the work
‘day. But, in fact, it was one of the purposes of Wildcat to learn
what p‘roportion of employees would move on to unsupported employment.

The p0551b111ty that Wildcat could enhance future employablllty and
job stability was one of the reasons why funding agencies invested
money and effort in the supported work experiment. Another reason
. was' the conviction that, when people are idle in a commmity where -
work needs to be -done, machinery should be created to bring the -
people-and the work together. Yet another was the possibility that
those engaged in supported work would be less likely than those -
unemployed to commit criminal offénses or to abuse alcohol or other
drugs , and more likely to adopt lifestyles satisfactory to themselves
and acceptable to society. -Underlying all of these motives for'the.
Wildcat experment , N0 doubt, was an unspoken belief in the Work
Ethic--a conviction that people who work are better off because they
work, and that society.is better off as well.

12
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Chapter 2. Wlldcat Workers--Who ‘They Are
s And How They Get to Wlldcat :

Two apparently 1ncon51stent goals. compllcated the selectlon of =
applicants for supported work jobs. Or the one hand,” Wildcat
wanted to employ only those who were unlikely to gain employment

elsewhere and who urgéntly needed supported work for their rehabil- =

itation.- On:the other hand, it wanted ‘to employ only those who
were capable.of productive .Labor--1f not immediately, then soon.
'Accordmgly, a two-nhase process of selection was estabhshed

First, eligibility criteria were established to help ensure that
only those genuinely in need of supported work secured Wildcat
jobs. During Wildcat's first four years, these rules provided _
that applicants be at least 18 years old, have a vecord of narcotic
addiction, and beé enrolled in a drug abUSe treatment program for

_ at least three months. They had to be residing in New York City,:

- receiving public assistance, currently ;fnemployed and unemployed
for at least 12 of the prior 24 months. ,

Second, informal screenmg procedures were. establlshed to help
“screen out those who met the eligibility; criteria, but. who were

not likely to be able to work productively in the reasonably near -
future.: It was accepted that, because appllcants were referred by
drug abuse -treatment and correctxonal agencies; the staffs of those .
agencies believed, or at least hoped, that the applicants were "work
ready.'" But the persons they referred were. also interviewed by '
Wildcat persomnel--usually by intake staff, although the operating
staff sometimes participated in hiring dec151ons An applicant not
rejected at this first intake interview .woum be asked to return
for an interview with a work superv1sor. ‘(A5 it turried out,- requir-
. ing applicants to come for two ;mter\n.ews was a smple teist of the

-~ applicant's de51re for a job. ) . .

-

1 Initially Wildcat only accepted referrals from drug abuse treat-
ment programs. . Beginning ‘in 1973, referrals were accepted
from parole offlcers pretrial service agencies, and correc-

" tional fac111t1es and a drug addiction history was no; longer

. an eligibility cr1ter10n. In 1976, when Wildcat xbecame one
‘of the 15 national supported work demonstratlon sites in the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation program, the eligi- -

~ bility criteria were changed again to permit hiring from two
additional. groups--unemployed youths and mothers recelvmg A:)d
for Dependent Chlldren (AFDC) a551stance
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During the first 16 months, more than half of the 1nd1V1duals re-
ferred by drug abuse t'reatment and ‘corrections programs were :
rejected at the Wildcat infake interviews.4 The rejection rate
fell until, during the third and fourth years, only ten _percent
of those refez‘*“ed were rejected.” Part of this decline in the
rejection rate resulted from referral agencies gradually learning
more about Wildcat's hiring policies, establashlng more sophisti-
cated screening measures, and thus referrmg fewer ineligibles.

But part of the decline was due to the increasing experience and

- self-confidence of Wildcat's staff and, as rapid expansion increased
the need for workers, the relaxing of Wzldcat‘s screéning standards..
Applicants were generally accepted during the third and fourth

] years of the Wildcat program if they met the basic e11g1b111ty ,
criteria, appeared on the scheduled dates for the two intake inter-

views, dressed passably; agd were neither drunk nor "nodd:mg out"

on drugs when interviewed.” Despite this relaxation in screening
standards, performance indicators such as absenteeism, productivity,
and the rate of firings did not change significantly. This suggests
that Wildcat did not have to ''cream' eligible applicants--select
the best of them-~-to maintain a successful program, In fact, the
average Wildcat worker did not merely have a criminal record, but .
had on the average eight arrests and four convictions. Not only was’
the average Wildcat worker an exaddict, but had been addicted for
twelve years--from age 19 to age 31. A Wildcat worker .on the average
had attended school for only ten years and'scored at the fifth-grade
level on arithmetic tests. Nearly half of those hired were not only.
currently unemployed; but had never held a job; only one in five
had worked even a single day during the six months prior to employ-
ment at Wildcat. -

Z Some idea of the reasons for these rejections appears’ from

examination of a small sample (N=30}: 37 percent were found to

be "ineligible" (that is, not on welfare, not in a drug abuse

- treatment program for three months, not 18 years old, etc.);
20 percent. were found "not work ready" (that 1is, they appeared .
to be 'nodding,*" drunk, not interested in working, etc.); and
43 percent simply "'did not show up for second interview.” In
the sample of 30, one person was ineligible because he was
currently worklng, none was rejected because of too much work
experience.

Despite the reductlon in the reJectlon rate, the demographlc
characteristics of applicants did not change significantly from
the first year-to the fourth year. However, during those
periods when Wildcat's workforce was contracting, only appllcants
with special skills (e.g., driving, some typing) were accepted;

" others were assigned to a long 'pending' list--in practlcal

" terms, they were reJected

14
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Finally, the attempt to minimize “creaming" by setting eligibility =

Criteria that excluded the better-qualified candidates was rein-

forced by policies of the referral agencies. Drug and correctional:

counselors customarily refer their best-qualified clients to the

best available jobs and Wildcat got only the "middle-level'

;iefgi;%'ls_--or, as one counselor explained, 'the worst of ‘the hopeful
ek ; o _

~ The following case histories provide a sense of the personal experi-
ence brought to Wildcat by typical crew members: :

Benny Sampson came to Wildcat in 1974 when he was 50
years old. ‘He was a pickpocket, petty thief, confidence
man, burglar, -and stick-up artist; and he had spent
over half of the past 30 vears ‘in prison. For nearly
all of /his adult life, Benny had been addicted to heroin
and to the lure of fast money and easy living. While
he was serving his last sentence, he decided that he
was tired of shuttling back and forth between jail and
the streets, and that it was time to go straight. For
-him, going straight meant a job, a home, time to spend’
with his family, all élements of what he called "the
mainstream.” The way to join the mainstream, Benny con-
. cluded, was to get a job. He had Iast worked sometime
.. during World War IT and had stayed with that job for
three paydays. ' : BT =

Released from prison, Benny returned to heroin for a
brief spree and then ’enrolled in a methadone maintenance
program and began to. log'; for work.  He found nothing.
 He was at an age when m.st men begin to think about
# retirement and he had no skill that an employer would:

- pay for, no work experience and, of course, no references.
Once, applying for a job as a sewing-machine operator,
‘Bermy was asked 1f he had ever used hard drugs. Knowing
that one phone call by the employer would reveal the -
truth, he admitted that he had. He was turned down
before the employer had gotten aroimd to asking him

- whether he had a criminal record. It was precisely R
is addiction and criminal records, however, that made -

- him eligible for Wildcat supported work.

Jennifer Rodriguez was pregnant at 13, playing confidence
games on New York's West Side at 15, a prostitute at 16, -
. and mainlining heroin at .17. By the time she was in her”
< 'garly twenties, an armed robbery charge brought her three
- years-in prison.  Released on parole, anxious to put her . -
- past behind her, she began looking for work. Everywhere
- she went, from the State employment service to private
5 ‘-agencies to businesses, she heard-the same thing: we . .
“*have nothing now; come back later, maybe something will . '
" open up. - Nothing ever did. . '~ . R LS S
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Glenn Payne gréw up’ in Harlem on-a street that he descrlbes
- as a hang-out for Upimps, whores, pushers, bootleggers, -
and winos." ‘Unlike some .of his frlends Glenn had e
: always Tiked school and was .a voracious reader. But .
+ using drugs was the "cool" thing towdo, and at the age of
15 he started snorting heroin at weekend parties.  Twelve
. months later he was malnllmng. Glenn dropped out of
»school at 17 and began supporting his habit by purse-
snatching and rolllng the drunks who fell asleep in mld- :
town movie theatres

- As he grew older, Glenn and: his fnends graduated to the
real thlng--amed robbery with sticks, then knives, and
- then guns, "Glenn was arrested four times before he was’
19, although he never spent more than two weeks in jail.
His mother had. him comnitted to a narcotics rehabilitation
. ‘center in upstate New- York, but while he was there he =
.- refused to participate in the group- therapy- sessions;
* He'wasn't yet ready to.give up the jgood times and com-
~panionship that came with taking drugs

. In 1973, when Glenh was 21, drugs became harder to obtaln, SR
* . pushers found their supplles temporarily cut off and
. heroin was mixed with flour, talcum powder, or even ‘rat
' ‘poison. ‘One of Glenn's friends died of an adulterated
"f£ix,"  For Glenn, using drugs was no longer fim; it - v
was a struggle -He was over -18 -and therefore vulnerable
to a lengthy prison sentence if caught, and he was in-
creasingly ‘bothered by his parents' and. girlfriend‘s
accusations that hé would never amount to anything. :

The turning point came when Glenn and his friend Fred '
- tried to hold up a grocery store. As Glenn dashed out -
with the money, he heard a gunshot. 'Glancing back over
" his shoulder he saw the- shopkeeper holding a rifle and
Fred sprawled on the floor, a bullet lodged in his spine.
_Fred would be a paraplegic for the“rest of his 11fe

© A few months later Glenn enrolled in a methadone treatment
program and, after the requlslte three months , he signed
up for Wlldcat ; ‘ oo .

During its: tlrst four years 90- percent of Wlldcat workers were
" referred from drug abuse treatment programs. Of these, 85 percent :
came from methadone maintenance programs and 15 percent from drug-
- free programs. Although Wildcat required-only three months of :
. prev:Lous treament employees had spent; an: average of 13 months
in’ drug dbuse treatment programs before comlng ‘to the prDJect.

The remalm.ng ten: percent of Wlldcat workers: were referred by
. correctional.agencies, parole offices, or. prétrial service.. . .
agencies. . About one-half of the .corrections referrals were former
- addictsy however, almost all ‘of those referred from drug abuse S
w agenc1es had cmmlnal records. , , e
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‘Nmety ‘percent of those accepted for: supportetd work were male
and ‘ten percent were female. Sixty-five percent wer'e black,

.29 percent Hispanic, and six percent white. -Forty-five. percent
“were gver age 30 'and only three percent were umder 21. A quarter
had not finished tenth grade and only two percent had proceeded

‘beyond hlgh school. . : .

An early gbal was to detem:me which characterlstlcs of appllca.nts '
were predletlve of. success 'in supported work--so that later on,
perhaps, applicants with those characteristics could be targeted

for hiring. Instead, it became clear ‘that -féw-clues to subsequent = - - ’

‘success wers visible at the time of hiring. High school graduates
were more likely to earn Wildcat promotions--but only a minority of
applicants came with high school diplomas. Employees who were
married or were heads of households were-also more likely to succeed.
“Beyond that, one appllcant was just about as 11ke1y to succeed (o
£ail) as another , o

 Wildcat's referral and intake processes have been plagued w1th
- difficulties through the vears. Counselors at referral agencies
have complained, for example, that Wildcat's intake staff changes
too. frequently and that, just when a working relationship has been
established with one intake officer at Wildcat, the oificer is -
replaced by another. Referral coumselors have "also complained that
" Wildcat's formal hiring criteria and informal screening policies-” -
change too often. Finally, counselors-have complained ‘that they
are not kept sufficiently informed about their clients' progress,
or lack of it, while em#loyed at. Wildcat--especially about c11ent :
~ problems that may lead zo termlnatlon of employment.,

Many problems of connmm:.catlon between Wildcat and the referrlng
agencies have been due to the ‘large mumber of agencies from which
- yeferrals are accepted In the drug.abuse field, more than 200
. treatment programs have referred clients to W11dcat. There have
been fewer correctional agencies making referrals, but they are
" even more disparate.’ Wildcat has accepted parolees referred by the
 New York City Parole Office, immates of City correctional facilities
. who wanted to line up jobs before release, "work release! inmates .
from State institutions who commuted each day from their correcticnal
~facilities, and defendants awaiting trial on felony charges who were
B releaséd——on condition of working at Wildcat--as part of a pretrial
- service program set up by Vera. - In addition to their mumber and = -
" variety, referring agencies sometimes posed problems by withholding
information about clients that might help solve work-related problems
‘or by encouragmg c11ents ‘to 11e to c1rcumvent Wildcat's e11g1b111ty
crlterla ‘ . , . ‘

* But -the: issue causlng ‘the ‘most ten51on between Wildcat and the re-‘ o

" ferring agencies during the early yeavs ‘was Wildcat's enforcenent
~of Vera's controlled research de51gn-*half the appl:.cants who met
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eligibility criteria were-selected at trandom not to be hired and
were enrolled for periodic research interviews only.”% A referting
agency had to send two eligible clients to Wildcat in order to get:
one hired--and had to face the disappointed applicants on their -
veturn. - Many:referring. couriselors saw. this random assignment pro-:
cedure as 'ruthless" and "demoralizing''; some boycotted the program
because of it. Their bitterness was assuaged in part by meetings
at which the Vera research staff brought together the referral -
agency counselors- and Wildcat staff members. At these meetings

~ the researchers stressed that Wildcat did not, in any event, have
enough job slots to employ all eligible appllcants and that continued
" funding for the program requlred adherence to the controlled experl—
mental de51gn : : :

Desplte such problems as these, most of Wlldcat's hiring goals were
met, In the words of one drug abuse comselor, Wildcat got
cooperation because it was ''the only show in town."

4 see chapter 8 for a full discussion of the controiled‘study.
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Chapter 3. Structurmg the Jobs

The JOb structurlng technlques which evolved durlng Vera s pllot

supported work programs, betwéen 1968 and 1972, were further re- :

fined by Wildcat after 1972. After four years of operation, it
is p0551b1e to -identify ten important stmicturing techniques, - In-

practice, of course, all ten were rarely realized in any one

supported work setting or during all phases of a supported worker s

employment.= - The techmques are:

0 Employment of workKers in small work crews made up. of
their peers. . : ,

0 De51gnat10n of one ‘crew member as "crew chlef” wrth
spec1a1 responsibllltles

o Super\rlslon above the ‘crew- ~chief 1eve1 by super\rlsors
concerned both with production goals and with the
rehabilitative needs of supported work participants.

Although the or1g1na1 ‘research de51gn called for an ana1y51s

" 'to determine whether certain job supports were particularly

effective in facilitating transition. to nonsubsidized employment
and rehabilitation, such an analysis proved difficult. First, ;

- since most employees worked at more than one Wildcat job, it

was not p0551b1e to pinpoint which particular ]Ob was responsﬂ)le
- for -an employee's success or fajlure, Second, in some ‘instances
employees were assigned to specific positions because of an
apparent match between their particular characteristics and
particular. aspects of those positions.  This assignment pro-
cedure meant that it was not possible to determine whether the -
characteristics of an émployee or of the job site were contributing
to a successful experience.  In-an effort to overcome these - '
methodological difficulties, absentee rates of employees who -
moved from one type of job to another were analyzed..  No patterns
. “emerged. Differences in productivity were observed among the
different job sites (see chapter 14), but the differences appear

. related to the skills required ‘for the work rather than to the

_structure of the job. Since there is now more stability in job -
‘assignments ;than there was when the research reported here was
conducted, “4n analysis of job characteristics, work: performance,
‘transition.and arrest rates--using the- exper.rence of current. .
Wildcat ‘employees--might help determine which types of: supports
are most effective.  In fact, Maﬂlematlca, ‘as part of its. research ‘
" on the national supported work experiment, is“conducting a . '
- PTOCESS . analys:ts ‘which will ‘explore-the degree ‘to which: partlcular
structural supports are assoc1ated w:Lth performance in supported .



0. Clear defmltlon of tasks and work rules and clear. -
explanatlon of them to the workers. .

- 0 Frequent evaluatlon of each worker and feedback ‘of the 3
- evaluation fmdlngs to the employee.»

0 Mamtenance of low~stress work enmromnent 1n11 1a11y,
with gradual increase of demands.and expec’catlons as
a worker s capability develops.

-0 Frequent rewards—-wage increases and bonuses--geared
to:on- the JOb perfomance as well as length of service.

o D15c:1p11nary policies aimed at developing good work
“habits as Well as at mcreasmg production,

o Work that is productive and is percelved as soczlally
valuable by the workers. K

0 Prov151on of counseling and other off the- JDb supportive
“'services. ,

: These structural supports and some .of Wlldcat’s dlfflcultles w1th
their application, are separately dlscussed below,

The Work Crew. Exaddlcts and exoffenders (11ke the sobered-up ‘
alcohelics in Vera's early supported work pilots) appeared to be
less anxious about their pasts; and less-likely to-fail, in settings
- where they were surrounded by co-workers who !'speak thelr lanpuage'
.- and share their struggles. From fellow workers, the new employee

~gets information and “feedback about appropriate on-the-job behavior.
He learns what clothes are appropriate, what type of language is
tolerated, and how to deal with.''straight' on-the-job contacts.
The crew sets standards which new members seek to meet.

The organlzatlon of workers . mto crews has drawbacks as we11 as
advantages. -Wildcat has noted that behavior such as drinking or
smoking marihuana on. the job can be cgzntaglous if one crew member
_gets away with it, others may follow.“ Absenteeism and lateness
séem “to be contaglous in a similar way “Wildcat's response has

2 A Vera research study found that the se1f~reported incidence of
on-the-job. drug use was slightly less frequent among exaddicts
~individually placed in 4 mmicipal agency where they worked :
separately, along-side ¢ivil service personnel, than among Wildcat '
" enmployees working in crews. (Applicants had been- assigned randomly
. to Wildcat and to the. City's supported work program and the dif-. =~
ference ‘could be attributed to differences between the programs

and not to dlfferlng characterlstlcs of the employees )
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been to remove the crew chief or supervisor whose laxness permits .
such a chain reactlon to start or to disperse the crew to other
a551gnments. s . oy v :

Wildcat's crew a551gmnents have not been permanent abou‘*"nevflfth
of all employees changed crews during a typical month in 1975..

Thus, although the crew provided social support, it rare‘ty became

a substl’cute for fam11y or. frlends ‘

The intensity of crew cooperatlon has varied from Job to job. At
one extreme, very close cooperation was necessary when all members
of ‘a crew hauled a steel girder or painted a building wall. At

the other extreme, members of some crews worked in different parts
of buildings and met only when. they signed in or out and during work.
breaks, = On wérksites of the latter Variety, the crew chief was
partlcularly mportant as the primary tie among the crew members

Not all the supported work part1c1pants were a551gqed to crews for
their entire time at Wildcat, Early in the experiment, 30 workers
were placed as clerks and technical aides in the New York Public -
Library, where they were individually stationed side by side. with
regular library persomnel and reported to library super\usors The
arrangement proved successful--apparently because the 1oss of supports
ordinarily provided through thé crew. structure was more than matched
by the public visibility of the work, the prestlglous work setting,
sound training procedures, and sen51t1ve supervision designed to
minimize on-the-job stress.  Subsequently, Wildcat accepted other
opportunities to place workers singly; at the end of the fourth year,
about ten percent of the Wildcat work force was in individual place-
ments. Wildcat did not accept individual-placement projects indis-
cr:munately, however', - It attempted to dccept only those offering
unusual training opportunities for capable employees or a substantial
likelihood that supported workers who did well would be transferred
("rolled over') to the host agency's regular payroll. Because indi-
vidual-placement projects were selected with this ''rollover” possi--

- bility in mind and because the best workers got assigned to them,
workers on these projects have been more likely than other Wildcat
workers to move on to nonsub51d1zed employment. ‘

.Some, Wlldca‘c workers have ‘shown a clear preference for individual- -
assignment work-sites. This seemed to be because they felt that the
crew structure perpetuated street habits and the addict, _stigma; an
exaddict or exoffender who is ready to ''go straight" T‘naly perceive

the crew as an unwelcome reminder that he/she has not yet 'made it -
in the stralght world: - Nevertheless, Wildcat management has continued
to percelw- the crew structure as an efficient administrative device
and as a'necessary support for many of the supported work partlclpants
Wildcat supervisors continue to view the crew structure as especially
important during the first months of employment when it may help the
new employees 1eam the rules of the game,
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~'The Crew Chief. Crew members who were prompted to crew chief be-

came more than the first-line supervisors on the job, Ideally,
théy functioned as buffers and mediators between the crew members

-on the one hand and the Wildcat supervisor and host agency on the

other. The role was sometimes more limited and the extra pay and
status in those cases meant only that they assisted the supervisor

- in administrative tasks. But, by and large, designating crew

chiefs ‘from within the ranks helped ensure that ‘the supervision

- .most -directly influencing the worker was sympathetic and understanding.
- It also provided other crew members with a role model and visible

- reminder that advancement was in fact poss:L’cue even for exaddicts
- and exoffenders g

In the begmnlng ' promotlon to crew chlef depended primarily upon

‘satisfactory attendance, punctuality, and on-the-job productivity.
‘Although simple and straightforward, such limited criteria did not

" prove to be reliable identifiers of good foremen.  Many otherwise

. effective workers found it hard to make the transition from being

" vone of the guys" to being ''the boss." Crew members may have had’
‘difficulty accepting their. crew chief's authority vhen he/she, like
‘them, was an exaddict and working alongside them right up to the-
‘time of promotion. And there were’ complaints to management, for

example, that partlcular crew chiefs were arbitrary in setting
standards and do}ing out penalties, were playing favorites, were
racially prejudiced (most commonly, black against H:Lspanlc, or
vice versa),; or -were not knowledgeable -enough about the work to be
done--in short, that they were not suitable leaders.  Wildcat
therefore revztsed its crew chief selection procedures and provided
in-house management training to prospective crew chiefs. " Successful -
completion of the training program became a prerequisite to promotlon.

_These efforts appear to have been successful; the average tenure of

crew chlefs rose from about 20 weeks in 1975 to more than 40 weeks
in 1976, The rate at which crew chiefs are demoted back into the
ranks has since held firm at less than ten percent .

The ‘Supervisor. Typlcally each supemsor was responsible for about
Tive crews. A

supervisor was a member of Wildcat staff and had the
responsibility to plan and organize daily work schedules, to oversée

. and coordinate production, to maintain supplies and equipment, -‘to

enforce safety regulations, to fill out production reports and employee

~evaluations, and to provide on-the-job training. The supervisor trans-
lated policy into practice-and was responsible both for daily output

 and for the well-being of the workers. The supervisor's priority. .

was productivity. . Strict work standards and close supervision dre:

_essent1a1 to productivity and,’ although Wildcat's standards were not
+:as strict as those in the competitive economy, Wildcat learned that
I

a relatively tough approach was better than a permissive’ approach
to-day-to-day: supervision.. This toughness in day-to-ddy. supervision .
could then be tempered in other ways as deScrlbed belnw ‘
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- productivity standards. ‘Others maintain that counseling and other

Lo

. However, W;lect t has not really resolyed the issue of how best to
prov1de supports to its workers. Some Wildcat staff believe that
supervisors should be providing the supports--should help directly
those employees iwith personal problems--as well as enforcing

services should be provided off the work-site and that employees .
needlng spec1a1 supports should be released from work to get them. ..

- A third view within Wildcat is that work is therapy and thit the

- ' and hence no mtemal way of gaug:mg thelr own perfomance.

more Wildcat resembles a conventional work setting, the more SRS
- rehabilitative it will be. In part because the program's survival .

- depends .on its ability to prcduce, the view has prevailed at Wild- ..~
cat that work is rehabilitative in itself. Thus, more weight has
been given in the evaluation of supervisors'to the quiality of the
:ﬁrk produced than to the ‘social beha\nor or tran31t10n rate of

e crews.

‘"Clearly defined tasks and work rules. The prior employment histories
of applicants for Wildcat jobs were strewn with quick terminations:
UFired on the third day"; "quit the first payday"; "wandered away
from the JOb ‘the second afternoon." "The applicants had many expla-
nations for such rapid terminations. Most frequent was? “They

" ‘never told me what they expected of me.'" -

Wildcat tried to make sure that employees dld know what was expected
At the time of application, each candidate was told about the types

of work that Wildcat offered, the performance standards that would.
be required, and that tran51t10n to nonsubsidized employment would
be expected After hiring, these messages were repeated at an '
‘orientation session. And‘again, at the work sites, the crew chief
and supervisor were instructed to inform each worker da11y of what
was expected in the way of productivity, attendance, conduct, and
dress. -Despite this, one of the most common complaints among -
Wildcat employees (especially among those flred) Wwas that the.
demands on them were not clearly enough defined. . -

"‘Evaluatlon and feedback. © In addition to be1ng told in advance what =
was expected, the Wi lacat worker was supposed to be told periodically
how well he/she had (or had not) measured up to those expectations.
This evaluation-and-feedback procedure was. of particular importance :

- to new employees, many of whom had little or no prior work experlence _

VAR

.The frequency, format, and amount of effort devoted to evaluatlon

and feedback varied from time to time:as Wildcat learned more about
- work procedures. Currently, the supervisor fills out a short evalu-
ation form weekly and a detailed “Teport: monthly for each worker in
his/her crews, This form used a point system to rate on—the JOb o
perfomance, attendance, and ptmctuallty V
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For some Wildcat: worksites,. on-the=job performance could be ob-

. jectively. détermined and quantified--as it was in the Pioneer

Messenger Service pilot, where performance was reflected in the

number of I{lessages dellvered per day. . For most Wildcat Jobs, how-

- ever; no such quantltatlve measure was available.and the Ssupérvisor's

~role as evaluator is more difficult and more important. . .Supervisors
may not know each Person's work in sufficient detail for proper.

~evaluation and useful feedback; the supervisor may play_ favorites
. ‘or may fail to note negative behav10r because of fear that a low

evaluation of a worker may reflect poorly on the quality of hls/her

~ own supervision, Despite the difficulties, Wildcat continues to

- emphasize. regular evaluations and regular feedback of evaluation
data to the 1nd1v1&ua1 employee , t R

Low stress at First. A Wildcat employee has to try hard to get flred ‘
“during the first few weeks on the job. Even repeated absences and ‘
, tardiness will earn a worker only repr:mands and suspensions. Wild-
cat kinows. that many of its workers arrive the first day "strung out": .
£rom prison.or street ‘1life, and with a limited capacity to tolerate
stress,. Changlng 11festy1es--gett1ng up when'an alarm clock rings;
for example ,--is itself stressful. Wildcat hoped and expected that,

in many such cases, the attractive features of the specially struc-
‘tured jobs would gradually take hold--peer support from other crew
members, bjmpathetlc relations w1th the crew chief, the work its¢lf.

- As the weeks went by, standards and expectatlons were progressn.vely
raised. Adherence to these rising standdrds was encouraged by the .
\system of monetary rewards and penalties described below.

‘lee the other supported work technlques, low-stress—at first some-
times had to'be compromised in practice, as when Wildcat took on new
projects where on-the-job pressures were high, But it has learned
to screen workers carefully for these JObS and to deflect as much of
the stress as p0551b1e through careful superv1s:Lon and planning.

‘Graduated Eenaltles Wildcat's reluctance to fire workers 1is reflected
~In Its system of graduated disciplinary actions. Except for serious
infractions (theft from a host agency, violence that tesults in injury,
on-the-job sale or use. of hard ‘drugs), dismissal was a last resort.. :
- For most infractions, workers were flrst given oral warnings, then -
written warnings, then brief suspensions--providing time to correct
their behavior. Even with this system; a third of Wildcat termina-
. tions were by firing, Most .of these firings were for excessive

A comparlson of fired. employees w1th ‘those who stayed revealed

. few demographic or socio-economic differences: fired employees

" were more likely to be methadone maintained then drug free and
more. likely to be single than.married at intake. More 51gmf1cant1y,
mio differences in age, SEX,; ethnicity, or severity of.criminal

' ‘record emerged between the wnsuccessful and successful Wlldcat
employees " :
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- ‘absence’ ox. lateness~—behaVJ.or Wthh in-at least’ some cases, might
_have been equ:walent to asking to be fired,

In Wlldcat's early days, supemsors had w1de dlscretlon to dlsclplme
_crew memb8¥s: in accordance with their own judgment,  This system N
worked moderately well while the orgarizatior was small and the
supervisors knew the disciplinary practices of other supervisors.

‘As Wildcat. grew, however, disparities among the policies pursued

by individual supervisors led to confusion and charges of imfairness.,
Wildcat responded by developing disciplinary guidelines which set
forth mandatory conditions for each form of penalty--oral warning,
written warning, suspen51on, termination--as well. as- specific penal-
ties for specific. infractions. Use of the written guidelines did -
reduce: (but did not, of course, elmlnate) charges of unfairness

and arbltrarlness. o \

‘Graduated rewards "Gettmg ahead in the world" was not a familiar
concept to many workers newly recruited to Supported work, “Wildecat
used a variety of techmques to show them that getting ahead ¢ould

be part of their experience.. The starting salary-at Wildcat was °
495 per week, but if a worker's attendance, punctuality, and on-the-
Job perfomance were satisfactory, the worker received a five-dollar
-raise eight weeks after coming to work, . Thereafter, the crew member
‘could look forward to further small raises, to $105 after 20 weeks .
and $115 agter 36 weeks (for a total .of $5 980 annually, plus fringe
benefits).* Small monthly bonuses of up to $20 were also used to -
- encourage employees to perfong well, to get to work on time, and-not
to take unnecessary days off, The system of graduated rewards was
Eleshegs with the system of gradually 1ncrea51ng stress and product1v1ty .
emands : .

There has been no controlled research to determine the relative
effectiveness of such a schedule of frequent small rewards., Indeed,
some supported work employees have argued that such raises are just
another form of coddling, Nevertheless, the 1npress:1.on of effective-
ness. was sufficient to persuade Wildcat to maintain its ‘schedule of .
;frequent small rewards through four years of operatmn. R :
‘Work that is its own reward ‘The W11dcat staff~-from the rank of Ao
STpeTvisor up--took pride in the fact that they were WOrkmg for an. -
organization dedicated -to the rehabilitation of exaddicts! 'and ex-
offenders. -They were also pleased that Wildcat earned a good repu- »
tatlon in the commtmlty for 1ts efforts to solve a major urban

4 ‘Wlldcat workers were also ellglble for Medicaid and Food' Stamps..
After January 1974, under Social Security regulations, most :
employees could o longer receive. food stamps :

The reward patterns descrlbed here and other- features of Wlldcat
job structuring, were altered somewhat in 1976 when Wildcat became -
‘a demonstratlon site in the national MDRC supported work progect. Lo
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, pxoblem. It is not-suxprising that W;lecat's supported work: crew
members and crew chiefs often developed a similar pride in their-
work, especially when assigned work Vvisibly benef1c1a1 to and

,valued by the comnunlty. :

“The Wlldcat jobs which have most clearly engendered this k:md of
job satisfaction involyed work with disadvantaged groups such as
the aged, and work having a visible impact on a neighborhood such
as pest extermination and pest control in a portion of the city
notoriously infested with rats, Employee morale has responded well
to the favorable press coverage received by particular Wildcat
projects and to the d.u'ect pralse from re51dents of the comrmmltles
benefitted,

"~ Off-the-j ob SUpports, Wlldcat employees brought a welter of problems
to their j obs, Personal problems, legal problems, vocational prob-
lems-~all produced stress, dralned energy, and :mean'ed job perform-

ance. . How Wildcat can help in-these areas, and whether 1t should
try, are stili open questlons

One prlnc1p1e becarie well- establlshed early on; Wildcat workers were
permitted time off to solve such problems. Absence was authorized-
for court appearances, sessions with counselors or therapists,
visits to welfare offlces and personal crises. Beyond that, how-
eyer, there has been contlnumg tension through the years between

" Wildcgt staff members who have viewed anc111ary services as an
‘essential part of Wildcat's rehabilitation mission and staff members
who have seen such services as a waste of employee time and Wildcat
money, jeopardizing production goals by taking workers off 51te
during working hours. - , ‘

Wildcat's predecessor, the Pioneer Messenger Service, at one time.
scheduled mandatory on-site therapy sessions, both individual and

_ group, which employees had to attend as a condition of employment,
Resentment of -this among the workers was high. Most exaddicts and
exoffenders have had a plethora of therapeutic interventions while -
incarcerated or in drug treatment programs. Many see work as an
alternative to therapy and inconsistent with it. Pioneer dropped
mandatory counselmg as a result of worker protests

Wildcat, on the basis of Ploneer s experlence and funding constramts,

" initially offered only four "support service" staff members to advise-

300 employees, mostly on practical matters. These four, moreover,

" had many duties in addition to practical counseling.. Wildcat's ,
small support-service staff was first led by a therapist experienced
~in drug abuse rehabilitation. He saw jobs as only one aspect of a
* rehabilitation program and believed counseling to be at least as =
important. Management dis agreed The next director of support :
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services saw his unit as a resource to be used on a voluntary
basis or by referral, for employees with legal, ‘heusing, financial,
medical, educational, and drug abusé problems, He felt that sehous
personal difficulties should not-be handled by Wildcat, but by the
professmnal counseling staffs in the drug abuse and correctlonal
programs in which most Wildcat workers were also enrolled. -And it
was his policy that most work-related problems were to be handled-
on the job by crew chiefs and supervisors--although the support
services staff was authorized to prov1de hmlted informal assist- -
ances in; such matters.

This anproach made excellent sense on paper but was mdermmed by
other developments. - Wildcat grew rapldly from 300 to 1,400
supported workers--with mio proportionate incréase in support ser-
vices personnel. The Wildcat corporate management was convinced
that work itself is sufficiently rehabilitating and it argued,

from the Pioneer experience, that no counseling at all should be
supplied. The management decision was that Wildcat's. energies

and. resources should be devoted exclusively to meeting the pressmg
demands of rapid growth and productivity. The support services

staff was not disbanded, but was laden with administrative fumctions;

for example, during one three-month period, following the shift from
city-administered-to Federally-admm1stered benefits, nearly half
the time of the. support services staff was devoted to ensuring that
each Wildcat employee 'still had . a valid Medicaid card‘

Following these developments, an mternal Wlldcat audit - in 1974
concluded that the corporation was ''spending-at a rate of $83,000
a year for a service that was for the most part undefined, dlS-
organized, and resisted by Operations.! The audit 1nd1cated that
a reexamination of the nature and range of off-the-job supports
was necessary: in the context of Wildcat's overall purpose

This view was buttressed by early research fmdmgs 1nd1cat1ng ,
that Wildcat was havi} g less impact than expected on the drug use -
and ¢riminal activities of its employees. But by far the most' =~

" urgent motive for reorganizing support’services was the increasingly

obvious need to give help to those crew members who were réady’
for graduation to the nonsubsidized job market. As early as the
spring of 1973, a dissatisfaction with the rate of graduation from
supported work was evident not only among crew members and staff,
but among the agencies funding Wildcat which looked to the rate of
placement of Wildcat. graduates in nonsubsidized jobs as.an index
of Wildcat's effectiveness. ' From that time on, Wildcat's off-the-
job support services focused primarily upon the problems faced by

_employees who reached the point where tran51t10n had to be made to

the nonsub51d1zed labor market (see chapter 5)
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- Chapter 4. .Getting Woxk for Wi‘ldcat Créys

<" From the beginning, New York City agencn,es haye been the chief tar-,

*+ gets for Wildcat's market;.ng department, These agencies employ.

hundreds of thousands of workers at glmost every kind of work,
Despite its work force of social outcasts, there were a muber of
reasons why Wildcat could attract work from these agencies:

o Wildcat had a mobile work force, available to start work
on relatlfvely short notice with a minimm of mimicipal
“red tape; it was therefore espec1a11y well-equipped to
meet a mumc1pa1 agency's emergency manpower needs, :

o ‘Work crews were able to tackle a wide Tange of unskilled
and semiskilled tasks--clerical, malntenance, repair,
and so on, And as Wildcat maturea it de?{eloped work
crews to tackle re1at1ve1y skllled tasks,~

" o0 The'cost to a mmicipal agency of hiring a Wildcat crew
- was low--about $2,100 per worker per year on the average,2
including the costs of Wildcat's built-in superv1sory
Tservices, ~ «

o Many, perhaps most, Wlldcat crews brought to their tasks
a high motivation to succeed--particularly as contrasted
with the motivation of casual workers hired one at a
time through conventional or secondary labor market
procedures :

o A mmicipal ‘agency whlch hires a convent10na1 worker may
take on a broad range of ancillary responsibilities,

' expressed or implied, for fringe benefits, for providing
continuing employment beyond an immediate project, for
adhering to civil service hiring and firing procedures,

. 'and so on, - Many of these ancillary responsibilities
- were shouldered by Wildcat under agreement with munlczpal
agenc1es

o During most of the four-year period from mid- 1972 to md-
1976, supported work had strong endorsements from City

-'Hall- -first from Mayor Lindsay and then from Maynr Beame; . .

“-hiring Wildcat work crews was therefore not a politically
difficult step for the administrator of a mmicipal agency.

About half of W11dcat employees had JOb tralnlng before coming
to W:lecat. v

2 In 1973, Wildcat charged munlcnpal agencies $1 19 per hour worked

“In 1976 this -increased to $1.50 per hour.
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There was, however, at least one pewerful dls;m(:entwe to contractmg X
“with Wildcat, Most admlnlstrators, especially ht first, were 1oathe
“to ‘'‘contaminate'' their agencies, and pertiaps disrupt. the;n, by bringing
 in exaddicts and exoffenders.  Even if the chief administrator agreed'
to take the risk, the administrator's staff might resist and-delay. .
The same was “true of first-line bupemsors and of the agenc1es' ’
rank-and- f11e employees, : I S

The fears were of ma.ny klnds One mun1c1pal agency supemsor » for.
exanple, reported that female employees Tefused to share toilet
fac111t1es with women from Wildcat crews who were perceived ds pros-
tltutes( or.at best faxprostltutes. Fear of theft was also wideéspread
‘and there was’ a tendency, when thefts did occur, to blame them on )
 Wildcat crew members. Many people feared ''the Junkle v bellevmg
that most’ crimes were comitted by addICt.. o , :

5 S
To overcome 1n1t1a1 re51stance W11dcat oftered "free sa.mples." AL

mmicipal administrator was told, in effect, that for at least a = L

preliminary period. the sérvices of a Wlldcat work crew, with Wildcat
also stIpplylng cost-free superv151on, would be prorvlded at no cost.

The gates weré pried open in thlS way, but some agencies sought to
confine Wildcat crews to separate work space, separate locker rooms,
 and so on. .To keep its work crews from being treated as "wntouchables,"
Wildcat orgamzed "rap sessions" at which the fears and expectations

- of mmicipal ‘workers were aired and assuaged. But the fears were

best dissipated by the demeanor and productivity of Wildcat crews

on: the job, Each project was closely ménitored and if the initial -
atmosphere of distrust d*d’ not ease ‘within a few ménths, pro;;ects

- were tennlnated : , . S

Prudence dictated that mlm1c1pa1 admm1strators not cffer and that

Wildcat refuse to accept work.that would otherwise be done by umion

1abor. In the few instances viere this policy was not followed,

Wildcat workers joined the umicn, union supervisors were employed

. on the site, or other arra.ngements satisfactory to the union were
made, Prudence similarly dictated that jobs mot be undertaken if

.-an_agency had adequate funds in its budget to complete the work Wlth

civil service employees, A third limitation concerned mmicipal

work ''contracted out" through competitive bidding procedures. Wild-- -

“...cat rarely bid in such cases because, as a subsidized agency, its .

bids might be seen as "unfair ccmpetltlon' ' by unsuccessful comnercml
bldders. o o ; v

Somg offers of work had to be turned down because they requlred sk1lls
that Wildecat workers did not have., Wildcat's.exaddicts and exoffenders,
for example, had difficulty in mamtalnmg drivers' licenses; of
21,000 Wildcat crew members in September 1976, only 68. had valid
11censes. Although more than 200 employees had once held licenses,
many had let them expire, and. others ‘had been 'revoked ‘because of

unpald parklng v1olat10ns or an. excessive mnnber oi' speedmg tlckets.

%
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f'I‘h:LS ruled out many types of jobs, W:lecat also recelved unflllable
'requests for boiler: repalmen, stenographers, 60-word:per-minute .
, typlsts, mter\rlewers and hlgh—scaffold;mg palnters.:'f i

One Wlldcat overcame the fears and establlshed the Tange of work
" that its ‘crews could handle, the project opportunities often ex-
. ceeded Wildcat's capacity to fill them. This gave Wildcat some
latitude to pick:and choose among projects, - In making these choices,
- Wildcat established several priorities. It sought assignments, for
éxample, where the stress on the workers would be ‘relatively low or,
at.least, within the control of the Wildcat supervisor. It sought .
worksites where workers could work together in crews and where Wild-
cat could supply the supervision rather than turning the crews over
to the agency. It sought work that seemed likely to prove interesting
= and satisfying to the crews, where visible results could be expected
fairly quickly, whers the work would be welcomed by a nelghborhood
or commmity, or where thé work would benefit an underprivileged °
'populatlon (as did the project supplying hospital and courtroom
translation services and the project preparing food for the aged).
~For a variety of reasons, Wildcat has particularly welcomed jobs
where ‘the service rendered is conspicuous to the public and likely
to lead to favorable press comment. Examples inciude: cleaning of
- the facade of the Mmicipal Building, digging up trees scheduled
for bulldozing in Manhattan and replanting them in Brooklyn, and .

staffing public information booths around the city. The employment

- of Wildcat '"ex-junkie'" crews at maintaining police precinct houses

“and the police headquarters building and at other work for the pollce
department .seems to have had favorable impact.on the attitudes of

~the Wildcat workers and of the police; a similar benefit was evident
when Wildcat crews worked in courthouses and district attorneys!

- offices. A particularly conspicuous Wildcat project was providing

. ‘emergency messenger services when fire in a telephone switching

station left a major business district without phone service for -

several weeks. Another was the distribution of 8,000 welcome-to-

New-York—Clty kits to delegates attending the 1976 Democratic Con-

vention--a paid contract undertaken at the request of a prwate

‘civic group.

B
kS

In some cases, Wildcat did take on projects beyond its. available
. technical sk1115 with good results. "It contracted with a non-
profit nelgnborhood development agency in Brooklyn, for example,
to renovate two brownstone houses. Wildcat's supervisor assigned
to the project was a former construction worker able and willing
“ . to train his crew’in the necessary construction skills. He esti-
~mated that it took Wildcat Workers four timés as long to complete
the project a5 it would have taken skilled workers--but as a result
- of their on-the-job training and experience, several members of the .
crew were able”to obtain conventional jobs at good pay. For Wildcat °
' and for the crew, that payoff more than compensated :Eor low pro-
: ductnnty dur:.ng ‘the trammg perlod : ;
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Jobs on whlch wcrkers could acquire maxketa}ble skllls met- another .
Wildcat prlor;ty, as did jobs offering a reasonable likelihood that
“successful. Wildcat workers. would be- ""rolled over'' into regular jobs,.
with the customer agency, For budgetary reasons, assignments that
produced a substantial flow of funds to. Wildcat were almost always «:
welcome; Wildcat sometimes sccepted such a551gmnents .ever though :
they lacked other de51rab1e features, .

V1g11ance was needed to av01d make-work! or "boondoggle" a551gmnents,
and to prevent work assigmments from continuing as boondoggle after
the necessary work was completed,  When thgse pltfalls were not:
avoided, the result often was 4 notlceable ‘decline in the morale of

~ 'Work crews. ‘ : .

-In a11 Wlldcat mdertook more - than 1, 000 separate pro;ects, some
large and some small, during its first folir years, Appendix.A
lists all the active projects as of June 1976.. These projects,
scattered through the City's five- boroughs involved 5,300,000 g
~staff-hours of labor; Table 4.1 gives a sumary: account of the kmds-
" of work being performed by Wildcat employees in June 1976, - Clerical,

- paraprofessional, and ma:l.ntenance Jobs provided nearly three-quarters
of all the work: o s o e

, Table 4.1 S
Distribution of Wildcat Employees by Type of Work: June 1976
Type of Work . a 'Number o PérCérit‘ége
Clerical and i B
paraprofessional 370 : 40%
Maintenance and . » ‘ ‘ '
~ upgrading projects ’ 280 30
Social Service and A : RESTE
‘public service L 135 - ' 14 .
Construction, rTenovation, = «
and painting projects 78 i 8
Messenger projects - 70 8 ,
TOTAL o33 0 0 1008

S

g

A addition, 121 employees were in ‘traix‘ﬁ;xg‘ppogi'ams.

|
|
!
5
Lt
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- The sele’ctlon of New Yo:tk C@ty‘s mmicipal agenc:v es ‘as the prnne
target for Wildcat!s marketing department made good sense through'
Cmost:of the period 1972-76::" Tt left Wildcat vulnerable, however,
to the City's financial crisis, which surfaced in 1975 and worsened’
in 1976, -One result was abandomnent of plans for expanding ledcat
Instead “the numbers aof part1c:1pants dropped from 1, 400 to l 000

Wlldcat's marketmg department has sought to meet ‘this crisis in part'

by intensifying its efforts to place projects in private nonproflt

phllanthroplc and service organizations, Wildcat has also begun to

. re-explore. an approach reJected earllerw-prOJects for commencal
'~employers 5 - :

p
- ..

MDRC flnanced 'supported work agenc:les in a number of other c:Lt*es
.also engaged in projects for private nonproflt and commerc1a1
employers. G . . , .
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"Chapt'e‘r 5. 'I'he Transrcmn to Non_,ubsmlzed Employment

" From the beglnnlng, the Vera Instltute of Justlce 5 plannmg staff-
saw the transition of. supported workers to conventional employment
as .a major Wildcat goal. Wildcat itself paid-little attention to

" this goal at first, for two reasons. First, Wildcat had more press-

ing operational problems. Tts' énergies and’ Tesources ‘were constmed
with a. growmg operatiochi; from.a work force of 50 crew membérs in-

- July 1972, Wildcat: expanded ‘to 1,400 by Juné 1974... Second, it was :

hoped that transition would occur without much spec1al effort or
extra resources, that Wildcat's better workers would find non- ~
subsidized jobs for themselves and that the others, umable to =
quallfy for nr)nsub51dlzed employment ~would stay on mdef:mltely

It soon appeared however, that the structure of W11dcat Jé/bS did

not fit well with a laissez faire approach to transition of its .
* employees to other jobs. One obstacle was the Wildcat pay scale,
* ranging from $95 to $115 per week for crew and to $138 per week
_for crew chiefs. In 1972, this was good pay: for unskilled and

semi-skilled labor; some Wlldcat workers turned down conventional .

jobs because Wildcat paid more. . The first attack on this problem
was a reduction in the top crew chief salary to $125. By 1975 and

1976, inflation had raised pay in the regular job market to 1eve15 ;

that made Wildcat jobs comparatlvely less desrrable

" But there were: often Teasons ‘why Wlldcat worker< mrght refuse non-
- subsidized jobs, even when they paid better than Wildcat. An
example illustrates some of the factors. at work 1n a partlcular
case: : SR ,

Blll Roberts, after spec1a1 tra:mlng at Wildcat, was .
- offered a post as a boiler repairman at $140 a week--. .-
more than ‘a 20 percent raise over his Wildcat pay.
The job -was ‘seasonal, however; with no -summer work.
The employer offered to help Bill find other summer
work, but Bill was concerned that this effort might
not- succeed, ~He #as also concerned about: 1osmg his
Medicaid eligibility if he took a’regular job, and
- he was generally upset over his recent breakup with =
his young woman friend.: Bill turned down the $§140
offer.. Wildcat was "'safe." Leaving W11dcat mvolved
risks he was not prepared to take

For as long as Wlldcat was expandmg, there was 11ttle need to

focus on the failure of workers like Bill Roberts (or the failure =
of those who could never meet the demands of regular jobs)' to ‘make ..

a transition out of supported work. -Even as ‘early as 1973, how-’
ever, it was clear that the size of Wildcat's work force would
eventually stabilize and that there would then be no _openlngs_for
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" new workers unless transition out of supported work could be made
thé norm. . It was also clear that transition of supported workers

- to nonsub51d12ed jobs was the key to Wildeat's survival. The
rationale for Wildcat's welfare diversion financing was that a
present diversion of public'assistance would lead to a future
reduction in welfare dependency, if workers just stayed on at
Wlldcat , they would remain a draln on.welfare.

Late in 1973, since Wlldcat staff was burdened with other duties
in the perlod of rapid expansion, the Vera Institute undertook to
set up a-job development unit. Funded by a special grant from the -
U.S. Department of Labor's Manpower Administration, this unit hired
job developers to scour the City for conventienal job openings,
primarily with private employers, and it assigned job placement
specialists to Wildcat's operating projects to assess employee :
skills-and match Job‘ready workers w1th the nonsub51d1zed jobs that
- were: developed ‘

° The results were disa‘i)pointing frem several reasons*

o Many prlvate employers were still unwilling to hire
«exaddicts and exoffenders--even those who had proven
_themselves good workers at ‘Wildcat.

"0 An economic ecession set 1n, curtalllng the number
.of jobs available and swelling the ranks of the mm--
employed with workers who had better skills and
better employment records than the "job-ready"' W11d-
} cat crew members.

o Wlth the JOb market tlghtenlng sq dramatlcally, Wild-
" cat workers were even less willing than before to -
risk leaving the shelter of Wildcat for a job which -
might prove temporary and Wthh pald llttle if any '
more than Wildcat.

‘o Flnally, JOb placement efforts were 1mpeded by Wild-
cat's own supervisory staff--for understandable
© 'reasons... The. job development staff was striving to:
~find- jobs for precisély those stable and productlve
employees ‘whom Wildcat's on-the-job supervisors were
most eager to.retain. The conflict was exacerbated
. by the fact that the job developers, hired by and .
responsible to Vera, were perceived within Wildcat
as outsiders. = On the other:hand, Wildcat supervisors
complained th_at the Vera Job‘,_developers failed to. .
understand the limitations of Wildcat workers, either
Tover- selling!" them to prospectlve employers or Te-
' ferrlng them to 1nappropr1ate Jjobs, *
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" These difficulties arose at about. the time that Wildcat determined -
that -its off-the-job support services were ineffective (see above, -
. chapter 3). - Wildcat's solution was to assign both problem areas to
4 new organizational umit, the Employee Services Unit (ESU), which .
was made: responsible. for supplymg each employee with needed services
that would facilitate transition to conventional employment. .An .
.. individual program of services was to be tailored: for each employee

An early goal of the ESU was to supply Wildcat workers with :md1v1dua1
short-range and long-range vocational counseling, beginning at intake
and continuing thereafter.  But resources proved inadequate--there
was only one vocational comselor for every 110 Wlldcat workers ‘

A different approach started six:months earher at the IBM/Wlldcat
"7 8kills Training Center, proved more feasible and becamé an effective .
" part of the ESU program. For this Center, the International Business
Machines Corporation supplied office space, IBM machinery, and the
services of a coordinator; the New York City Board of Education ;
supplled mstructors, and Wildcat administered the Center-and paid
the trainees' salaries. Wildcat workers who were deemed ready for
transition to nonsub51d1zed employment were assigned to the Center:
and thereby removed from the crews altogether rather than at ir-
regular and potentially inconvenient times. At the Center, the .
trainees spent an hour a day in group vocational counseling;:
individual vocational counseling was available as a backstop.
Trainees also received "life skills" training to learn how to pre-
pare a resume and to handle themselves during job interviews. ~They ~
learned how.to discuss arrests and addiction with prospective = =~ .
employers, and how to explain: their 1Vildcat work Tecords as a Lo
- counterbalancing factor. Most of their time was' spent, however,
‘in mastering clerical and secretarial skills and learning to use - -
various . IBM mach:mes : :

-~ Job developers in Wlldcat's ESU concentrated thelr efforts on find-
ing jobs for work-ready Wildcat workers assigned. to this: Center.
An " advisory committee composed: of representatives of private -
corporations assisted the job developers and provided them with up-
to-date information on the types-and levels of skills currently

 being sought in the conventional labor market

When Wlldc_at became one of the 15 supported work demonstranon
projects in the MDRC program in July 1976, it adopted MDRC's
18-month ceiling on duration-of supported,WQrk 'emplo_yment.l

For welfare mothers the tenure at Wlldcat was lmlteu to "

‘ 12 months
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The 1mpact of the time 1:1m1t on the raEe of tran51t10n from supported o
work will be reported in MDRC reports.® The effects of Wildcat's i
efforts te facilitate transition prior to July 1976 are discussed
in chapter 9, which reviews Wildcat's'impact on employment.

2 Partly.as a result of the early Wildcat experience in which -
few employees left Wildcat on their own, MDRC imposed a time
1imit on an employee's tenure. Since it was not known what
the most effective limit would be (i.e., which length of stay -

- would result in a high rate of successful transition), MDRC = ‘
required some sites to limit an employee's tenure to 12 months £t

- and other-sites were given an 18-month limit. MDRC will com-

" .pare the effectiveness of the ‘different time 11mltS in encouragmg
successful tran51t10n and rehablhtatlon. )
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Chapter 6 Fmancmg W11dcat Operatlons '

‘ Many people belleve that welfare rec1p1ents capable of worklng
should be put to work, ratner. than supported in-idleness, but thlS
sent:.ment often falls afoul of some flscal facts of 11fe. ‘

“If _']ObS are to be supplied to welfare rec1p1ents someone ISt put.

up the money for launching the program, - superyising 'tHe work, ad-

. ministering ‘the undertaking, and providing materials, suppl;es and

. other overhead items.. Inevitably, if countervailing beriefits are
ignored, it costs. Tore to keep a person at work than to support. the

person in idleness on welfare--even: though the stipend the 1nd1V1dual,';: B

receives remains the same.: As a practical matter, moreover, the*
individual's stipend must be increased to take account of- clothlng,
meals away from home, daycare, transportation, and other mcreased
costs to the individual when he/she works. The voices which are
loudest in demanding the welfare recipients be put to work, however,

- are often also the loudest in protesting any increases in welfare

costs-=increases which are inevitable 'if the welfare system itself
isto supply or finance the “jobs.-

9upported work though it did not start out that way, "soon. became
~a strategy for:cutting through this’dilemma. Wildcat ploneered ,
ways of putting unemployed welfare recipients to.work without in-.
‘creasing the drain on the welfare system, by requiring from m,ylfare
only that the supported workers' welfare payments be directed:to
‘help fihante wage costs. Wildcat made this possible by supplementing

the directed welfare benefits with two other revenue sources: con- -

_ tract income for services performed by the former welfare recipients
and grants from agencies concerned with rehabilitation through ‘work. -
This pooling of three types of funds--rehabilitation and employment
grants and contracts, revenues. from the .service produced by supported. .
workers who ‘would otherwise be unemployed, and the welfare entitle- -
ments of those workers--worked well enough to become the flnancmg

~model used by MDRC. to :spread supported work to 14 other sites in .~
the United States. The three sources of W11dcat's Tevenues are
remcived separately below 1 o A

L Rehabllltatlon and employment grants and contracts

- W11dcat launched with a demonstratlon grant prov1d1ng $1,000,000-

per year for four years from thé Natlonal Instltute on Drug Abuse

In addltlon to- these three sources of funds W11dcat recelved
~'small sums--an.average of 1ess than $32 000 per year—-from i
mlscellaneous donors s SN .
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o (NiDA) »- 'an:agency in the. U S. Department of Health, Educatmn,
' and Welfare responsible for developing methods of rehabllltatmg
e exaddlcts. ‘The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAAY

" a unit-in the U.S. Department of Justice, joined in the first-year
flnancmg by a grant of $400, 000.. . The Law Enforcemént Assistance
o istration was mterested in de\relopmg techniques for rehabili-

: tating exoffenders and in the p{ssibility that supported work .

might lower recidivism rates. The Department of Labor's Manpower

Administration (DOL/MA); interested in developlng techniques for

', ‘employing the hard-to-employ, also joined|in.the first-year fmancmg _

~ " (But, as DOL/MA was still supporting Vera's Pioneer Messenger Service

", during the first year of Wildcat, its part in Wildcat financing was
~nominal until the second year.)  The levels at whiéh these Federal

e agefnc:LeS subsidized Wildcat during each of the four years are shown

s :Ln the. follomng table. ‘ , :

Table 6.1
Wildcat's Grants from Federal Agencies

1972-73  1973-74  1974-75  1975-76

NIDA/ % § 948,050 § 996,100 $1,075,648 § 600,983
LEAA 370,976 1,224,937 493,265 344,421
DoLMAS 42,277 _ 444,386 540,991 808,901

" Total.Federal = $1,362,212 $2,665,513 $2,109.904 $1,754,395:
: Grants , R a : v

Proportlon of .
total W11dcat , , v
budget met by a ' ; ;
Federal funds - 83% 35%. 15% 13%

‘2, The grant or1g1na11y came from the National Institute on
Mental Health. !In 1974, NIDA was made a separate agency

3 In 1975 the Manpower Admnlstratlon became the Employment
: and Trammg Admlmstratlon. B
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The table. shows Wlldcat's almost total dependence on Federal grants.
as "seed money' infthe first year was followed by marked reductions
of the Federal share each year thereafter, as other revente sources
. were developed.: A similar pattern is emerglng in the flnancmg of .
MDRC's other supported work programs. .

The: Federal grants to Wlldcat were. augmented by annual contracts
with New York-City's Department of Employment. (NYC/DOE).  Over the
years, growth of.this local source of finance permitted the reduced
dependency on Federal subsidy and, as the following table reveals, -
A NYC/DOE ‘has become Wildcat's major source of imcome; . - ‘
© Table 6.2 |

. 1V11dcat's Revenues from Employment Contract thh New York City

1972-73_ e 1973-74 - 1974-75 1975-76

Payments fi‘om\1 - ' ‘ ) , o
NYC/DOB "3\ - $2,853 $%,263,298 $7,639,932 $7,071,921

Proportlon of 1,o'ca1
Wildcat budget met o
by NYC/DOE a 42 55% . 543

H

aless than 1/2 of 1%

New York Clty s Depa.r’anent of Employment like the three Federal
agencies, was conterned in part with worker rehabilitation through
employment.  The UOE contract was also, however, a means by which
other New York City mmicipal agencies were enabled to. secure Wild-
cat services without charge to their own budgets or at a charge
lower than the value of the services rendered and much lower than
Wlldcat‘s salayy costs incurred in providing the services.

: .
Wildcat's fees for services rendered Wlldcat's income for services
Tendered has covered a small but growing portion of its budget.

. Table 6.3

‘Wildcat's Revenues from Fees for Services

1972-73 1973-74  1974-75 - 1975-76
Wildcat Teceipts = ' ’ S
for services e . : o S
tendered - $77,240 - $832,550 $1,653,222 $1,677,323

Proportion of total
‘Wildcat budget met
< by recelpts for - : R :
services- rendered 51; K 11% - 12% 13%

39



/ .

R

o

Diversion of welfare entitlements. Under the statutes goverfing our

~welfare system,” recipients are usually not required to work. Im

fact, the terms of -their welfare grants may encourage idleness

because their welfare entitlements are reduced if they secure Jobs
paying more than a modest sum. Moreover, recipients are- xemove

from the welfare rolls altogether if their. earnings exceed-a* ned /

‘amount (which often would leave them below the poverty line). Wjld-

cat demonstrated that this system could be improved by dlvertmg
welfare payments mto a; salary pool for its- supported workers

Wildcat negotlated a waiver of regulations W1th ‘the Federal Govern-
ment and suggested certain legislative changes to the State govern-
ment. As a result of these efforts, Both Federal and State welfare

agencies were enabled to contribute approx:mately $2,000 per worker
per year to Wildcat's salary pool. These funds would have been paid .
out in welfare checks had there béen no Wildcat. (See appendix B
for a more detailed discussion of the diversion mechanism.) Thus,
instead of maintaining recipients in idleness, these welfare entitle-
ments helped financing jebs for them. This, 1t was hopled,. would
lead in the long term to a reduction in welfare costs when at least
some .of the welfare recipients in Wildcat would, as a result of.
participation in supported work, leave -the: welfare rolls altogether
by finding -and holdlng onto nonsubs:LdJ.zed jobs.

The sums recelved by Wildcat through. Welfare dlver51on Tose durlng
the four-year period as shown below.

Table 6.4

e,

. Wildcat's Revenues i t’ < Welfare Dlvers:Lon

~

o

1972-73 1973-74  "1974-75 = 1975-76

Wildcat receipts ‘ ,
from welfare - B e
diversion $151,046 $951,907 $2,427,258 $2k,449,848

Proportion of total
Wildcat budget
met by welfare ‘ : N
leBI‘SlOD 9% 12% 18% = 19%

ol

4 A requirement that certain able-bodied welfare recipients register
for work and work if offered a job has, since the 1960s, been in-
corporated into selected welfare programs (e.g., Home Rellef in-
New York State and the Work Incentive program natlonally ) The -

.-exaddicts whom Wildcat employs had traditionally beéen considered
‘dJ.sabled and thus generally were not affected: by such requlrements
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Podling Revenues.. It cannot be said that the only fundmg sources
or supported work are the three that have financed Wildcat--re-

* habilitation and employment fimds, sdle of services, and diversion
of welfare entitlements. It is clear, however, that ‘stupported
employment is not'realistic without a:combindtion of funds 'from a
umber of spurcés, as the following pomts illustrate:

o During Wildcat's first four years, despite 1nflat1on, »

the ‘gross cost of keeping a Wlldcat worker- employed
for one year (including both payroll and overhead)
ranged from $10,000 at first to $9,000 later on,

_and it averaged $9,500. Approximately $6,000 of this e

amount went to the employee as salary and fringe bene-
fits; the additional costs, for supervision, were
necessary to make thls work force productive. .

But most agencies concemed with rehabilitation of

) .« "unemployables,"" however well-financed and well~

intentioned, cannot expend $9,500 to keep each

client employed for one year.

0 And New York City agenc1es were unable, in the

continued fiscal crunch, to increase their bud-
gets sufficiently to purchase the sérvices of

Wildcat employees at full cost.

Flnally, the welfaré system is not financed to
increase to $9,500 per person per year the welfare
gntltlements that presently average approximately
2,000 ,

‘The followmg table shows the proportionate part played by each of
- Wildcat's funding sources m each of the four years.

Table 6.5

, Proportionate Contributions to Wildcat Pool: 1972-1976

1972-73 - 1973-74  1974-75  1975-76

Grants and Contracts ‘ .
. Federal rehabili- , ' :
tation subsidies - 83% ’ 35% . 15% 13%

Note :

NYC/DOE o Dok BTN s s
Recelpts for ser\nces S o s S ‘u‘
, ({J rendered R 5 . 11 . 12 13
/ ‘Welfare ’dlvzer’sibn‘f 9 ‘ | "12" e 18 g
Other 3w e 1

1005 1005 100%

100%
V*51gn1f1es less f'han one percent

41



No matter how the costs are dlstnbuted the fact remains that it
costs $9,500 per year, on the average, to maintain one slot for
one Wildcat supported worker. What weriti the effects of this
$9,500 investment? That is the question taken up in Part II of -

th1s monograph and translated into economlc benefits and costs in-
‘chapter 14. .

~
S,
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‘ PART II MEASURINGQWILDCAT'S IMPAC’I'
Chapter- 7. Introductlon to Research Fmdmgs and Case Studles

The first part of this monograph outllned Wlldcat's problems and
successes in demonstrating that it could empldy and maintain large
numbers of exaddicts and exoffenders in public service, obtain’ conf
tracts for that labor from the city, and develop a variety of funding *
sources. - In this second pdrt, the monograph turns, in greéater detail,
. to issues gbout the programs impact: whether Supported work has, -
*in the long term, increased participants' employment possibilities
and earning capacity; and hence their self- sm‘-’flmency, whether *
. supported employment has reduced participants' criminal activity -
and drug use; and whether the beneflts of a program such as Wlldcat
exceed its costs.

" The impact of supported work -(or of any soc1a1 program) rs'perhaps :
best. megsured by the difference from what would have happened in

the absence of the program. . For this reason Wildcat's impact was'
‘evaluated by comparing a group of qualified applicants offered
employment (experimentals) to a similar grole not offered employment
at Wildcat {controls).

The findings from this controlled research indicate that Wildcat -
significantly increased the employment and earnings of its employees.
and consequently decreased their welfdre dependency. The differences
between controls and experimentals narrowed during the three years,
but three years after entering the study experimentals as a group
were working and earning significantly more than were controls.
Wildcat participation also apparently promoted the formation of
stable family relationships. Wildcat does not appear, however, to
have reduced criminal activity or drug use over the long term, nor
changed the leisure: time activities of its employ“'\es. ‘

The methodology Vera used to measure Wildcat's effectlveness is
detailed in the next chapter. ) The subsequent five chapters (9
through 13) examine, in turn, Wildcat's impact on employment,

welfare dependency, criminal activity, drug and alcohol use,

and lifestyle. In chapter 14, the costs of operating the program B
are compared to the benefits it has produced :

Before presentlng the results, 11' seem§ approprlate to enu)hasue : S
that the behaviors measured represent single and somewhat isolated P
dimensions in ‘the lives of the sample members. For exanple, data T
showing that 25 percent of one group was arrested in a given year =

should not be interpretedto mean that the lives of that 25 percent

were dominated by criminal Sctivity. If a person who has a record

of nine arrests and four convictions is arrested on a drug posses-

sion charge, pleads guilty at arraignment to a misdemeanor, and

receives a condltlonal discharge, the event may have ‘been terlal =

. a3 e




. To help place the controlled research tlndmgs in context about
. twenty illustrative case studies were conducted; each mvolv:mg

- to the md1v1dua1 ‘and may not reflect a crunmal 11festy1e He/she' Ty
may have been in jail overnight, but it was not the first time; the -
incident consumed relatively little time and did not change the S

' individual's self-image nor society's image Of him/her. And even

employment may mot play a central role in an individual's 1life or,
world ioutlook. = Work--like. crime or drug abuse--is just one d:men-
smn 1n compl:Lcate& and sometimes confused lives. '

i

interviews and visits to the homes and work 51tes of members of

" the experimental and control groups, Two brief portraits, one of
"Dorothy (a member of the experimental group) and one of Robert (a

member of the control group), are presented here to help the reader .

- get a-sense of the life experiences of sampie members, of which
‘ «(employment ‘eriminal act1v1ty, and drug use are. but a small part.

Dorothy and Robert were not chosen because they are representative
demographically or socio- economically of all sample members. They'
were chosen because their respective stories during the three years
after entering the study seemed representative of the types of
problems and experiénces that participaiits and controls encountered
For both Dorothy and Robert, employment played a role in their. 11ves,
but ‘a role shaped by other pressures.

{\

44

L]

; :

e

s




g

AN

" ‘Dozothy

.
“
=
i

=

gy

¥

Dorothy, a tall, solid, 29-year old black, was having a double
bzrtbday party on a recent Saturday for two.of her three . ch:.ldren.e
Because Dorothy was a working mother-—she held.a job as a clerical
typist--that Saturday was frantic. She had. to go to Long Island

to pick up her father, a retired porter, then ‘to Manhattan to pick

‘up the: cake and party: goods, and then home to cléan the apartment.

‘ Dorot.hy’s mother, Emma ,; separated from ber hu.sba.nd, braught Dorothy's‘ :

youngest child Becea from Zong Island. Becca wds beprn on’ the day

\\\tbat Do.rothy s oldest sister, Shirley, was shot by her husband. .

T is nearby

- hold.
often on .Zoan to Dorothy g mother, Emma.

&

building.

“"Let kids be kids."

“were born in the Bronx.

cin & nelghbornoo_d bar,

/Dorothy was addicted to heroin during her pregnancy with Becca and.
‘the child was born prematurely The courts .awarded custody ©of Becca
to her grandmother for a four-—year perzod because of her mother's
addxct:.on. . . :

The’ Bronx -Zoo
she and her children often visit the zoo on weekernds

in good weather, Until a year -ago, they lived in a buildlng with a
broken elevator and only the street for a playground. - Dorothy 's.

sisters, sisters-in-~law, nephews, and figces still live in that h
Dorothy prefers her \;.ndependent quarters,

'Dorothy l.zves in an apaz*tment in a two Family home.k

‘2n_important buttress of Dorothy's houssholid had been the baby-
“sitter, Joan, who lived two dooxrs away with two children. of her

own. Dorothy was able to walk Michelle and Steven to the school o
bus before she left for work; Joan plc:]fed them up when they came
Home from scboo.L and kept them until Dorothy came home. Joan, . .
married to Dorothy s Insurance agent, sewed Michelle's clothes,
cookgd for Dorothy, and took the children to the Bapt:.st Church
‘every Sunday. -

Dorothy has an "old man" whom she sees regularly and who gets along

well with hér childrén; he doesn't 1ike her to scold them gaying, EARE
He is a 31—year old machine tecbm.cian who came: ‘
from the West Indies six years. ago. Dorothiy has been with him, for -

four years, and he. contributes money and food stamps’ ‘to. the house—:

 He gives her the use of the second of his cars, though J.t is

' Emma came from Ala.bama, Dorothy s father came from V:Lrglma. mea s
‘First three'children were born in Georgia,; the four younger chJ..Zdren
The oldest living daughter is now a house-
wife .1a Harlem; the second is separated from her husband and works
Emma also-worked in a bar. "uhtil the last
‘four kids."  Two of Dorothy's sisters are twins; Geraldine works

in a consumer protection program's aff:.ce, and Barbara works in .a e
a"epar,,mem: store. Dorothy s .oldest sister Sh.u‘ley had seven chJ..Zdren, R

‘ several of wbom noiy ‘haye ‘children of their own.
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Dorothy grew up in the Bronx, attend.v.ng public school. She took a

- relerical course in high school, wanting to be an execut:.ve secletarg.i«

FProm the time she was 14, she worked in a Harlen bar as a cashier,

-working after school from 4 to 12.and on Saturdays. That’ bar also
~employed her mother, sisters, nephews, and nieces. Dorothg says
she could.always go back to work there. ' She gave money to hér
“mother when she was woz‘klng during high school, a.nd proudly reporf:s

thaf: she pald for her own’ wedd:.ng.

Dorothy s husband, Steven, started ”messmg around" with drugs in
)ugh school. He was Dorothy's *childhood lov>'f and the two were

" engaged &t 17.  Her family was pleased with the relationship,
‘although’ Steven hHad already been arrested and jailed a few times.

When they first married, Steven had a job as a welder for the rall-
road. Fired from tl:at job because he was using drugs; he got another
Jjob as a welder in'a toy factory. He lost that- job when he was

’ arrested and jailed on dzug charges.

VAfter graduating hz.gh school and marrying, Dorothy worked as a olerJ.-

cal typist at a life ‘insurance conpany but that job ended when she
was sevenT;;bnths pregnant with her first. ch:.ld, Steven, Michelle

'followed a year: later and Becca two years after that.

Dorothg s expenmentatlon WJ.th drugs, like her husband’s, began in

‘high schood. "My whole crowd was "messing around.' My father

wasn't véry enthusiastic about it. It was after I got married that
I really got strung out." Steven sold. drugs, so there was always a
gteady supply.: In all ,-Dorothy used drugs for Five years and was

- arrested once during that time for shoplifting.

Becca's blrth was ‘a turmng point for Dorothy. "Ong day, I just got
tired of it all. I vold my'mother, 'I just can't stay with Steven.
He doesn*t want to gquit. I'mileaving him.'" Steven was later‘

“killed in a prJ.son brawl.

Doz'at.hy knows the details of thg*“law that prevents an addicted

mother from taking her infant home from thé Hospital. Dorothy's
mother took the chzldren in 1971 when the court was about to plaoe
Becca ' in a foster home. Tt was then that Doz'othy applied to a dz'ug

. abuse treatment program. Emma was assigned as legal guardian for

Becca, and Do¥othy retained custody’ of the other two. Dorothy
empathizes with "the many Wildcat women who are flghtmg for custody
of their kids, children put in foster homes. I wds one of the

: really Zucky ones."

‘ when Dozothg started 'working at. Wlldcat, "her-children ‘rece.ived -small
"welfare grants to augment Dorothy s.earnings from employment. By

the time she left Wlldcat, ‘such supplementary payments were ne longer

| necéssary. -
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Dgxothg s, metbadone p,rogzam z‘efe,r,red' he,r to. Wildcat., Two years Ly
later she took a medical ‘leave from Wildcat to’ detoxify from metha~
done, . She reports no problems with detox:.fying and says that she

has no friends, eitbe;: at Home or in the: neighbarhoad, still on-
dz'ugs. . . 3 .
WhJ.le at Wildcat, Doroti*y was a551gned to many d.szerent work s.ztes.
"I'm moved to something else every day.... In elght months I made =
it to $115 g week, I've taken every tralning program they. offered. .
_I'went first to RCA for three months. There T leamed' typing,: math,
) ,readmg, and life skills, and a manpower thzng. I passed the test
theg gave at thé end, but RCA doesn't place the students. ‘So I o
came back o Wildcat, ‘Then I took an, IBM course; I -learned the MTST .
machine, the Key Punch-machine, and secretarial skills. I passed
the test there too, . I applied at Bankers' Trust. "I passed the ) L
tests there,  They do coding checks by machine, I don't really want, :
a“job I‘m not interested in, because then you don't want to ~come to.
work. I’ger bored at home Wltb noth.mg to do after cleau:.ng up.”

4 I

Dorothy left Wildca: after 2% years for a job at a bank at $140 per
week. A month later she took & leave of absence’ because her baby~:
sitter, Joan, moved away from the neighborhood and she no .Zonger
had adequate care for the children after schopl.

Robert B
At 26, Rabert syendb many hours eac}; week playlng basketball at . a
small playground near his home. He has lived all his 1ife on
151st Street in West Harlem. The apartments on that street are
rundown ,; with heavy women ' leaning Ffrom upper wmdows and unoccup.led
young men s.lttlng on the stoops. :

Robert's door has three locks in makeshift arrangements. (His fam.z‘ly

has never been robbed.) His ig the only apartment on the. fifth

_ Floor now occupied: "My good friend used to lJ.ve next door, but .
everyone s noved away now. " ‘ o s

Robert is up bg 9 a.m. He spends the first part of his morning.
cleaning up, washing dishes and vacuuming. ~He gets his clothes
' ,r‘eadg,’f"r wash my shirt and pants and jacket every day."” -He shops,
goes to see friends and buys the paper. He' has' lunch-before going
" downtown for work at 3: 304 : . .

After work, he somet:.mes meets fr.v.ends or cones home to watch
ytelevision. He does not spend much time in bars.  On Weekends, :

"I mostly stay around here. I do.my laundry and watch a lot of ..

TV All the sports are on the weekends.’! .

M




" All my -mother's people came from the South, from Georgia. My father's
people camé from Poughkeepsie. :Néither of my parent‘s‘finis}zed high
school. My mother was 15 when-thé first baby was born. I lived with
my grandmother till I was s.zx, mj_mother always worked. "My father .
and mother separated when I was. 10; I used to seg him &Vvery week ' .
- until he got sick.. He was an auto mechanic in & gas stsation and, | : /
even whén he left, he lived nearby. ‘He didn't have another fam:.lym

. He @ied of a liver ailment’ when I was 6.

My brothers and I had out own gangs ¢ we've alwags lzved .1n the ghetto
and played -z lot of basketball. I used to like it when my grandmother :

would take 4s. to c.hurch on t]ze holidays. We: always qot dressed up.”

Robert id the thiz‘c. ison, the "baby bog " His brother Walter is 35,
" George 32; ‘both brothers are married and have foup children apiece.
Walter works ‘at a messenger service, and Géorge at a variety store.
Both brothers » previously addicted to- drugs and maintained on metha-
done, are now drug free.’ Robert's younger s:Lster, Al::.ce, now 18,
was born blind but has completed h:Lgh school and attends actlv.xt:.es
at the Manhattan L:Lghthouse. :

Robert, kept back in the seventh grade,' started exper:.mentlng w.lth
drugs when he was going into- the ninth grade at age 15, He. tried
marJ.huana, cocaine, heroin. ‘ S ' :

na. lot of imy. friends were older and they had left to go to Bigh school.
I wanted to work but all iy friends on the outside, my idols, were

on the. stréet hanging out.- I went to night school a little while, .
after I quit, but I didn't st.zck. My brother got his-HSE. He even
got-a Job in a training program teaching other: people.. He can éven

do income tax for people. .But he is working Ina messenger gob like ‘
me. : His mind 1s not ready yet. My mind wasn't ready when I was going
to mgbt school e:.ther " : ! g R . :

o l,w?:len Robert was 19 he wem‘: to a traJ.rung school for phctography'

lnput T Jeft to be closer to my fr.zends again. ‘I had gotten: heav:.lg
into ‘drugs. I only stayed at school a month. If I get enough money .
together I could get my. own develop:mg egulpment. But in 1969, T
had somethlng else on mg m:md "o g Tl

Except for two short Jail stays, Robert was on drugs for fJ.ve years. :
"It was hectic. I used to sell (drugs) to make & fast buck, but 1"
would rather have been working. I haven't done anything J.llegal

for . a couple of years now. I lived at home the whole time, hanging
out on the streets," : Do R : ,

In 1968 Robert was charged with two coants of sellJ.ng drugs. In
1969, he was -arrested and charged with robbery. wh:.le delivering:
stocks and bonds:for an investment company. "I was already gezng/f
“to court for somethmg mznor, so tbey plcked on me. : They had my;
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; manpower program in auto mechanics.: -The program was stopped after
. flve months because of tﬁe CJ.ty 5 f.mancral Cr.'LSlS.' : -

kf"We got pa:.d in the program, $75 every week.‘ .

prrnts in the pol.xce book. . But I never did the robberg. They
“wouldn't hire me “back. anyway ;. so T ‘ran numbers for:a: while, maybe A
three or four years., It's good money. Numbers take ‘all .day, tlzough. PR
“ you have to start at 6 acm.; you go 'til 5 p.m, I was locked up a L
couple of times, but the boss always bailed me out. " :

i Robert entered a methadone marntenance program in. 1971 at’ the urglng
“of his probation officer. "I spent Five years in the program.
Methadone has helped me to take life a little slower... .. I.can see

the error of what I did and methadone makes it- poss:.ble for me to make -
correct,mns. I don't have - to worry about dope and have t1me to put

‘my energy® ‘bther places e ;

How that he has detoxed , Robert has changed his view .of methadone:’
"It was a hectic 5 or 6 years on methadone. You don't realize the’
effect methadone-is having on you while you're taking it. They gave
-you too much then; I was high on methadone when I first went to'
Wildcat,  As a drug, J.t s just one drug in place of another; it's
doing more harm than good.... When I got off: methadone, T tned to
stop associating with the people I hung out w.z.th before. I wanted

- to have a whole other way of Iife. " A
Robert was cautious-about detoxrfy.mg. ‘He went from 120 mg. per dose
in 1971 to 80 mg. in.1974, 60 mg. in the summer of 1976, and detoxed

" From' September to November 1976. :

Robert has never been. able to ‘collect ‘unemployment insurance because,
‘he says,- "You have' to have worked somewhere for eight months before
you can. get unemployment." He . says his probatlon was, extended because
he didn't have any one job for a long enough: period of time. - Since -
enterrng the methadone program Robert has had a patchwork of ]Obs.‘ )

. He dellvered tgpewr.rters part—tlme, he parnted the .1ns1de of ‘a van—- ;
ety store on his block. "And there were three jobs: before that.: .

Bach lasted less than one month,". He remembers that he worked. for

a moving company ; part—tzme, for five months. Robert was hrred ‘as’

a securJ.ty guard at a construot:.on ‘site at-a Bronx: hospital but gurt
because he didn't make enough money.. In 1973, he got a" temporarg

Jjob with a messenger service for $80 a week, mak.rng Chrigtmas . "
del.zver:.es. ~This was followed. by- ,a‘stJ.nt at floor—waxrng for $_6“5?‘*’

" In 1975 Robert was sent by }us drug abuse treatment program to a

.1 r hctted J.t when’ ﬁé

they cut: ‘the program short; but I got'a certlf.zcate. I got it hung
up on mg wall,a There are lots of garages--they Just don't have R




. conszdered it dangerous.

: _,money to pay you.v They have a steady mechanic already and they Just :

want you to pump gas. I still-see. some of the guys. from the course. '
They dzdn't get _’jObS, ezther." . .

When the auto mechan.zc s course; ended am‘z‘ no related ‘Job: appeared,
. :Robert drove: a cab.  He was ‘ambivalent «about th.zs ]ob because he -

‘.'Z’he summer of '75 brought "the best job I ever had." Robert worked .
; for a food service company.-  Each morning at 6.4:m., he met his car
.pool mates under the Georgeé Wash:mgton Bridge,;  and they. ‘drove ‘to .

: - New J rsey to’ p.rck up the daz.ry products for the: lunches. o R

v"We brought m:.lk and Juz.ces back for the kids. I 1iked the guys a
v lok. . They call me every summer to do. the -job aga:m. ‘Tt finighed :
in September: when‘the camps ‘closed. . I was just: a helper and s0. I :
" made 5109 a week. You have to have. a New York State dr.lver's lJ.cense R
“to. be a driver.‘ The dr.lver J.S pa;d $150 per week." ' :

Robert h.rs mother, and s.zster lJ.ve 1n the flve—room apartment (1n-‘
clud:.ng bath and kitchen) his mother has-lived in for 30 years. The
$60 per .month rent'is covez'ed by hJ.S sister's Soc1al Security grant.
Hig mother receives Home Relief funds, but. glso works four hours each
'morm.ng as a housekeeper for a. lady on West End Avenue and sometinmes
works additional hours for spec.lal occasions. - Robert has contributed .
to various home’ purchases ; such as an air. conditiocner. During. the -
six years since he entered the drug abuse treatment program, periods
of ~employment have alternated with periods of ‘training programs.and- ..
welfare receipt. ~He hds obtalned two: jobs through the New York State
Employmenf-* “ervice, . the rest: through friends. - He. 'notés that welfare
is a "hi s 2" it takes months. to'qualify. . "There's not puch I can
- do rJ.ght nowy T try to put aside $20~30 when I get paid. My mother
- putg away money , for-me that I give her. . I use the extra to help ny
mother, and recently thlngs are better." ) e

Robert has’ had the same woman frlend 51nce 1969 "I loye Annie but
wLtm not ready to get marr.zed yet....‘ She's a registered nurse.' We
‘went o elementary ‘school together. She graduated from hlgh school
and ‘then went on.to Manhattan Commumty College to study nursing. -
Now she has. a B. S.; and her master's. . She works. at a hospltal in,
.Harlem. she has another job at the same time, a private nursing |
]ob ‘She takes -cdrée of an old woman on Riverside Drive.... ' She’

o llved ‘with me at .my.house for a while.in '75; but I wasn't. ready E
yet: for the financial ‘responsibility. My.income wasn't enough.- In’
~-1976,. we* took a bus trip to-.Canada. . She has a.car, but we took the

. - bug-~it's cheaper. I'll marry her, I suppose, someday if I ever .

" find‘out what I want,...  Tg.go back to school or whatever. I see

- her-about! once a month now.” .She lives. just three blocks away.

see her mof_her every-day. - She has always been-after me to go back
~to schpool. . I know that you have to have an educat:._on,to get_ anywhere.




'I don' t care what you do,. 80 long as: you work hard, not hang out
on' ‘the street, - 'she sags to me."_

e Wben pressed to cons.lder the future, Robe,rt is cautzous.~ "I suppose
{if I could, I'd Iike: to. go -to. Georgia and get a home. . It would be .
“according to. the: kind. of Hob I could get .o T think too about the
“High' School Equ.zvalency posszb:.lzty. It depends on how it works

out: at. the messenger: job:. ..I would rather have a full-time jéb now,
but it takes so miuch’in ‘taxes: -1 have a friend at work who has
-another job in the-evening; he sélls papers.. The cost of 1iving is
B go.mg up, ‘but not the wages., <. I couldn't go back to auto mechanics;.
" there just aren't the Jobs that pay enough.- Pumping gas just isn't:
'.Q‘ood"'-. ' R T

‘*About gettlng marmed he replles, ".l.f 1‘ get m,' ngh School quuva- :
lency.=.if I get another ‘Job...if I get my. own bus.mess go:.ng.... T
It all comes down to moneg v . .
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Chapte:c 8. How W;lecat‘s Impact was Measured

Social- ‘programs are d1ff1cu1t to. evaluate. lt is often d;,ffmult B
to distinguish the impact of the Social program from the impact of
of other factors affecting the behavior of the participants, For
- éxample, a program to train: watc]makers may be hailed as-a success -
if most of its alumii.secure jobs in. the watch industry, or condemmedr .
as a failure if few -are h1red-~yet the outcome may .depend far more
on the trend of employment in the watch Andustry than on the effec- -~
‘tiveness of the training program. Therefore, to medsure the impact
of the program, Vera's research staff built a controlled exper;unent’
into Wll&cat from the beginning.

" As noted ‘above (chapter 2), exaddlcts referred by drug abuse treat-
- ment programs were first screened to determine whether they met
Wildcat's objective eligibility criteria, and then screened to _
determine whether they appeared "work-ready."  Applicants who sur-
vived both procedures were next routed to Vera's research department.

" Between May 1972 and August 1973, 604 pre-screenied exaddicts were ..
referred to Vera's research staff and enrolled in the "Erelmlnary
research sample" :Eor the ‘controlled Wildcat experiment

"Not all 604 however, were offered Wlldcat jobs. Instead, each
applicant was assigned randomly by 1ot to one of two groups. Half

" of the 604 qualified applicants were designated “'experimentals" and
weré told to report for work. The other half were designated “'con-

" trols' and were sent back to the referral agency. Three hundred -
and two applicants ended.up in each group and, as a result of the =

1 -Exoffenders referred by correctlons agenc1es were 3551gned to ‘a
"second study. The decision to conduct separate studies was
based on the concern that exaddicts in treatment might respond
differently to Wildcat than nonaddicts or exoffenders recently
released from correctional institutions. The more heterogeneous
- sample, the more-difficult it would be to detect statistically
. significant differences between experimentals and controls. The
" study on exoffenders lasted a year and 'indicated that the impact
- of Wildcat on exoffenders was similas to the impact on exaddicts
during the first year of Wildcat, although reductions in arrest
" rates werg not -as marked during the first six- months among ex-.
<offenders as they were among exaddlcts :
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random asmgnment proce Te, the;re were no s;gmf;cant dlfferences
‘between the two groups,® If the two groups diverged later, the
differances arising could be attributed with a high degree of con-..
fidence to the Wlldcat experience of the experimentals and to the

- lack of such experience among the controls--since other factors,

including the general economlc level would have an equal impact on. o
both groups : S , : :
However, comparisons between exper:mentals and controls reported in ¢ ;
this Part II of the monograph are not comparisons between employees -
who worked at Wildcat for three years and exaddicts offered no

- services. Rather, the comparison is between experlmentals who stayed

at Wildcat from one week to three years and controls who were en- .
rolled in drug abuse treatment programs and were eligible for a wide
variety of services mcludlng counseling, vocational trammg and

_guidance, and assistance in finding jobs. -Many controls de in fact

secure jobs, and some held on to them. If the control group were
composed ‘of "'street addicts' who were not enrolled in other programs-- .
if they lacked access to social and employment semces~-the con-
trasts between Wlldcat workers and controls would probably have been
more marked.. : , § ; Ens

In many of the compansons Wthh follow, differences betwee.n experi-. .
mentals and controls on a variable, such as.arrest rafe, are smaller
than the differences between sample members (both experlmerltals and .
controls) who were steadily employed and those who were marginally .
employed, Significant differences between experimentals. and controls,
even though small; can be safely attributed to Wildcat. But differ- .
ences between the employed and the unemployed cannot safeiy be

“attributed to employment because self-selection factors confound -
*the interpretation: the experunentals who managed well at Wildcat

or in subsequent JObS and the controls who secured and maintained i

" 'jobs without Wildcat's help, were not a random sample of aqythmg

Whatever constellation of factors (e.g., initiative, motivation, . .
stability, mtelllgence) combined to make particular experimentals
and controls succeed in the world of work may also have led them to
refrain from anti-social activities. Another result of these self-

‘selective factors is that the data do not permit separatlng‘ out the-
~ extent to which employment p_ggﬁse, as-opposed to supported’ employment

was Tesponsible fog dlfferences in behav:wr emdenced by expermen-
tals and controls ' t = . ,

i
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To check whether the random pmcedure had mdeed created two

.. ‘equal groups, the controls and exper:unentals were compared on

" ‘more ‘than 100 demographic and. socio-economic variables. At
intake; they only differed sign ticantly on five of the varlables.

"« since by chance it would be ‘expected that they would diffgr on

Five ‘of the 100, it was concluded that. for statlstlcal pu-poses :
the two groups Were 1dent1ca1 ; s
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 Many efforts to. evaluate social programs are weakened by bre\m:y of
. study, in addition to the abovementioned difficulties of isolating
the program itself as causing any observed changes, - Partlc:lpants
are usually studied when they enter and when they leave a program--
but usually little or no data are collected concerning the long-
range impact of the program on participants after they have left it.
To remedy this, Vera planned to follow each participant for three
years. An intake (or baseline) interview was given both experimentals.
"and controls. immediately before their assigmment to one group or the
other. -Thereafter, interviews wére scheduled at intervals through .
- the next three years, Modest st:pends were paid to controls to
secure their cooperation for intérviews, and similar ‘stipends were -
paid to experimentals after they.left !szdcat. ‘Since the majority
of experimentals left Wildcat before the end of the three years,
data were available on alumnl followmg termlnatlon of the1r supported
“Wwork expenence

‘As in most controlled exper;unents mvolv:.ng people, the "prelmmlary
. research sample" differed from the findl sample. Twelve experi-
mentals and fourteen controls died during the three-year period,
reducing. the sample to 578.% Eléven appllcants originally assigned |
-+ as experimentals were later found to be mellglble- ~that is, they
* did not meet Wildcat's objective,eligibility criteria, and were
~therefore deleted from the sample‘ Wildcat intake staff did not
always screen applicants against the list of those already assigned
as controls. As a result, 19 of|those dccepted as controls were
subsequently hired by Wlldcat these 19 were excluded from the con-
trol group. Eight experlmentals ‘and seven controls were excluded
as the result of another kind of error; they had been referred by
correctional agencies rather than by drug programs. ‘Two experi-
mentals were eliminated when it was discovered that imposters had:
taken their place at the‘annual .Lntemew. These exclusions shrank
the research sample from 604 to 531--269 expernnentals and- 262
’controls. E : ‘ o
The mtake mtemew and three yvar end mterv1ews were extensive,
" covering employment, welfare stalus, criminal act1v1ty, drug abuse -
« treament status drug and alcohol use, and &variety of l1festyle

> Ideally, a second control grouji would have been formed in which . \tfa: '
‘each menber was provided a nonsubsidized job. ‘It would then have .
been possible to isolate the effects of supported work from work, . A
However, such'a de51gn was unrpalistic given the problems of
- placing exaddicts in regular j obs. - Indeed, part of the raison ‘
3 ‘d'etre of ‘Wildcat was the d1ff |cu1t1es of flndmg employment for
. exaddicts. (See Lenihan, K., Thilocking the Secord Gate, 1976,
: vfor a. yeport on an expermentar. ‘program which included flndlng
jobs for exoffenders. Exoffenilers assigned to the job placement
_group were no more likely to biz employed than those.not in the
,Jobplacementgroup)b el SN S Lo

4 For a rev1ew of 1:hese¥dea‘ths5 see appendix C. .
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.- One further adjustment must be noted. Of the 302 members in the pre<
* liminary experimental sample, 30 (or 10 percent) failed to shoy up |

‘ questlons such as living arra.ngements and use of 1e15ure time.* 5

- for followup interviews and are lost to the study, Vera researchers
+ many sample members did not have pérmanent homes, only about half had

- factors, interviewers managed to secure all three amnual interviews
. with 417 out of the 531 sample members--210 experimentals g78 per- |

‘ported work Jobs, but with the Jmpact of supported work on those who |

.~ members for whom complete followup data were avallable and those

W

L

These interviews were held with Wildcat employees at the work site |
or in the Vera research office, and were deemed a part of their
duties as employees. Controls and Wildcat alumi .received $10.
for each year-end interviéw; the interviews were held either in
the Vera research office or at the respondent's home orcdrug abuse
treatment program .

Intervening interviews (at bmtonthly or quarterly mtervals) were
shorter; their chief function was to keep the researchers in touch
with the sampie. Wildcat workers were commonly given these inter-
views at their work sites} Wildcat alumni and controls were usually
interviewed by phone and recelved $5 per interview,

Durlng most 1ong1tud1na1 studies, a few participants cannot be found
expected that the followup loss for this study would be 1arge—-s:mce1

telephones, and almost none had a business address Despite these

cent of the 269) and 207 controls (79 percent of the 262). i

i
i

1

for work. -Fourteen of these 'no-shows! were lost to followup and ‘% :

thus excluded from the experimental sample for lack of complete data.
Complete followup data were available for 16, but they were excluded
from the experimental group nonetheless because the research was not
concerned with what happens to a cohort of :applicants offered. sup-

5 Coples of the mstruments are avallable from- the Vera Instltute.

The followup data was :mconplete for 114 sample members (59 ex-
perimentals and 55 controls).  However, for 87 of these 114
people some data was available. At least one ammual interview .
was. completed for 38 experimentals and 27 controls, and data of.
other kinds (such as reports from family, friends, or drug abuse -
counselors on the whereabouts of the sample member) were ‘available

- for 10 experimentals and 12 controls.. No followup' data were avail-j’ =~ -

able for only six percent of the sample (11 experimentals and 16
controls). A comparison of the demographic data (available from .
intake 1nterv1ews) showed no pattern of differences between sample

. for whom data were mcomplete.
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are emﬁltxed even if for only a day.‘ Analyses were . done to deter-

er theiy éxclusion made any 51gn1f1cant differences in,

the results. It d;Ld not, *_;-,

The table below shows how. the study sample (401) was ‘derived from

the prelmmmary Tesearch’ Sample (_00 )

- W
< ;

//’\. /)
o Table 8.1
Comparison of Preliminary’ Research Sample
' with Final Followup Sample ~
* " Experineritals ‘Coritrls  * Total
Preliminary sample = 302 302 604
Corrected sample 9 262 531
Corrected sample with’
complete followup o ' v .
_ interviews 210 : 207 417
Corrected sanple with ‘
complete followup .
interviews but with o "»‘«\;f -
no-shows elmunated 194 o207 . 401,

The data collected/ ‘through interviews with these 401 study sample
menbers provide the basis for determining the impact Wildcat had
on the employmgnt welfdre receipt, drug use and lifestyle of

Cits employees.

Since these data are based on self-reports and:"

the sample members may not have always reported their activities
accurately, self-reports were checked against official ‘records

- With respect to employmént status, earnings, welfare data, and
drug use for a.subsample of participants. For both expsrimentals
and controls, self-reported welfare data was generally accurate,
With respect to employment, however, controls were-less candid than
experimentals: . controls were more likely to exaggerate earnings

- or.report they were working when such employment could not be

verified. Whlle e)q)ermentals weye mere rellable than controls ‘

Inter\rlewers were a mixed lot: a’bout; 50 percent were male* about
50 percent were exaddicts or exoffenders; more than 70 percent -

. were minority; and about 20 percent had co].lege degrees with

" specific training in research.  Analyses of self-reported data
indicated that sample members were not systematically more candid

(e.g., reported more crime) with interviewers who resembled ‘them

demographlcally (e.g. s black, male, exaddlct)

8 The size of the subsample used for verlflcatlon varied. (See’

cation procedures.)

chapters 9, 10, 11, and 12 for additional discussion of ver1f1-7
56 :
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. about enployment, they were less reliable abput d;rug use; .. the .

- self-reports of experimentals were less likely to be confirmed A
by the drug trsatment programs than the self~reports of controls,

Although self-reported ddata on criminal activity and arrests were:

collected, the availability of official arrest records for vir-

= tually all sample members and the wmder-reporting of arrests by

both experimentals and controls led to the use of police .'mre<1:
data rather than self- “Teports. ,

A few more quahflcatlons should be noted before rev;.ewmg the
research findings; these qualifications concern the Tepresenta-
tiveness of the Wg.ldcat Sample: : :

~The ‘sample is not” representative of all hard-to- enploy people, only
exaddicts referred by drug abuse treatment programs are included,

-Similarly, the sample is not typical of all exaddicts but, at best,

it is typical of those who stay in treatment programs for’ three
months, meet Wildcat eligibility criteria, are judged work-ready
by the W;lecat staff, show up for 1nterv1ews and - (for expenmentals)
actually start work,

And in two minor respects the sample is nota random sample of all
Wildcat employees, Only applicants deemed eligible for work and’
processed between May 1972 and August 1973 were eligible for the
~sample. As previously indicated, sample members were slightly .
younger and more likely to be malntalned on-methadone that were

the total populatlon of Mildcat workers referred by drug abuse . . BN
treatment programs befof¢ 1976. In addition, those hired for cer-
tain jobs during the sampling period--drivers and library clerks--
were excluded from the sample because there were not enough eligible b
applicants with these skills to make possible the assigmment of half
as controls and still meet Wildcat's operating need. Despite these |
minor exceptions, findings of the controlled research study appear

to be applicable to the entire Wildcat populations and, generally ,

to former addicts 1n treatment programs.

Confidence in applylng the findings “From Wlldcat to other exaddmts
"has received prehmmary confirmation from the Tesults of the first
followup ‘interviews with exaddicts in four different Manpower Demon-
" stration Research Corporation supported work sites. -As noted in the
“Introduction, these results ‘generally parallel the first _year results
from Wildcat, This suggests that the findings reported in the ‘
following sections could apply to other exaddlcts employed by other -
supported work programs
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Chapter 9 Impact oi. Wlldcat Employment

4
. The Wﬂdcat research plan. was de51g:1ed to test” four hypotheees :
‘“bout.. employment: 1) that chronically unemployed exaddicts would )
. work if offered jobs; 2) that they would keep their jobs for-sub- 4
= stantial- periods if the jobs were structured in ‘particular’ ways. /
" . (e.g., supported work); 3) that they would work productively in a
supported work env1ronn1ent"and 4) .that such work would prepare
them' »«for JObS in the nODSUbSldlZed labor market : )

~The fmdmg., prov:tde support for all four hypotheses Of the 302 “f
experimentals. offered Wildcat jobs, all but 30 showed up for work. =
. More than half of those who started work stayed on the job for at
‘least a year. . The typical supported work ‘participant was absent
“one day in ten. -About one-third of Wildcat workers graduated to
. mnsu’seidlzed jobs -and most held onto those jobs for at least six
.- monith8.* ‘The longer an employee stayed at Wildcat, the more 11ke1y
‘the employee was to fmd cubsequent employment., vl ‘

The data on employment have been divided into ‘chree sectlons
* - First, data on the performance of _employees .at Wildcat are pre-
sented; second, the employment. experiences of members of the
~exper1menta1 sample {(both while at Wildcat and after Wildcat) are
: compared ‘to those of the control- sample, and third, Wildcat's’
Lo impact on preparatlon of em,,loyees for’ nonsub51d1zed jobs is
SO explored. o

,The employment data are based .on the respondents a:nswers to ques— :
-y tions about whether they worked, where they worked, the type.of =~ -
-z job they held, and the salary they earned. = Two methods were used - '

" to yerify these self-reported data, Fn'st, efforts were made to’
- -contact employsrs of sample members ‘Second, Social Security .
-Admlnlstratlon (SSA) records of mcome were checlced

il

&

1. The above data are’ based ORt the exper:unental sample (x1~194) .
~comparison with data from Wildcat as a whole suggests the experl- @
mental data are fairly representative. During the first four ,
years, about 10 percent of all candidates offered jobs at Wildcat

- did not show up for work, -absenteeism averagec! 10.7 percenit;, 47 -
percent of those who showed up for ‘the first day stayed at least =,
a year, and 32 percent graduated by the end of thelr thlrd year

.

In contacting employees the researchers only mentloned Vera or
Wildecat if permission from the respondent had been prev1ously
granted :
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Mme than two-*h:.rd“’ of employers of controls and about half of the

- employers. of experimentals, in a sample of 72 nonsubsidized jobs,

could not be contacted because mmbers were -not-listed in’telephone
directories. Of those contacted, the jobs reported in the personal
interview wexe Vverified for 84 percent of- the control group and 95
percent of the expermentdl group.. S

_Soc1a1 Securlty Admm:Lstratlon data were avallable only in. the »

aggregate: “individual reported income could not be compared to.

- individual official records. However, SSA:provided Vera researchers

average: 1nu:me for all expernmentals and all controls.  When these
averages were comparad to average income based on self-reports,
they indicated that both. experimentals and controls earned less
than they reported in the personal interviews. This discrepancy
may \be partly attributed to respondents exaggerating their employ- -
ment and’ eammgs but also to the fact that many goverrmental and .
nonprofit agencies do not require employees to pay SSA taxes and .
other employers work off-the-books, not reporting earnings or em-
ployrient to the government. Although SSA earnings figures were
lower than self-reported earnings, the difference in earnings
between expermentals and c:ontrols was of the same magmtude.

These teclmlques for venfymg self~reported employment data
suggested that experimentals and controls may have reported more -
and better jobs than they actually had. However, both techniques
also systematically undercounted jobs. in which a record.of employ-
ment'is ot sent to SSA or is not nigintained at all. The finding
that controls may have exaggerated more than experimentals suggests
that the differenciés between experimentals and controls reported
in this chapter understate the true differences. While the reader
is cautioned to-accept the mmbers as ballpark figures, the rela-
tive employment rates of expermentals and ‘controls appear feliable.

Work Performance at Wildcat

A threshold question about supported work--would exaddicts work if
offered jobs--has been answered positively and definitely. . Since.
Wildcat began, there have always been more applicants than posi-.
tions open; about 90 percent of those offered jobs have shown up
for work; about one-third of thdse who have not shown up for work
have fomd nonsupported jobs in the interval between behlg offered .
the job and the first day of work o

Among those who show up for work 75 percent have stayed mcre than
three months, 36 percent more than a year; 33 percent more than
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‘ two years, 23 pegcent more than three yearS' and 10 percent more' N
- than four years.® More than half of those who stayed beyond "
v ,three )fears were crew chrefs. Co s

=

Why did workers 1eave Wildcat? Termmatmns can be d1V1ded mto‘
three categories; some workers were fired, some quit, -and some
graduated directly to nonsubsidized jobs. A small propertion.of -
those who were fired or quit subsequently found jobs (see table -
°9.6) . - Among Wildcat workers who stayed less than one year, 30 v
percent graduated directly to conventional jobs; among those who .
stayed more than: two but -less than three years, 48 percent gradu-

- ated (see table 9.1). These graduation rates were achieved des- -
pite the fact that, prior to 1975, Wildcat provided relatively
little help to its workers in seekmg regular employment. Sixty
percent of the' Wildcat workers who graduated to nonsubsidized jobs
reported ‘that’ they found their jobs by themselves or-through family

-‘and" friends; the same proportion of controls who found -jobs reportec
that they also found them through famlly and friends.

Table 9.1 b.

Mode of Temma’clon, By Year of Study
, (Expermentals only)

/VY‘ea'.r 1  Year 2 Year 3

o @) @el13) @=13)
Gfadlraiea G 06 438 ,48’%

uit om0 w23

Fred 3% 3 29

 Total Terminations w08 2008 1008

v a. The n¥s reflect the cmmlatlve number of employees who 1eft
Wildcat in each year.  In each year, the mode. of termmatlon
was unlmown for:17 employees. .

3 These flgures like most other flgures in this chapter, refer
-~ only to experimentals for whom three-year followup datd are
available. Fourth year data was available on the -length of stay.
at Wildcat but not ‘on other variables, Since followups of those
who stayed at Wildcat are more complete than for those who did .

not, they are over- represented in the experimental sample. Among'”' e

the more than 4,000 workers employed by Wildcat during its first
four years, only 15 percent stayed three years or longer--as .
compared w1th 23 percent in the ‘experimental sample, - Current
data-on length of stay at Wildcat differs markedly because
vemployes are now requlred to terminate afte* 12 or 18 months.
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Among those who qmt W11dcat, somé no doubt qu1t because they Inew

they ‘were about to get fired.- Others quit’ for reasons unrelated -

to the job, such! as illness, - incarceration, a dec1slon to move out

~ of New York C:Lt:y,1 ora declslon to go back to school. An tmknowr/
proportion may have .quit because they did not want to’ Work any

‘ 1onger, or because they did not 11ke then' Wlldcat work

~About half of those fired were tenmxated for excessive: absenteelsm‘>‘ :
and lateness. Other firings were due to use of alcohol or other =
drugs on the Job,, abusrve language, or vmlent behavmr. :

Absenteelsm rates;l from the private and publlc sector have been A
collected in- orde‘r' ‘to compare attendance at Wildcat with that in

~ the nonsubsidized} labor market. While it has k&en difficult to-

_identify a compamble nonsubsidized company, 4 rough comparison
tan be made with Some natienally collected data. Among manufac-

* turing and- nomxanufacturmg companies and ggvernment agencies
surveyed by the Bureau of National Affairs,? absenteeism rates
ranged from 1.8 percent ‘to 11.4 percent; Wildcats median absen- .
tee rate of 9.4 pércent stood near, but not at, the top of this
range.  The quarter of supported work part1c1pants with the best
‘attendance records had an absentee rate of 5.0 percent--as com-

. pared with a medlcrn 4.0 percent rate for all of the companies. and
government agenciés surveyed. Wildedt experienced an excessively

high rate of absefiteeism (18.7 percent) among that quarter of

supported workers»w:tth the worst attendance records

gg : Table 9.2 =©

L
Comparlson “of Absenteelsm Rates“
Wildcat and Nonsupported Work

Fn'st Quartlle Median Fourth ‘Quartile -

D : CWorst attenHance) ~ (Best attendance) -
Wildcat 187 9.4 5.0

Nonsupported work, _5_‘_.3 SR 4.0 3.0
(combination of .1 L e ) ,
manufacturing, ton-

“manufacturing, and
goverment)

4. Survey *No... 106 Personnel P011c1es Forum, The Bureau of
Natmnal Affalrs, Inc Y Wishmgton, D. C. . M'?’ 1974.
. N v . ; N By / :




Absenteelsm dur:mg a worker's fu'st three months at Wlldcat proved» :

to be an ‘excellent predictor of subsequent success both inand - = =

_out of Wildcat. The lower the first three-months' absentee rate, ;
the more likely a worker was to be employed: at some Job dunng the )

: thnd year .of the study , :

Y :

. Few employees Were. fn‘ed for not meetlng perfomance standards.

‘And, indeed, comparisons of Wildcat productivity with private and ,

publlc sector standards suggest that Wildcat crews in most types -

of work weye only somewhat less productive than nonsubsidized

employees.” For example, in observations of 11brary and Custodial

: work ‘the follcmmg dlfferences were noted: o '

Table 9. 3

A Comparison of Wildcat: and Clt}’ Employees

On Productlvuy 1n Library and Custodlal Job= :
; ‘Regular - -

Wlldcat Employees -City Employees -

Book ordering in.

publlc 11brary DR _ V.Szfper minute .77 per -minute
Book processmg : T 2.0 per minute 2.1 per minute -

Custodial work A

- sweeping 2 rooms L s ; S
and stairwell - 37 minutes & 25 minute§

- vacuuming 10 rooms ( ;‘ 27 minutes 33 minutes *

- mopping stairs. ‘ : e
and bathroom -~ - - 10 minutes - "6 minutes

5 Estmates of product:w:tty are avallable for a sample of W11dcat
work sites. :Since members of the experimental sample worked:at -
a variety of sites and not necessarily those studied for pro-
~ductivity measures, ‘data on the average value of services.,
provided by an experimental is not available. The available
data for a sample of projects ihdicate that on the: average a R
W11dcat employee pronded $8,100 worth of services per year. - N
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: Expermentals and Controls mpared

:Analyses of 17. randomly selected pro;ects revealed that, on the

‘average, Wildcat employees produced.at. 80 percent ‘of the- produc-

y tivity of nonsubsuhzed workers._ The .gap .in productivity appears B

to.widen as the skills required increase, thus supported workers

.. génerally produce about 75 to 130, percent “as much. as nonsubsidized
" employees at custodial jobs, from 75 to 100.percent at low-skilled

clerical jobs, but only 25 to 50 percent at building renovation
Jobs. (Por further data on productnrlty, see chapter 14.)

Emploment Experlences During the Three Year Study Perlod

The 1ast sectlon outlmed what has been leamed about the enployment
experience of experimentals while at Wildcat: It is mecessary to

. compare this employment experience with that of the controls to

determine whether a program such as Wildcat was in fact needed..

" Both groups had weak ties to the regular job market. - By applying
_to Wildcat, however, members of both groups demonstrated a desira

to.work. But were they ready and able. to obtain and malntaln a \\

: Job?

Before the beglnnlng of the program, ncne of the experlmentals or
controls ‘had worked more than 12 of the last 24 months and only

" one in five had worked a single day in the preceeding six months.

O

- During the three years, 36 percent of the experimentals and 2 per-

cent of the controls worked steadily. Naturally all the experi-

mentals worked at some time. during the three years: ‘one third of
‘the controls reported no'employment at all during the three years
- after applying to Wildcat. Figure 9.1 shows the proportion of ex-

perimentals and controls employed full-time during each’ quarter .
of the three-year period. :During. the first quarter, as might be

. expected; almost all the experimentals but only one in five controls

were employed full-time. ~As more and more experimentals’left sup-.

-ported work, the proportion employed full-time fell off umtil, by
the twelfth quarter, only 49 percent of the experlmentals were still

working full-time--a little over half of ‘these were in non-Wildcat
jobs. By then, fiill-time employment among the controls had risei; -
to 36 percent, but the difference bgtween experlmentals and contr 1

~ remained statistically mgruf;cant

6 Flndmgs in -this Teport are 1abe11ed "staustlcally 51gn1f1cant"
if ‘the probability is less that 1-in-20 that the difference

“reported was due to chance alone (p & .05). Findings are 1abe11edA T

"marginally significant" if the probablllty is.| between 1 m—20 ‘
~and 1-in-10 @> <05 < a0y, _ ;

¢
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Durmg each year of the three-year study, expern.mentals worked

significantly more weeks than did the controls, and consequently kﬁ;b s

earned more during the year {see table 9.4). on both indicators--

. .weeks worked and annual earnings--the differences between experi-. -
mentals and controls narrowed over time, but Yemained 51gn1f1cant1y

dlfferent through ‘the end of the tl”::ee-year study
: Table 9.4

" Average Weeks Worked and Average inoome,
By Year of Study. and Sample Status ‘

YRR ‘ : ~ Weeks Worked

Year of . , Expermentals SRIER Controis SH.
Study , (@198 (=207)

Year 1* 42 L 12

Year 22 8 k 33 P 17,

Year 3% B 26 oy Hiogg o

 Tota1? : - o1 e
| ' 7 Annual Earmngs $b

Year B $4, 43 5,160
Year 22 426 . . 1,87
Year 3 . 35% 1,951

| Totala' B o 12,236 S $4,968

a Indicates a statlstlcally significant dlfference at the 95 per- -
cent level between expermentals and. controls. .

b The average eammgs mclude those sample members who d1d not
work at all. , ) e

-
S 4

;‘6,5‘,
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JIn contrast to the experme'ntals, the controls mcreased thelr
‘dnvolvement in the labor force between: the first and second year, .

. with an average number of weeks employed rising from 12 to 17, and

an average annual earnings tising from about $1,200 to'about $1 900.
Moreover, ‘these improvéments occurred durmg a pemod vhen- employ- .

: ment prospects were generally worsenmg in New York Clt}h .

It was not predlcted that the proportlon of controls who were em- /
ployed would increase during the three years. This improvement -
in employment status suggests that some controls were slowly gaining
toeholds in the economy. It. should be remembered that by applying
and being found eligible for Wildcat, controls had exhibited some
stability, initiative, and mot1Vat10n--they were not a random sample
of street addicts, Although not offered a position at Wildcat, many

" controls, “often with the help of vocational counselors at thelr

drug abuse treatmént programs, sought and eventually found steady
jobs. Naturally the controls. took longer to find employment than
did the experimentals who were-offered jobs at Wildcat :unmedlately |
upon entering the study and whose employment status therefore in

" the short term was markedly better than that of the controls. The . .
employ:re-lt rate of experimentals decreased as time passed as the

" proportion of experimentals who were receiving the experimental
treatment (employment at Wildcat) decreased. As more and more
experimentals left Wildcat and stepped into the emvironment of the
_controls, the employment picture of experimentals increasingly re- .~
“sembled that of the controls. Thus, some experimentals who were -

" fired from Wildcat found other jobs, but the majority did not (see
table 9.6, below). . But, despite the converging employment profiles
of experlmentals and controls , experimentals were still employed
significantly mor»o after three years ’chan were. controls‘

E '7 This pattern, in Wthh the status of the controls as a group slowly

improves and that of the experiméntals deteriorates, was not limited
to employment; during the three-year period, dependence on welfare

- and involvement in.criminal activity decreased among the controls,

while--after‘a flrst-year drop--it increased among experimentals.

- These data suggest that some controls did not need Wildcat; they

"found jobs-dndywere remteg'rated into society without the inter-
vention of supported work. And among the experimentals, some.
enployees could not be integrated even with the help of Wildcat.
As fewer experimentals remained in the program ennromnent, the
natural (or contrpl) enviromment became the governing one and the
proflles of the two groups mcreasmgly resembled each other ‘

Although expenmental.: and controls seem to have approached ‘Lhe ,
same rate of full-time employment as time passed (see figure 9.1),
the average weekly salary of experimentals who worked increased
much more than the average weekly salary of workmg controls. e

Qﬁ :
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As: table 9.5 shows Weekly salamexs of . experlmentals (both at wild-
cat and after they left) were significantly higher than'those of
controls’ durlng each year of the study. And, in contrast to the'
pattern in figure 9.1 and table 9.4, average salaries of working
experimentals and. worklng controls ‘were further apart in the thzrd
‘year ‘than in the first year. "Table 9.3 clearly _suggests that

“supported work 51gnlf1cant1y 1ncreased the earning capac:Lty of 11:5
: part1c1pants.. S ; :

-

Table 9 5

. Average Weekly Salarles, R
By Year of Study and?® Sample Status "

: IR - o Weekly Salazy ‘
Year of StUdX" o © Y Experime imentals P ~Céntrole

Year1 - ‘$1o4*(N=1923 Ca $ 96 (FILS)
Year 2 LT 125 QFI53) @ o 104 Q100) -
"Year R T ST (N-123) . 108 (N- on)

Indlc:ates a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant salary dlfference at 95 per--
cent’ level between experlmentals and controls.

.Q>

- bInc‘.Ludes only sample members who worked durlng year e.nd only the
salary at the most recent Job c e e

Whlle controls worked fewer weeks than expermen’cals, ‘those who dld
-work were more likely than experimentals to hold skilled or semi-

~ skilled jobs: This was in large part because most Wildcat jobs were
classified:-as unskilled. As the proportion of experimentals gradu-
ating from supported work to nonsubsidized jobs increased, the

. differences in skill 1eve15 at Wthh expermentals and controls

were employed decreased L PR

1 Post Wlldcat Employment

'The research was - also de51gned to determ:me whether supported
enployment would prepare participants for nonsubsidized jobs. -
‘Because the study lasted only: three years ‘and becauseé Wildcat
- employees were not required to leave, a final answer to the -~ -
question of whether supported work.helped its employees become: self- i

. sufficient wsariiers awaits further research. This section. is con:

- cerned only with the 149 experimentals who left Wildcat before the .
end of ;the three years-~77 percent of the sample.: Ironically; the. -
45 experlmentals not con51dered because they were st111 worklng




.45 employees still at Wildcat aﬁFer three years may result in an

~Fired" 5(n=37) :

g ,‘Iz

;
|
i

at W:lecat at the end of three y|=ars may have been among the higher
- achievers in the experimental grloup ‘Because the longer an employee
.stayed 'at Wildcat the greater tht likelihood the employee would

succeed in. nonsubsidized jobs, etclusmn from the, analyses of the

understatement. of W11dcat's mpa :t on employment.

| . As might be expected those who 1Le£t Wlldcat for a nonsubsuhzed

job fared better than those who quit or were fired. Those who

- graduated during their first or jjecond years, for example, worked-

four times as many weeks dur:Lng ‘the third year and earned three

- times as mich as those who. quit i)r were fn‘ed durlng the flTSt or

second years SRR ;;
Tablea 9. 6

Post—Wlldcat Employment Experlence in the—Thlrd Year, .
by Reason For Leavmg Wllé!lcat (expermentals only)

Reason for : ' R Imployment Expenence in Third Year
‘Leaving Wildcat in - - Average - |
Years 1 and 2"‘1 T }werege ‘Weeks 'Wo‘rked We'e‘kl‘y’Salaryb
Graduated (n—49) o s g1se
Quit™  @=27) ‘ 6 130

5 107

i
. l _
aThlS table excludes 17 expermentals for whom data about the
reasons why they left Wildcat were missing.

‘ ‘
Includes only sample members wha worked durlng the thlrd year
and salary at most recent Job i ‘ ‘

14
i

¥

Most of the exper:mentals who 1ei‘t Wlldcat ‘before completlng six-
months of supported work were fired; they fared 51gmf1cant1y

wWorse tha.n those who stayed with 1W11dcat more than. six months

B

s
;,’
i
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R
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1
i
|
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Table 9 ~7

Postmwudcat Employment Experlence in the 'Ihn'd Year,' .
‘ by Length of Time at Wildcat (exper:mentals only) -

Length of time PercentWork:mg Average Average
“at Wildcat -~ Full-Time, End Weeks Worked Weekly Salary
(in weeks) ' of Third Year in Third Year . in 'Third Year?
C1-26 @edS) 200 o s
2752 (ne38) 45 25 0 180
53-104(=85) 51 o 23 o136

0
AY
3Includes only sample members who worked durlng the thu'd year and -
, salary at most recent job. ,

Those who stayed more than six months but less than one ‘year and

- those who stayed between cne and.two years fared about equally well.
' These data suggest that six months of supported work marks a tummg
- ‘point; an employee who camnot survive longer than six months at.
vW1}1)dcat is unllkely subsequently to fmd and hold a nonsubs1dlzed

jo , :

In table 9.8, the thlrd—year employment experience of: controls is
.- compared to the third-year employment experiences.of the 128 ex-
perimentals who had left Wildcat by the end of the second vear.
' The differences in percent working at the end;of the third year and
in average weeks worked were negligible--perhaps because a particu-

" larly motivated and stable group of experimentals were still at

Wildcat and were therefore excluded from this: ana1y51s. Again;
‘significant differences were observed between experimentals and
controls with respect to average weekly salary (see table 9.5)

Table 9.8 ‘
Nonsupported Work Expenence m Thlrd Year, u)() Seiple ‘Status
) RN R

: ‘ U RE Expermentals L Controls
S ‘Bn‘glo}-'ment'lridic‘ator‘ . (n=128) - ‘ Dol m=207)
. Percent Worklng Full Tune I e
at End of Year- L B8 36
‘ Average Munber of s i ~ \«\ I PR N
%_‘Weeks Worked L I V. G
' Average Weekly Salary ~ $139

3ndicates a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cantf dlfference at;,, )5¢ perc,nt o

level between expermentals andgcontrols. IR e R
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Table 9.9 shows that the skill levels at which workers were employed
in their most recent jobs were similar for experimentals and controls.
But at each of the skill levels shows in table 9.9, the average week-
1y salary ‘of expermentals was higher than of controls. ,

- Table 9.9

Skill Levels. and Average Weekly Salanes ‘
- in Nonsupported Work, by Sample Status
© (Most Recent Job) .-
Dn‘lng Third Year

erimentals (n=96) Controls (n=104)

Type of Work ' verage Aveérage
e ‘Percent _Salary’ percent Salary
Unskilled - 42 $100 - 36 §83
Semi-skilled & Skitled® = 23 17 37 95
Clerical SR 18 123 19 b
Professional/lvlanagement ~17 140 9. 100 .
(Loos) (100%)

Only two percent of exper_mentals held skilled jobs, no controls
did so ’ : e

It was not possible to describe adequately the nonsubsidized employ- -
ment experience of experimentals within the confines of a three-

year study. during which experimentals were not required to leave
Wildcat's employ. - Forty-nine experimentals graduated from Wildcat
during the first two years of the study--too small a sample to pro-

‘vide reliable data on Wildcat's dmpact on employment stability in

nonsupported jobs. Consequently, a -sample of 150 graduates,
randomly selected from the first 500 graduates, were also studied.
Of these 150 graduates, researchers succeeded in locating 106. -
Of the 106, 93 (88 percent) had kept their nonsubsidized jobs for
at least one year, 85 percent had kept them for two years or

: longer

Summary ' o !

- Ih';smn, Wildcat did not convert all ef its emi)loyeesi from chroni-

cally unemployed exaddicts into continucusly employed and well-

~paid workers. The research on Wildcat, however, has demonstrated

that:

70
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o ‘Many unemployed exaddicts are anxious and mllmg
to work. . Moré than 90 percent offered jobs showed
“up for work, . -

o More than half of the exaddicts hlred by Wlldcat
worked productlvely in the. supported work envuon—
ment for at least a. year. ‘

- 0 Without Wlldcat only 68 percent of the exaddicts

would have found any employment and only 2 percent
~+(compared to 36 percent of Wildcat participants)

would have worked steadily during the three years.
While the percentage of experimentals working de- <
" creased over time, at the end of the third year
significantly more experimentals (49 percent) than
controls (36 percent) were employed

0. Expermentals consistently obtained better paying
jobs than did controls; however, there were no
differences in the skill levels in the jobs of con~
trols and in the post—Wlldcat jobs of the expermentals.

0.An employee who stayed at Wildcat for more than six '

months was twice as likely subsequently to find and
keep a steady ]Ob as was one who Stayed less than six
months

o Although three years was too short a period for
reliable measurement, of Wildcat's long-term impact
on employment in the open market; the data suggest

- that Wildcat significantly unprovad the employment = =

’ prospects and earnmg capablllty of 1ts employees‘ ‘_ B

s T
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1 o Chapter 10, Impact on Welfare Status

"‘he W11dcat populatlon was 3 welfare population, More than 90 per—
.cent of the research sazrple both experimentals and controls, were,
, welfare recipients prior to entollment in the sample. Therea.fter y
the two groups diverged. : Among the experimentals hiréd by Wildcat,
about half (46 percent)- stayed off direct welfare payments through-
out. the: three-year perlod of tﬁu study, but on”y 6 percent of the
controls dld r o ; ;

Flgure 10 1 shmve the proportlon cf sample memberg rece1v1ng welfare
&< at any time during each of the three study years.® During the first.
“ yéar, 28 percent of experimentals received welfare some time during
the year, usually: after their Wildcat employment terminated.3. The
‘proportion of experimentals “receiving w»"'lfare “increased gradually
- from 28 percent the first year, when mcst-were still employed at
Wildcat, to 35 percent the third year, after most had left Wildcat.
N A opp051te pattern enierged for the controls. The proportlon of
controls receiving welfare decreased--from 88 percent receiving Ca
welfare at some time during the first year.to 59 percent during fhe: e

- L
o .

1As used in thls chapter ”welfare” mcludes both’ Federal 3551stance
programs (Aid to Disabled and its successor; Supplemental Security
‘Income), and State-local-assistance (Home Relief).  Direct welfdre
" refers, to stipends that vere paid to the experimental in the foirm =~
of a public assistance check. While experimentals were employed
‘at Wildcat, welfare: +stipends that might have been paid-to them.
- were diverted into a salary pool and were used to make up part
of their salary check. For a discussion.of the dlversmn mechanlsm :
see chapter 6 and’ anpendlx B e r
2Data :m “this chapter are based on self—reports Verification of
the data for a partial sample (n=60) indicated that, in virtually
all cases; official records agreed with szif- reports as to whether
. an individual had received welfare in a given year. ' There were
disparities between official records and self-Teports for both
experimentals and controls as to amdunt of payment and length of
l'glme on uelfare, ‘but ‘the dlsparltles did: not suggest any systematlc
ias. BT :
3A few e*cpermentals were on we] fare durlng the;r employment at
Wildcat--those with large families recelving modest supplementary
payments to bring their family income up to the New York State.
~-minimum, -and a few otheas who seem to have been recelvmg welfare
throug‘l fraud ’ , S i

N . il 8 A B . E E R ) Son
;

.




Percent

. reflects the mprdvement in their emp"loyment ‘'status’ (see chaptér 9) S

B

Flgure 10 1

Proportlon of Expenmentals and Controls
Recelvmg Welfare During Year ‘
by Year of Study

-,‘1005 LT B Experrmentals
90~ - . Ldin=19
80 --  88f B2 antrols,
; P Puie -l
':3;8 - é | % | é |
o mU F
20 - [271 | % el
10 - ‘ O ; , ‘A
*,Yeai"l ‘YearZ”f e Yea:3"

*-x- L * %

N

' * % Indicates a stanstlcally 51gnlf1cant dlfference at the 95 per~

~cent level between expermentals and’ controls

thlrd year Thls decreased dependence on weliare among controls

“Despite the improvement among the controls, the differencé between -
the experimental and control groups during the third year (35 per-
cent vs. 59 percent recelvmg welfa*e) rema:mded statlstlcally\

szgnlf:tcant . R Vo SRR ;/ :

The dlfference between expermentals and con trols in welﬂa‘re de~ e
- pendency survived the termination of Wildcat employmem; “Table o
- 10.1 shows proportion of experimentals and controls recgiving wel- . -

- fare-rexcluding those quarters during which experimentals.weresem- -

ployed by Wildcat and weré¢ therefore:not "at risk" with respectito .

_dependency on divect welfare payments. Following the conclusion of

-theiy Wildcat employment, welfare dependency ‘arong eVperlmentals 15; :

smmflcantly Jower than Welfare denendencv among; mntrnk

e
o i
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: Table 10, 1

Welfare Recelpt Durlng "At Risk'! Perlod
, o ‘ by Sample Status

Period for Which, o S o
Sample Member Received Experimentals - Controls

Welfare Whlle “At RlSk" ' Lo (n=149)- n=207)

‘Never received welfare , o 40% , | 9%

;}Rece;n‘red 'welfare for :J : , L R : v

- less than*half the - Ly o
time "at risk'™ : S 18 30%

Received welfare for
... more than half the : Lo
.. time !'at risk' ... . 428, 618

4Controls were '} risk" for 12 quarters: experimentals were 'at
rlsk" for betweeri 1 and 11 ‘quarters. ¥ . :

e

bIndlc:a,tes a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant d1fference at ‘the 95 percent L
level between the d1str1but10n of welfare recelpt for . exper:tmentals :
and for controls. . \ | . :

g W:lecat resulted if"decreased welfare ‘dependency not only among -
experimentals, but also among -their spouses and others with whom
they lived (see table 10.2).. During both the first and second:
study. years, among sample members who were living with others,. -
controls were signi flcantly more likely than experimentals to be .=
. living with someone ‘on welfare--usually a legal or: common-law
spouse. The disparity continued in the third year, though nos *
longer at a stitistically significant level. In general, the more
- ‘sample members worked during the year, the less likely it was that . .

- those with whom they lived received welfare; the earnings evidently =~
~ provided a f1nan:1al cushlon for thelr famlles as well as- for '

- themselves. , :

During the perlods when they'did receive welfare payments, the

size of the payments received. by experlmentals and ‘controls was .
- simllar, averaging $195 per month in the first year: and mcreasmg

' to’ $225 per month in the ‘third year of the study

o
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| ‘ Table 10,2 S
Percentage of Sample Members Who Were L1v1ng With .

Persons Receiving Publig Assistance. .
by Sample Status and Year of Study

c -

Percentage meg w:n,th Persons Recewmg

. o Public Asslsta.nce ;
- Year of > ;
~ Study. e ‘
S Experimentals . Coritrols
Year 1 R a5
| @y @el2])
Year 2 . v R ] oy 45
‘ ‘ S - (n=128) ' - (n=124)
Year 3 Fet 4 a9
: ~ ,fn=126) ' ﬁm-1147

Indlcates a statlstlcally s1gn1flca.nt difference at the 95 percent
level between experunentals and controls. ~ ‘

Welfare rec1p1ents and low-income fam111es not on welfare are. . 2
entitled to Medicaid benefits and are eligible to buy food stamps,
Table 10.3 shows that during the first year of the study 88 percent
of the expermentals used Medicaid, but only 15 percent used food
stamps. Only 14 percent of experimentals used both Medicaid ‘and.
food ‘stamps In the first year; compared with 38 perc percent of controls--
a significant dlfference The. difference remained significant

.- during‘the second year. By the end of the third year, however, ‘
‘there was little difference between experimentals and controls w1th
respect to use of Medicaid and food stamps S Td

R

‘:4Most Wlldca’c employees were not e11g1b1e for food stamps after o

January 1, 1974,
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g ~ ; . r" Table 10 3
"MYProportlon of Sample Menbers Using Med1ca1d and Food Stamps,‘
ST by Sample Status and Year of Study

Propo; ation of Sample Members Rece:wmg

Type of Beﬁefit" - ‘Bénefits » |
R | Year 1 Year 2 Year‘3
| i} B Con.  Exl,2Con. “Bxp: Com.
Medicaid Oy 74§56 68 52 . 56 51
Food StamsOmly 1 1 1 .1 0 1
Bth 14 3w 9 28 u 2
Neither 10 5 22 18 2 21
‘Total 100 100 100 .10¢ 100 100
[ {134y (I86) (138) (176) (150) (172)

8Indicatesa statistically significant difference at the 95 percent

.level between the distribution of types of benefits for experl- _
. mentals and’ controls R . . :

The employment and eamlngs of Wildcat workers followmg termina~

" tion of their Wildcat employment were better than those of the

controls, but were not sufficiently better to make a signficant
difference.in their dependence on Medicaid and food stamps.
.‘émuna;xj;, - | B
The data on welfare dependency suggest that

oA smaller proportlon of experlmentals (54 percent)
" received direct welfare payments as some time durlng
- the three year study than did controls (84 percent).
-Also a smaller proportion of experimentals 11ved
with someone else receiving welfare.

0 'I'he proportlon of experJnentals recelvmg welfare :
*increased gradually, while the proportion of con-
~ trols receiving welfaré decreased gradually during
“the three-year study, - However, at the end of ‘the, .
three years exper,.mentals were st111 51gn1f1cant1y
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v 1ess llkely to be welfare rec1plents than were

\ : controls .

Y

different for experimentals and controls and ;

) although experimentals used less aux111ary ser-

L. wvices (Medicaid and food stamps) in. the first and

B second years, about 70 percent of both groups were
‘using Medlcald food stamps or both in the thlré
year.

e \\k o The amount of a monthly welfare payment was not

o Those who 1ef1: W11dcat were less dependent on wel~

fare than were the éontrols, suggesting that in

the long term Wildcat decreased' the welfare rolls.. - ‘,

o




o criminals, Rather--1ike Robert, whose case history was reviewed

o

’ Chap‘fer 11. Impact Qn Criminal Behavior

Few members .of - the Wildcat research sample were professional . -
above--many engaged in some criminal activity from time to time,
much as they secured legitimate jobs from time to time or depended
on welfare from time to time. SRR SR :

There is evidence that Wildcat workers were more law-abiding than
controls during the first year of the study. Although this dif-
ference -between experimentals and controls narrowed and disappeared -
by the third year, over the three-year study period, a higher pro-
portion of scontrols were arrésted (51 percent) than experimentals
(43 'Percent)\\,\\]' N : R , o

In this chap?’éer,; criminal behavior-is measured primarily by arrests,
“The measure is at best an approximate on¢, for'many law violators -
commit crimes for which they are not arrested and some may be

- - arrested for crimes they did not commit. A comparison of self-w

. reported data with official arrest figures showed that experimentals
--reported 74 percent and controls 69 percent of the arrests on the
official records. Accordingly, official arrest figures were used
rathex than self-reporgs: - they were available £or more than 95
percent of the sample.*. '

Some comparisons below are based .on the proportion of experimentals
and controls arrested during a particular year. A percent arrest.
figure, however, doés not take account of périods during which mem-
bers of the sample were’incarcerated and therefore not "at risk' of
being arrested; and it does not 'differentiate between those arrested
once and those arrested moré often. To remedy -this artifact and
provide a fair basis of comparison, arrest rates per-person-year
“have been calculated. The arrest rate reflects the mumber of arrests
~per sample member per year "at risk,'" and have:been determined in
“the following manner: for each participant, the months at risk-
. (months not in prison) and the mumber of arrests per month at risk
. were calculated. The arrest rate per month "at risk' was multiplied
by 12 16 give an annual arrést rate. For example, if during a given
year a person was mot in prison at all and was arrested twice, the
person's ‘arrest rate was 2.0 (2 arrests divided by 12, then multi- .
plied by 12 or 2 ¢ 12 X 12 = 2), - If the individual was in prison
* for three months and arrested once during the nine months at liberty, -
- ‘the arrest rate was 1.3 (1 arrest divided by 9 then multiplied by

ol missing arrest record could have signified either no arrest or
- unayailable information, The absence of an arrest record was
counted as the absence of an arrest. Since data on ths disposition
o of arrests are difficult and expensive tn ‘ohtain in New York City,
- arrest figures were used as the measure of criminal activity. Dis-
position data were, however, collected for afsubsample of partici- -
- pants during each year. : - L T . R ~
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12, or .1 ¢ 9 X 12 = 1 3). ‘Arrest- rates were calculated for each

1nd1v1dua1 then averaged . separately across all expemmentals and
. controls . PR

| ‘Percenitage Arrested dnd Aﬁ‘éet“ ‘Rites

~:/the controls appear to ‘have been arrested more ‘than the é*xpem-&\

"‘fpretatlon of these data._:

- During Three-Year Study

Durlng the first year of the study, both e/xperlmentals ‘and controls :
were arrested significantly less often than in.the year prior to
intake (see table 11.1). However, the decreases were significantly

_ greater for expermentals than for controls both in the percentage

arrested and in the arrest rates; as a consequence, on both measures
the expernnental group scored 51gn1f1cant1y Iower than the control

. growp in the first year.

In the second year, ‘the percentage arrested contlnued to. drop for

both experimental and control groups; however, the decrease was -

~greater for controls than for experimentals. Moreover; while the

arrest rate dropped for the controls, it increased for the expem-
mentals (but remained lower than the arrest rates in the year prior-
to. employment at Wildcat). This change in the second year meéant

~ that ‘the percentage of experimentals arresied was lower than that
of the controls, but the arrest rates were :mllar.

“In the third year, the downward trend in percentage arrested and

arrest rates -continued for the control group. In contrast, both-
measures- increased for the experimental group, with the result

. that the experimental group has a higher percentage errested and

a hlgher arrest rate than did the control group 2

It is p0551b1e that this surprlsmg trend in arrests--a decrease B
for controls and an increase for experimentals--is partmlly ex- 7
plained by the fact that experimentals were less likely to be
sentenced to prison than were controls. (See figure 11.1 ‘below).
The consequence of this sentencing practice may have been that the
criminal recidivists among the controls were more Iikely to be. 1n

. prison than the same group among the experimentals--in other words,
_'the bad actors among the experimentals were more likely to be out
_on the street, free to commit crimes, while the comparable controls
‘were behind bars. Thus,.while the arrest rate measure took into:

account the fact that controls had less. opportunity to commit
crimes; it could not account for the result of the differential

' sentencmg policy.  ‘Other explanations. for the unexpected increase .
* in arrest rates among expermenta]s are dlscussed at. the end of

‘this chapter. o

i

The figures in table 11.1 can be analyzed in a Varlety of Ways.

“Por instance, there are problems in usmg year-prior data as'a
standard (i.e., if only the year-prior records are considered,

~mentals). More importantly, it seems’ ‘unpersuasive to ;mt\,zpret the
arrest data as evidence iof Wildcat impeding a natural decline in-
criminal activity. Future research should help clarlfv the inter-
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Table 111 «

Arrest Measures for Bxperupentals and’ Controls

Cdntféls
o n— B
. (Percent Change ) (Percent
: Percentage “From - Percentage Change from
: ‘ An'ested  Yeat Prior) ',fAffes'ted _Yedr ‘31"101' ‘
© Year'prior . - R S
to study .. . ‘ 31 v R Lo , 37 ;
Yearl 19 . (39 a3 (-16)
Year 2 7y 22 (-29)
Year 3 .24 (+41) , 1% (27
 Ever arrested . ' e
during the . s ‘ , e
Zyears . 43 . 51
Avrest (Percent Change Arrest (Percent o
Rate - from . . Rate Change from
: ‘ Year Prior) - . -~ . “Year Prior)
Year prior ‘. - ’ o S | |
to study - (,53) 4 o (.,65,)]"
CYearl . w26 e L S8 (1)
Year 2 L3 (W9 .32 (~45)
Year 3 0 )21 (1)
Ever arrested , "r‘ "; o R . C
“during the PRI : : : o
3 years 3L : : . .39

Ind1cates a statzstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfference at the 95 per-
~ cent; level between experimentals and controls..

The arrest Tates 1n the year prior to study were not corrected for
: tJ.me "at rlsk " :
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In table 11.1, arrest data for the entire three-year period are

also presented. ' Overall, a larger proportion of experimentals .

than controls .were never arrested during the study period and the
L airggit rate for expermentals s 31) was 1ower than for controls '

The serlousness of the offenses w1th which exper.unentals and con-

trols were.charged was similar; the proportions of felony, mis-
demeanor, and-violation arrests were approximately the same for
expermentals as for controls during each’ of the three study years. o

Table 11.2 shows the ar:rest Tates per person per year by Lategory -
of offense charged--offenses against persons, offenses against = - /™%
property, and drug offenses’  In the first and second years, the :
proportionate distribution of type ‘of charge was similar for
experimentals and controls.. The arrest rates for personal and
property crimes were similar, but were higher than for drug crimes. ,
During the third yeéar, a reduction in arrest rates for personal * -
and drug crimes among controls and an increase in arrest rates o
among experimentals for the personal and property crime categories
" brought the overall third-year rates for controls below the rates

+ for experimentals in the three categories and significantly below o

- the experimentals' rates for offenses agalnst persons. -

Table 11.2

; Arrests per:Person-Year i
by Type Charge and -Sample Status

sl ac?rf—cﬂ°pé*on?‘ o

Year1 .08 .17 o a8 .05 .08
Year 2 .09 .11 08 .09 .07 .08 .
d o5 a6 a4 .05 .02

' Yéar 3 .12

8 Crimes agalnst persons mclude hom1c1de, rape, assault, anu

robbery ; IR . ~\§\ s

b Property crimes mclude burglary, grand larceny, cr:munal -
possession of stolen property, petlt larceny, R,

¢ Drug. crimes mclude posse551on and sale of drugs

4 Tndicates a statistically 51gn1f1cant dlfference at 90 percent e
- level between experlme*ltals and controls. »
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“'In each year, similar proportions of arrests fo}*é;v:perimentals and-
controls terminated in convictions (about 60 percent). During the
first year, however, controls who were convicted were significantly
more 1likely to be sentenced to prison.that were convicted experi-
mentals--probably because judges took Wildcat employment into
consideration when sentencing. ~During the second and third yeats,
as the number:of experimentals remaining at Wildcat decreased, «--
those convicted were almost as likely to receive jail or prison
sentences as convicted controls, However; jail and prison terms:
were shorter for experimentals (an aveérage of 27 days) than con- .
trols. (40 days).

Figure 11.1 shows the proportion of experimentals and controls

imprisoned in each of the three years. During the first year, a

significantly smaller proportion.of experimentals were incarcerated =

- than controls. This difference narrowed in the second and third
years of the study. , ‘

Figure 11.1 :

Percentage of Experimentals and Controls

- 16 in Prison at Somi Time During Each Year

: ‘ / Controls
, 7 | - r-’_—_____———". Experimentals

1 / \‘
= | B !

,13 2 3

- Percent

’ o Ygar": - . :’: e ’
2 Indicates statistically significant difference beiween experi-
m'fentals and controls at 95 percent level of confidence. :

,, kEmploYmenf and Arrest Rates

During the three-year period arrest rates for experimentals and

- controls were approximately the same when stability of employment
is held constant for the two groups. Table 11.3 shows that arrest
rates for the more steadily employed were':significantly lower than
for the less steadily employed in both groups. However, overall
arrest rates for experimentals were loWer than for controls because
a significantly higher percentage (50 percent) of experimentals
than of controls (25°percent) were employed steadily for at least

18 months of the 36-month study period.
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Table 11 3 B

Arrest Rates pﬂr Person-Year ’
by Time Employed and Sample Status !

Employed ~  Employed
less than more than @ ,
: 18'months ~ 18 months ~ ‘Total
| Experimentals - ,50 (n=72) 23 (n=122) .31 :
Controls L 47 (=344 22 (n=63) .30 ‘

Total R ";?zis 22 s

~ Arrest rates by types. of charges (personal property, and drugs)

and time enployed were also analysed. The patterns for each type

- of crime replicated the pattern revealed in table 11.3: the more
‘steadily a person was employed, the less likely the person was to-

be arrested for personal, property or drug crimes. These Findings

point to a strong yelation between unemployment and crime but do v
not shed light on the nature of the relationship, The fact that
employed people were less likely than the tmenployed to engage in

drug and personal crimes as well as property crimes suggests that

the relation of cr:Lme and enployment is not purely economic.

T Whereas breakmg down the data in table 11.3 by type of charge dld

not help elucidate the association between employment and arrest
rates, an examination of the relation in each of the three years.
did. 'As-table 11.4 shows, in the first year of the study, the

" arrest rates for experxmentals employed for more than $ix months of

the year as well as those employed for less.than six months were
lower than for the comparable groups among the controls. -~In the

“second and third year, this pattern thanged: the arrest rates for

steadily employed experimentals and controls were similar, whereas

‘the arrest rates for experimentals who were not holding down stable

jobs was mcreasmgly higher than for the comparable groups of

-controls.  The arrest rates of the marginally employed experimentals

increased from the first to the thlrd year, whereas for controls

At decreaseél

o Exa.mmlng the data in table 11.4 from a dlfferent perspectlve one

finds that the relationship of arvest rates and stability of em~ = - e

ployment for experimentals differed from the telationship for

e

controls.! Over the three-year period, the difference in arrest ~° =~ n =
rates for steadily employed compared to marglnally employed experi-- X K

. gmentals w1dened from .22 (43~ 21) to 43 ( 61-.18). . In contrast,
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Table 11.4 -

Arrest Rates per Person«Year by Time Employed
S and Sample Status for Each Year

‘ "Yedr 1 - 'Year Z : " Yeéar 3
Employed’  Exp.. .43 53 .61
less than. o4 ST a. . a
six months: © Con. = .65 .38 .3
Difference | |
(Exp - Com.,) -.22 - #+15 ++30
k'Employed © Exp. .21 .16 .18
‘more than o .
six months . Con, .30 .19 - .18

~ Difference . ' L .
(Exp. = Con) t -.9 o3 0

2 Indicates a statistically 31gr11f1cant difference gt 95 percent
1evel betWeen experlmentals and controls. = .

the dlfference; for controls between the two employment groups
narrOWed from 35 (.65-.30) to .13 (.31-.18). -

Tables 11.3 and 11.4 reveal a strong association between employment

"and arrest rates--a relationship differentially affected by employ-

ment at Wildcat. In an effort to betteér wriderstand the relation -
of Wildcat employment -and arrest activity, length of employment at
Wildcat and average arrest rates were compdred. Table 11.5 indi-
cates that the longer an employee worked at Wildcat, the less likely
the employee was to be arrested, Employees who stayed at Wildcat
more than two years had arrest rates one-third as high as those

who left before completing six months. The relationship between

“duration of Wildcat employment and arrest rates was true separately

for offenses against persons, offenses agalnst property, and drug
offenses. v e ,

~ The data do not pemut deter.mlnmg whether “‘the prolonged stay at

Wildeat caused the low arrest rates, The relationship between -
employment and low arrest rates may result from the stability-that
regular employment mtroduces into the lives of former: addlc:ts or

5 R
[
9
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Table 11.5

Arrests Per Person-Year, by
Length of Time Worked at Wildcat' [‘Expenmentals Only)

Length of
Work at
‘Wildcat (in weeks)
AT

: Artésts ' Pérsonal ' Propérty -~ Drug - Other
126 (1=5%) ,53 .14 .21 10 .08
27-52  (n=45) 29 .10 .10 .04 .05
53-104 (n=48) 29 .09 10 .08 .05
105-156 (n=46) 17 .06 .03 .03 .05

2 For two experimentals, length of time at Wildcat was umavailable.

it may be that contintivus employment reduces social alienation,
which in turn reduces criminality. It may also be that a third
. factor is responsible both for prolenged employment at Wildcat

and a decrease in criminality.

It might be expected that arrest rates would be relatively low
among those remaining at Wildcat or graduating to monsubsidized
jobs, and even higher among those firéd. Table 11.6 shows this
proved to be generally true--with two exceptions,

Table 11.6
Arrests Per Person-Year,
by End-of-Year Work Status, and Year of Study
(Experimentals Only)

Working

at Wildcat v

‘at 'End of Yéar ' Graduated = Résigned ~ Fired
0 o ()= @ & W m
Year 1 .20 (108) A5 (200 .38 (24) .27 (26)
Year 2 .09 ( 64) A8 (49) .46 (27) .49 (37)
Year 3 200 (45) 34 (64) .52 (31) .62 (39)

a’I'he sample 51zes are cumlative and thus they change: at the end
of each successive year, the number still at Wildcat decreased
and the number in the other categories increased.

85




13
W

Those graduating from Wildcat to take regular jobs during the first

year had high arrest rates and those fired from Wildcat during the

first year had low arrest rates. Both groups were small (20 and
26 members, respectively), so that the ariopalies may well be due
to chance alone. The high arrest rates in the third year among
experimentals is partially explained by the particularly high .
rates (.52 and .62) among experimentals who were fired or res:Lgned

, Swrnnary and Discussion

o Experimentals were significantly less likely than
controls to be arrested during the first year of
the study, This difference narrowed in the second
year and was reversed in the third year. Despite
this reversal over the entire three-year period, the
percentage arrested and the arrest rates were lower

. for experimentals than controls. - Assuping that
arrests are an indication of the amount of crimes
comnitted, it can be concluded that Wildcat reduced
criminal activity among its employess. .

0. In general, the severity and types of charges for
which experimentals and contyols were arrested did
not differ. In the third year, however, experimen-
tals were more likely to be arrested for crimes
against persons than were controls.

.~ o Conviction rates were similar for experimentals and
contrels; however, experimentals, if convicted, were
less likely to be sentenced to prisen than were con-
trols. This difference in sentencing was greatest
in the first year, and narrowed in the second and
third years.

o The more a person worked, the less likely the person
was to engage in criminal activity as measured by
arrests. However, type of charge was not related to
amount of employment.

o) Unemployment and arrest rates were -very high in the
third year among experimentals who had been fired
from Wildcat within the first six months. Apparently, o
the experience of failing at Wildcat was associated i
with, and perhaps caused, a hlgh 1eve1 of . subsequent ;
crmnal activity.
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The data reviewed in this chapter concerning Wildcat's -impact on
arrest rates, as well as the more general issue of the relation

of employment and crime, raisé more questions than they asiswer,
Perhaps the prickliest question is why the arrest rates for experi-
mentals increased. (The observed reduction in arrest rates among
controls may be attributed partially to a maturing-out phenomenon--
the tendency for crime rates to decrease naturally as a persen grows
older, e pecially as the person reaches his/her 30's.) - The increase
in arrest rates for experimentals and corresponding decrease for
controls may be related to the employment patterns: as unemployment
increased among experimentals, so did arrest rates] as umemployment
decreased among controls, so did arrest rates. »

In the thirdvyear of the study, however, experimentals were signifi-
cantly more likely to be employed than controls, but were also more
likely to be arrested. What explanations can be offered? One

‘possibility, discussed earlier, is that the lower.proportion of

prison -sentences meted out to experimentals resulted in more criminal
recidivists among the experimental group being free to commit crimes
than among the c¢ontrols. The data (tables 11.4 and 11.5) indicating
that experimentals who did not survive long at Wildcat were respon-
sible for the high average arrest rates of the experimental groups

as a whole suggest two other possibilities. One is that Wildcat
peer pressure effectively inhibited anti-social behavior, but that,
when an experimental left Wildcat, anti-social feelings that had
been building at Wildcat were released and that Wildcat terminee
engaged in an exaggerated amount of criminal activity. Another is

that an employee terminated from Wildcat felt extraordinarily

frustrated or hopeless because of failing in a situation specially
designed for exaddicts and in which many exaddict peers were
succeeding, This sen of anger or futility may have led a termin-
ated employee to become more involved in criminal activity than he/
she would have without this one--and perhaps, from the employee's
perspective--most damagl;;/g additional failure.2 ‘ v

The surprising and disturbing upturn in arrests among experimentals
may be attributed to (some combination of these alternatives or yet
to some other explanation, What emerges from these data is. that

wmemployment and cri;Jﬁnal activity are closely associated and that
the association is 1lot purely economic--an increase in employment .

" is accompanied by a decrease in personal and drug-related charges

as well as property arrests.: The data suggest, but do not prove,

2 1 other evidence confirmed this hypothesis, Wildcat might =
consider modifying the termination process to help ease the sense
of failure. - . . o ~
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that if a work environment could.be cxeated in which terminations
were avoided or reduced, arrest rates could be lowered, Research
focusing directly and mtensely on the relation of unemployment
and crime now underway_at Verd may better our understanding of
this complex relation.

5 The research on the relation of employment and crime is being :
sponsored by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice as part of its Research Agreements Program. - The research, .
intended to last five years, will address such questions as whether
there are identifiable groups of potential offenders for whom
employment is a preventive or deterrent to crime; whether some-
types of employment are particularly effective in curbing crime;
and whether some types of criminal activity are more likely to
‘be averted or reduced by employment. Tentatively, four theoreti-
cal perspectives have been identified that link employment and
crime: characteristics of neighborhood settings, subcultural
‘patterns, reasons for choices between legitimate and illegitimate

| activity, and the structure of labor markets. The work, which has
been underway since October 1977, will involve a search "of the
literature to ascertain what is known about the relation between
employment and crime, a survey and analysis of data on programs
that address tho problem of crime through employment, and cohort
studies of high-risk youth and exoffender popalatlons .
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Chapter 12. lImpact on Drug and Alcohol Use

Members of the Wildcat sample, like other New Yorkers in the same
age brackets, used drugs and alcohol--though to a greater extent.

Employment at Wildcat had 1ittle impact on either the drug use or
alcohol use of its employees.

The average participant in the study became addicted to heroin at
age 19, stayed an addict for the next 12 years and kicked the habit
15 months before entering the sample, Thus, through the part1c1pant'
20's, a period during which most young men and women are gaining a
foothold in the labor markzst, the participant's primary concern was
getting the next fix.

Before they applied to Wildcat, sample members had used a wide vari-
ety of drugs besides heroin. Three-quarters said they had used
cocaine, at least on an occasional basis, and marihuana use was al-
most universal (91 percent of the sample reported some use)., Other
drugs were less popular: barbiturates had been used at some time
by 24 percent of the sample, amphetamines by 19 percent, and hallu-
cinogens by 16 percent.  Reported alcohol consumption was low:

under 8 percent of both experimentals and controls reported daily

i\ drinking, whsther of hard liquor, wine, or beer.

" Just as sample members had long experience with drug abuse, they

also had extensive contact with drug abuse treatment programs.

Before entering the study, the average sample member had been in
treatment for 13 months. The 1arge majority (85 percent) of referrals
to Wildcat were from methadone maintenance programs; the remalnder
came from drug -free programs.

For several reasons, part1c1pat10n in Wlldcat was expected to enhance
the beneficial effects of drug abuse treatment programs and to reduce
drug abuse below the levels normally reached by such programs. First,
the experience of being employed and bringing home a regular paycheck
was expected to confer a sense of self-respect and worth which would
help obviate the need to escape reality through drugs. Secondly,

the new peer group of co-workers and supervisors at Wildcat was ex-
pected ‘to exert pressure toward a drug-free lifestyle. And third,
working people would have less free time for “hang:mg out’ on the
streets with those who use and sell drugs.

In general, the results. of the controlled study do not confirm these
expectations. About a fifth of the experimentals and controls alike
returned to soiie heroin use (ranging from a report of occasional use
to daily use). - Use of alcohol and other drugs was similarly unre-
lated to experimental or controls status. However, experimentals
were significantly more likely to graduate from their drug abuse
program and significantly less likely to quit their drug abuse
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programs than were controls, " In a pattern which parallels arrest

" rates, experimentals and con{tols who were employed at least 18 of

the ‘36 months were much less likely to abuse drugs and alcohol than
those whose employment wa§ spotty or nonexistent.

Data on drug and alcohol use are based on self-reported information
elicited during the ammual interviews. Limited verification of this
information was conducted on about 50 experimentals and 50 controls
by checking their drug abuse program urinalysis records; but the
process proved so expensive and was so strongly: resisted by the drug
abuse programs that wider verification was not attempted However,
this limited effort at verification indicated that interview responses
underrepresent the true extent of drug use. Official data on arrests
for drug-related crimes may be regarded as a "bottom-line" indicator
of drug abuse. = Straight-forward questions about the frequency and
amount of alcohol consumption were supplemented by four V'CAGE" ques-
tions des:Lgned to de teit alcohol abuse by focusing on problems related
to excessive drinking. ,

The first section of this chapter presents general findings on drug

“use by all sample members, while the second section compares drug

use among individuals referred from methadone and drug-free programs.
The third sectivi: deals with the relationship between drug use and
employment, whether at Wildcat or in a nonsupported setting,

The data reveal no significant differences between experimentals and
controls in the extent or pattern of drug use. As table 12.1 indi-
cates, half of all sample members used drugs at some time during the
three years of the study. Cocaine was the drug of preference; it
was used by over 90 percent of all hard drug users (47 percent of
all sample members). Over a fifth of the sample {23 percent of
expermentals and 22 percent of controls) returned to some use of

1 Developed by researchers at the University of North Carolina School
of Medicine, the CAGE questions are relatively innocuous and can .
be asked of anyone admitting to any alcohol use. The four items
for which the word CAGE serves as a mmemonic, are the following:

1. Have you ever felt you ought £o cut down on your drinking?

2. Have people ammoyed you by critisizing your drinking?

3. Have you ever felt bad or guilty about your drinking?

4. Have you ever had a drink first thing in the morning to
steady your nerves of get rid of a hangover? (E-eye~opener)

Affirmative _mswers to at least three of the four questions indicate

a high probability of -alcoholism, See John A. Ewing and Beatrice M.

Rouse, "'Identifying the Hidden Alcoholic,' paper presented at the

29th Internatlonal Congress of Alcohol o.nd Drug Dependence, Sydney,

S. S‘W., Australia, Feb. 2, 1970,
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heroin, although not all of these individuals became readdicted.?
Use of barbiturates and illegal methadone was much. less common,
and only a small pumber of people experimented with amphetamines
or hallucinogens. "

Table 12.1

Types of Drugs Used by Sample Members, and Drug-Related
Arrests, by Sample Status

Percentage of Respondents Who
Reported Using Drugs at Any Time
During Three Year Period for

Type of Drug Experimentals®  Controls®-
Any Drug (Excluding
Marihuana) 50 50
Heroin 23 22
Cocaine 48 46
Barbiturates 10 13
Hallucinogens : ' 3 4 ) ///;;,
Amphetamines 2 4 -
Illegal Methadone \ 11 8
Arres ted/dru_g-'re'lated ‘crime 11 ‘ 15

%Data was incomplete on Some questions, thus the mumber of respondents

" to questions about drug use varied from 177 to 181 for experimentals

and 189 to 190 for controls.

Y

Z Sinée information from drug abuse programs was not available on all

sample members, it was not possible to assess independently what
proportion of people were readdicted. Estimates made on the basis
of arrest records, self-reports, and reports from family or friends
suggests that only a handful of ‘part3cipants were readdicted and
used heroin daily.

3 Four typical patterns of drug and alcohol use were noted: 1) com-
bined use of heroin and cocaine; 2) combined use of heroin and
illegal methadone; 3) combined use of cocaine and marihuana; and
4) alcohol consumption wunrelated to use of other drugs.

(o3
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Only a small proportion of sample members were arrested for drug-
related charges: never more than seven percent of either group in

any one year. During the three years, 11 percent of the experimentals
and 15 percent of the controls were arrested for drug-related offenses.
Five sample members died of drug-related causes.

During each of the three years, marihuana continued to be used by a
majority of sample participants (See table 12.1). Before the study,
91 percent of the sanple members reported using marihuana at some
time¢ during the course of the three-year study, 86 percent of the

. sample reported some marihuana use. The majority of people who used
marihuana reported doing so only occasionally (less than once a week).

Table 12.2

Marihuana and Alcohol Use;
By Sample Status and Year of Study

Percentage of Respondents, by
Sample Status and Year of Study

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Exp. Con. Exp. Con. Exp. Con.
C(m=194) © (=207) (m=194) (1=207) (n=194) (n=207)

Reported Using
Marihuana 55 53 63 69 69 65

Daily Alcohol

Consumption

During at Least

One Quarter 26 - 28 29 27 22 28

Probable a
Alcoholism™ 6 5 10 7 9 12

2 Indicated by at least three affirmative answers on the CAGE
questions. See footnote no. 1 in this chapter.
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In contrast to the stability of marihuana use, daily alcohol use
increased markedly for both experimentals and controls, At intake,
only eight percent of the sample reported daily drinking. However,
during edch year about 25 pércent of experimentals and controls re-

" ported daily drinking during at least one quarter. Although frequency
of drinking may have been underreported at intake, there is reason to .-
think that alcohol use did increase during the first year of the study
and stayed at the new level, and that, to some extent, alcohol was a
substitute for other types of drugs. In each year, about three quar-
ters of the respondents reported drinking once a week or more, and
almost half the sample reported daily drinking during at least one

of the twelve quarters of the study period.

Daily drinking is not necessarily synonymous with problem drinking;
and indeed a much lower proportion (averaging 10 percent a year) of
the sample responded to the CAGE questions signaling probable alco-
holism than reported drinking as a daily routine. During the three
vears, 18 percent of each group indicated alcoholism problems at
some time. In the third year, experimentals reported less use and
less difficulty with alcohol than did the controls, suggesting that
Wildcat directly, or through its effect on employment, has a long-
range impact of reducing frequency of and problems with alcohol.

Although experimentals and controls were generally similar in drug
use, during the three-year period experimentals were significantly
more likely than controls to graduate from theiy drug abuse programs
(34 percent vs. 22 percent), and less likely to drop out of treatment
(26 percent vs. 39 percent), The relationship between drug abuse pro-
~ gram participation and substance abuse is discussed in the next section.

‘Treatment Modality and Drug Use

Table 12.3 largely repiicates tables 12.1 and 12.2: however, experi-
mentals and controls are divided according to the type of treatment
modality from which they were referred. The data indicate that

people referred from methadone maintenance programs were more likely
during the study period to abuse drugs (particularly cocaine and
barbiturates) than were their counterparts from drug-free programs.
However, the data on frequency of heroin use reverses, this pattern;
experimentals and controls referred from methadone maintenance programs
reported minimally less heroin use than people referred from drug-free
programs. This might be. expected, $ince methadone blocks the "high®
that heroin imparts. The incidence of marihuana.use, daily drinking, . °
and alcoholism did not differ significantly by modality of treatment
progra. :

93



Table 12.3

Drug and Alcchol Use, Drug ‘Program Participation, and Drug-Related
Arrest Rates Among Sanmple Members, by Sample Status and Type of Referral

Percentage of Respondents, by
Sample Status and Type of Referral

Experimentals Controls

Drug-Frée  Methadone Drug-Free  Wethadone
{1=33) (112161 (n—zs) "~ (1i#176)

Ever used ariy

drug (excluding : b

marihuana) 39 ‘ 52 25 54
heroin © 24 22 27 22
cocaine 39 50 27 49
illegal
methadone 14 10 9 8
barbiturates - ' 7 10 5 15

Ever arrested on
drug-related charge 3 12 11 15

Ever used
marihuana 85 89 , 89 83

Ever reported

daily alcohol

consunption

during one

quarter 49 45 54 47

Ever mdlcated
probable a » .
alcoholism 21 - 17 11 19

Graduated drug b
abuse program 61

Quit drug ;
abuse program 30 25 46 " 38

29 46 - 19

2 Indicated by at least three affirmative answers on the CAGE
questions. See footnote no. 1 in this chapter.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference at the 95 per-
cent level between drug-free and methadone maintehnance.
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Drug-free referrals were significantly more likely to repert gradu-
ating from their Rr_ograms, and they were also more likely to drop
out of treatment.“  But neither graduation from nor continued par-
ticipation in a drug abuse program necessarily indicates commitment
to a drug-free iifestyle. Drug abuse program graduates were as
likely as nongraduates to have used drugs at some time during the
three years. Among experimentals, drug abuse program dropouts were
considerably more likely to have used drugs than those who either
graduated or remained enrolled, but the disparity was not signifi-
cant for controls. Although drug use rates were generally highest
among those who remained in their programs for half a year or less
after entering the study, progressively longer stays in programs
were not associated with progressively lower rates of drug use.

" Work ‘arid Drug Use

While the connection between participation in drug abuse treatment
programs and substance abuse is ambiguous, there is a clear inverse
relationship between employment and drug use. As table 12,4 indi-
cates, experimentals who worked more than half of any year were
consistently less likely to report using hard drugs, drinking alco-
hol daily, or exhibiting a drinking problem than those whose work
Tecords were spottier; and many of these differences achieved levels
of statistical significance. The same patterns generally hold for
conitrols, although differences within this group are more attenuated.

The data in table 12.4 make it tempting to conclude that employment
reduced dependence on drug and alcohol use and that, because the
difference between steadily and marginally employed experimentals
was greater than for controls, Wildcat more than other types of
employment reduced drug and alcohol use. The lack of differences,
however, between experimentals and controls in drug and alcohol use
makes such a conclusion tenuous. :

How. experimentals fared in supported work was related to their use
of alcohol, and to a lesser extent, of drugs (table 12.5). In all
three years, experimentals who were still working at Wildcat at. the
end of thelyear or who had graduated to nonsupported employment
were less likely to drink daily, and less 1likely to indicate alco-
holism in response to the CAGE questions, than were those who had

4Th:'Ls difference may be in large part inherent to the differing
nature of the programs. If the methadone maintenance program
enrollece does not make a regular pick-up from a treatment facility,
the enrollee may begin to experience withdrawal symptoms; further-
more, detoxification from methadone is often a drawn-out process.
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Table 12.4

Extent of Drug and Alcohol Use, by Sample Status and
Percentage of Time Worked

Percentage of Sample Members
‘Reporting Drug or 'Alcoliol Use -

Year of Study and

Work Status of Any Drug Daily Alcohol Probable_
Sample Members (Bxcluding - Consumption Alcoholism®
ER _ Marihuana)  in Oné Quarter ‘in One ‘Quarter
Year 1
Experimentals
Worked > 50% (n=152) 19b 23 5
Worked € 50% (n= 42) 45 36 9
Controls
Worked » 50% (n= 40) 17 27 5
Worked £ 50% (n=167) 31 28 5
- Year 2
Experimentals
“Worked» 50% (n=117) 31b 24b 4
Worked< 50% (n= 77) 52 38 18
Controls
Worked > 50% (n= 67) 29 21 5
Worked € 50% (n=140) 34 31 ot
Year 3
Experimentals :
Worked » 50% (n= 95) 32 : 20 5
Worked < 50% (n= 99) 35 24 13
Controls |
Worked > 50% (n= 67) 28 22 7
Worked < 50% (n=14D) 39 31 14

Indicated by at least three affirmative answers on the CAGE ques-
tions, See footnote no. 1 of this chapter.

bIndicates a statistically significant difference at the 95 per-
cent level between those who worked more and less than 50 percent
of the year.

CInd,,icates a statistically significant difference at the 90 per-
cent level, , .
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Table 12,5

"~ Extent of Drug and Alcohol Use,
By Wildcat Work Status at End of Year
(Experimentals Only)

Year of Study and Percentage of Experzmentals Using Drugs
Wildcat Work Status or_Alcohiol '

at End of Year Any Drug ‘Daily Alcohol Probable

(Excluding Use in at Alcohol
Marihudria)  Ledst Oné Quarter  Problem

Year 1

Still working (n=113) 14 21 0
Graduated n=20) 20 20 0
Resigned (n= 32) 3 D 2 23 P
- Fired m=24) 63 42, 13.
Overall =189y 25~ 26 T
Year 2

Still working (n= 67) 30 ' 2 3
Graduated (n= 48) 40 17 4
Resigned (n= 26) 46 35 P 15 P
Fired (n= 37) 43 57 27
Overall (n=178) 59 o 29 16
Year 3

Still working (n= 44) 34 18 5
Graduated (n= 63) 35 14 [
Resigned (n= 31) 39 35 10
Fired (n= 40) 30 .30 , .23

F Ty N = RS g g

NOTE: The table excludes those experimentals whose Wildcat status
at the end of the year was unknown.

2 Indicated by at least three affirmative answers on the CAGE ques-
tions. See footnote no. 1 of this chapter.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference at the 95 per-
cent level in use of substance among the work status categories,
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re51gned or who had been fired during the year., In the first year,
‘the same pattern held for drug use, but by the end of the .third
year there was no apparent connectlon between Wildcat .tenure and
taklng drugs.

These data suggest that Wildecat mposed relatlvely stringent stand-
ards on participants at the outSet: workers who used drugs to ex-
cess were liKely to be fired., With time, standards with respect to’
drug use may have loosened. (It is reasonable to assume that
occasional use of hard drugs interfered less with job performance
than chronic alcoholism.)  Conceivably, too, employees who remained
in the program longer could more easily afford the high prlce of,
drugs such as cocaine.

The data do not indic¢ate, howeve‘r, whether drug and alcohol use
preceded or followed the termination of Wildcat employment. It is
possible that while some workers lost their jobs because they 'nod~
ded out" or were drunk at the work site, others turned to drugs and
drink for consolation after they were flred

Wildcat apparently had little effect on drug and alcohol use and -
no- obvious explanation emerged indicating the reasons for this
lack of dmpact. In sum, the findings indicate that:

o About one quarter of experimentals and controls used
heroin at some time during the study and half the
members of each group used at least one illegal drug
some time during the three years.,

o Alcohol use increased after entering the study for
both experimentals and controls. About one-quarter
of each group reported daily drinking at some time
during each of. three years and between 5 and 10 per-
cent had alcoholism problems in any g:Lven yea

o Sample members referred from methadone mamtt*nance
programs were more likely to report drug use “than
were drug-free referrals. The type of referral how-
ever, was not related to alcohol use.,

o ‘Employment was associated with lower -drug and alcohol
use. The data do not, however, indicate the causal'’
direction. -Did employment help workers to become

. more stable? And was this stability manifested in
lower rates of drug and alcohol use? Or were employees ‘
who used drugs less able to held then‘ Jobs’f‘

o8



‘Chapter.13. Impact on Lnfestyle .

The lives of two sample members, Dorothy and Robert, were. descnbed
in chapter 7. In this chapter, an effort is made to assess Wildcat's
impact on ‘the lives of its employees by examining family relation-
ships, type of housing, residential mobility, use of medical facil-
ities, saving and spending, and returning to sc:hocl.1 : ,

Most 51gn1f1cant1y, participation in Wildcat appeared to encourage
family stability. Experimentals were more likely than controls to
marry or to enter .into common-law relationships and to live iith
their chlldren Not all these-new families survived three years,
but many did. * Experimentals were also more likely than controls

to be supporting dependents. Stability of employment was related
to marital status and the number. of dependents, but was. not asso-
cilated with other lifestyle varlables.

Increased employment, de,creased rellance on public assistance; .
reduced drug use and criminal activity--these were the positive -
effects that supported work was expected: to have, impacts that can
be measured in dollars and cents and that benefit not only the
supported worker but also the general public. These éffects, in
turn, might be regarded as external, quzmtlflable indicators. "of
internal, qualitative changes accompanying the conversion of chron- -
ically unemployed exaddicts and exoffenders into stable, productive
members of society. Moreover, it was hypothesized that Wildcat
might promote family formation and family support while enabling
participants to live in more comfortable living quarters, and to
enjoy more of the goods of a consumer society. Experlmentals were
expected to take better care of themselves, both because of improved
living and eating habits and because of the need to stay healthy

~ for the job. , ‘

More subtle alteratlons in attltudes and Values were also nypothe-
sized.  As Wildcat workers gained experience in the work force and
compensation for their labor, they were -expected to develop a
greater stake in their own futures and in the future of sociéty as

" a whole. Thus, deciding to resume schooling might be Jndlcatlve
of greater thought being given to the future .

1 _ Self-reported data was used for all 11festyle varlables None
“were venfled through off1c1a1 records i :
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The data reported in this discussion are necessarily more problem-
atic than those presented in precedmg chapters, for three related
reasons. = First, becasuse interviews were necessarily limited in
length and scope; structured questions about 1ifestyle could not’
be made as detailed and probing as those that dealt with employment
‘and criminal activity. For example, the interview ascertamed the
frequency with which respondents read the newspaper, but did not
reveal whether, or how far, that reading extended beyond a cursory
examination of the headlines, the comics, or the daily rumber.

‘Secondly, the structured questions rarely asked for the respondent's
interpretation or evaluation.of his/her own behavior; hence, it

is difficult to know whether, for example, the ‘respondent regarded
-a move from a walk-up tenement apartment into a high-rise housing
project ‘as a change for the better or for the worse. While the
interview made note of the living arrangements of children who did
not reside with the respondent, it did not ask the reasons for
these arrangements, nor did it ask the respondent to rate satis-
faction with them. ‘And it is not clear whether a Wildcat dropout
who enrolled in trade school was 'future oriented" or.simply look-
ing for a way to fill time, ox, (as is likely) was promptéed by a
combination of mmtlves :

Third, it is difficult to make judgments, especially in the absence
of clarlfy:mg data, about whether each change in. llfestyle should
be seen as positive or negative, There is umanimity that working
and staying out of jail are good, and that using heroin is badj but
no similar consensus exists that owning a car represents a step up
in the world, or that marriage is a satisfactory indicatox of
personal stability. Such judgments are often subject to culture-
related biases: Is a commonlaw marriage '"less good" than a .

legal one?. How is one to: evaluate the purchase of a color
~television set on a limited income?

ThlS chapter takes cognlzance of such issues without necessarﬂy
resolving them. Tt reports the data and discusses the interpre-

" tive dilemmas they present. . Living arrangements are discussed in
the first section of this chapter. Subsequent sections deal with
housing, health, consunption patterns, and planning for the future.

Family Relationé

Upon entry into the study, the marital status of expenmentals and
controls did not differ appreciably. As the first colum in table
13.1 indicates, just over 40 percent of the members of each group

~ had never been married. :About one in six was divorced or separated.
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Table 13.1

" Marital Status ofI,E:;(perimen{:al_s a.ri'd Con,t_rols , by Ye’af qf Study &

Percentage of’ Sample Members in Each
Status, by’ Year L

i Intake ~ Year 1 - Year 2 Yeéar 3
Marital - T (4th Quarter) (8th Quarter) (12th Quarter)
Status _Exp. Con. E@ _Con. Exp. Con. Exp.  Con.
Single 43 46 3 3 3 40 31 2
Married 17 16 23 15 20 13 19 15

e b B .
Comonlaw 21 20 30 21 39 20 27 21
Divorced or S e ,
Separated = .18 18 ' 15 24 19 26 20 21
Oher 1 _o0 _1 _1 _1 _1 _3 _1
Total 100 - 100 100 100 100 = 100 100 100
@ (89 (298) as4)  (205) (192) (207 (290) (200) -

aThe increase in the proportlon of s:.ngle controls may ‘be due to.
two factors: slightly different sample 51ze, and the dlssolutlon‘
of commonlaw relationships.

brndicates a statistically significant difference at 95 percent
level between experimentals and controls in dlStrlDuLJ.OI’L of
marital status.

CIndicates a statistically significant difference at 90 percent
-1evel between expermentals and controls in distribution of
marital status :
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One in “five sample members was involved in a commonlaw relationshi'p.2
After three years, marital patterns had shifted markedly, with most
of the change taking place in the first year of the experiment. Dur-
ing that year, the proportion of experimentals who were either married
or living in commonlaw relationships rose from 38 percent to 53 per-
cent; for controls, on the other hand, the proportion remained con-
stant.  (Although seven percent of the controls married during the
first year, this increase in marriages was offset by an increase in
the nroportion of those previously married who were separated or
divorced by the time of the first annual interview.) Not ail changes
were lasting; by the end of the third year, similar proportions of
experimentals and controls were estranged from their mates. Nonethe-
less, at the end of the third year, - Arvrmentals remamed less 111(31)’

in commonlaw relationships.

In addition to reporting aggregate year-end statistics, changes in
marital status can be charted in a different way, by tracing the
course of individuals over time. About two in five experimentals
who-were single when they entered the experiment were married or
“living commonlaw' three years later, while for the controls who
were single at intake, only one in four were married or living
commonlaw three years later. Fifty-three percent of the experi-
mentals who were married or living commonlaw at intake were still
married or living commonlaw after three years. The marriages of
controls appear to have been less stable: - 39 percent of controls
who were married or living commonlaw at intake were still in such
relationships at the time of the third amnual interview.

It is reasonable to speculate that because Wildcat. provided some
measure of economic security, participants were able te think

of themselves as breadwinners and to take on or continue to main-
tain responsibility for others. And to some extent, the data do
point to an economic explanation; both experimentals and controls
who worked mere than 50 percent of the time during the first year
were more likely to be married or living with someone, and less
1ikely to be divorced.or separated, than those who worked less.
However, when the percentage of time worked during the first year
is held constant, experimentals still emerged as more likely than
controls to-enter into formal or informal unions.  (During the
next two years, work and marital status were less. closel\( related.)
These findings suggest that not just work but the ‘W11dca1 progranm

- made a difference.  Perhaps experimentals felt that they: were
making a fresh start, and regarded marrlage as a key dimension

of that new phase in their lives,

%The term "commonlaw marrlage" may. have been somewhat ambiguous.
The term is probably a synonym for "'living together," smce no
1ength of cohabitation was specified. -
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In each of .the three-years, experimentals were less 11ke1y to live -
alone and more likely to live with their childreas than controls
(table 13.2). Twice as-many experimentals supported at least one
person. During the three years, experimentals had an average of
.1.9 dependents compared to 1.4 for controls. By and large, these
differences between experimentals and controls held up even when
the proportion of tlme worked during each year was taken into
account.. .

The différences,between experimentals and cont:rols in living -
arrangements; as in employment and welfare, generally attenuated .
with time. The _patterns.in table 13.2 may be explained in part
by the changes in marital status shown in table 13.1; as the
divorce rate among expermentals increased so did thelr tendency
to live alcne; and support for dependents dropped between the
first and second year, remaining steady thereafter. For controls,
the picture is less compllcated little change occurred along

any of the vamables

3It: is interesting that, while experimentals were more likely than
controls to live with their children or step-children, thev were
not significantiy more likely to have children (some 60- ~70° percent
of sample members were parents), nor were they more likely to live .
with all of their children. Each year about three quarters of

* experimentals and controls who had children said that some or all
of these chlldren were living with a person other than the respondent,
In the majority of these cases, the children were.living with their
‘natural mother or with the mother's parents. These findings suggest
that a substantial proportion .of sample members fathered children
out of wedlock or in relationships that did not endure, and that
in-such cases, children almost always remained with their mother:
at intake, about 40 percent of both experimentals and controls re-
ported having been married to, or having previcusly lived with,
someone other than t.helr current spouse for a year or more.

:,\
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Table 13.2

Frequency of Livirig Alone, Supporting Others,
and Living with Children by Sample Status and
. "By Yedr of Study?

Year 1 . Year 2 - Year 3

. Exp. Con. Exp. Core Exp- ‘Cone
.Percentage of
Respondents Living ' ‘b '
Alone 17 32 21 32 .24« 31
Percentage of
Respondents Living ‘ , -
with Children - . 37 23 35 31 34 27

Percentage of
Respondents Support:mg b

at least one Person  54° 22 1® 27 41® 20
Mean Number of b b | p L
Persons Supported 2.1 1.4 1.87 1.5 1.87 1.4

Mlssmg data on- these questions meant that sample sizes Varled
from 186 to 195 for experimentals and from 200 to 207 for con-
trols. In the question on percentage of respondents living with
children, sample size varied from 142 to 170 for expenmentals
and 14’ to 169 for controls.

b Tndicates a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant difference at the 95 per-

cent level between expermentals and controls.

Housing and Mob111ty

. Data o’ living quarters reflect ‘living arrangements discussed in
the previous section., As table 13.3 shows, controls, who were
more likely to be single than experimentals, were also more likely
to live in hotels or residence halls, accommodatlons that are .

~ generally inappropriate for families. Experzmentals were more
likely than controls to live in elevator apartment bulldlngs or
private homes, perhaps housmg of better quality.

'
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“Table 13,3

Type of Dwelling of Experimentals and Cotitrols,
by Year of Study N

Percent of Sampie Members in Fach Tyve -

Yegr 1 Tegr Z Yga

; Exp,” " Con, _ “Cori, Con.
Walk-up Apartment 56 - 59 56 59 45 57
Elevator Apartment 27 19 " 27 19 31 22
Hotel or Residence ‘
Hall 5 13 7 14 5 7
Private House 9 6 9 s 9 5
Other 3 _3 i .3 10 o
Totai ' 1000 100 100 100 100 - "100

(n—182) (n—l79) (n=179) (n=190) (1‘1‘185) (n—198)

2 Indicates a statlstlcally 51gnlf1cant difference between experi-
mentals and controls, in the distribution of dwelling types at
the 95 percent 1eve1 -

Given the higher incomes of experimentals in all three years, it ;%
is not surprising that ir ﬁach year they paid more rent than did
the controls (table 13.4).% In the first two years, experimentals
were more likely than controls to have a bathroom and kitchen
-available for their exclusive use, a finding related in part to

the fact that they paid more rent, and were léss likely to live

in hotels and residence halls, where such facilities are often
commmal, ~Regardless of the type of housing, however, experimen-
tals were more likely to report having a private bath or kitchen,
an indication that with their increased incomes they were able tc
purchase more comfortable living quarters. By ‘the third year,
these differences were no longer evident, o

4 In any event, New York Clty s complicated regulations concernlng
rent control and ‘rent stabilization make rent a less adequate
indicator of housing quality than it might be in other cities.
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Table 13.4

Housmg Characterlstlcs of Experlmentals and Controls,
by Year of Study?

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Exp- Con Exp. Con Exp Con

Mean Rent (§)

-4th Quarter 106 © 90 106 08 11 ¢ 9
Per’cent' with . c d

Private Kitchen 89 80 91 84 92 90
Percent with

Private Bathroom 85 79 .89 84 89 89
Percent Living '

in Crowded . '

Condition' - 49 47 Y 44 43 40

& Missing data reduced the sample size from 185 to 167 for experi-
mentals and :Erom 198 to 174 for controls.

b See text for deflnltlon

€ Indicates a statlstlcally significant dlfference at the 95 per-
cent level betweén experimentals and controis.
d Indicates a statistically significant difference at the 90 per-
cent level between exper,.mentals and controls. : ;

Another gauge of hous:mg quality is the degree of overcrowdmg.
In this analysis, the space standard employed is one promilgated

by the Commumnity Council of Greater New York, an independent organ-' ’

ization concerned with the welfare of low-income families. Its -
standard allows one room et person plus one extra room for house-
holds of up to four people Table 13.4 shows that, by this

For a more complete discussion of space standards see Ira 8.

- Lowry, Judith M.” Gueron, and Karen M. Eisenstadt, Welfare Housing
“inNew York City (The New York City Rand Instltute Office of Policy
Research, Department of Social Serv1ces Human Resources Admm-
istration, City of New York).
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standard, there is substantial overcrowding among all sample members
(as among low-income households gemerally), but that controls and
experimeirtals did not differ significantly in this regard.

By and large, the sample was mobile: ' only one in four members,
whether expérimental or control, maintained the same residence
throughout the three-year study. Controls moved significantly more
often than experimentals, as one might expect of a group less encum-
bered by family ties. of those controls who moved, 61 percent did
so more than once, while only 48 percent of exper:imentals moved
more than once.

Use of Medical Facilities

Years of drug abuse left a legacy of medical problems. Two out of
five sample members (similar proportions of experimentals and con-
trols) were hospitalized at some point during the three-year study.
More than 90 percent of each group had a medical check-up each year.

As table 13.5 shows, most check-ups were required by drug abuse
programs. Experimentals were slightly more likely than controls to
have check-ups that were not mandated by their programs, but the
differences ‘are small and do not attain statistical significance.
(In fact, only a third of the sample members, whether experimentals
or controls, reported having any unrequired check-ups in any of the
‘years studied.) On the other hand, cotitrols made & greater mumber -
of nonroutine trips to the doctor; the difference is significant

in the third year. Nonroutine trips were those made in response

to an illness, and perhaps because controls were less likely to be
employed they had more time to visit the doctor. In each year, only
one third of exPerimentals and less than half of c¢ontrols made non-
routine doctors' visits, a finding that suggests that a small mum-
ber of sample members were respon51b1e for a large proportion of
medical care provided.

The data mdlcate that Wildcat participation discouraged nonroutine \

doctors' visits and that this difference, unlike most others re-
ported. here, increased with time. There is no obvious reason for
the declining number of doctors' v151ts for emerlmentals and the
reverse trend for controls.

As table 10.3 mdlcates the proportlon of expermentals and
controls receiving Medlcald was similar each year. It ranged
from 94 to 70 percent of the sample. . :
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Table 13.5

Doctors' Visits of Experimentals and Controls,
by Year of Study

Mean Number of Doctors' Visits by
Sample Status and Yéar of Study®

Year 1 - Year 2 Year 3

Exp Con Exp  Con . 'Exp - Con
M=194) (n=207) (n=194) (n=207) (n=194) (n=207)

Required check-ups 1.4 1.4 1.1 11 1.0 1.2
Nonrequired +

check-ups - - v - 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4
Nonroutine visits 2.3 3.2 3.0 4,0 2;0 b 4,5

Total Visits T3 5.1 76 5.6 35061

2 Due to missing data, sample size varied from 132 to 183 for exper-
imentals and from 148 to 199 for controls.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference at the 95 per-
cent level between experimentals and controls.

Savings and Spending

Upon entry into the sample only one in eight experimentals and one

in 20 controls had a bank account.’/ One year later, nearly half

the experimentals (46 percent) had money in the bank, while. for

. controls the proportion was substantially and significantly lower
(19 percent). OQver time, however, these differences diminished
as experimentals closed accounts that had been opened in the flush
of early prosperity and as controls began to make greater economic
headway.. By the end of the third year, 30 percent of all sample
members--a virtually identical proportion of experimentals and
controls--had bank accoumts. The majority of these were savings
accounts; sample members paid bills either in cash or with money
o:rders .

7 This baseline difference was not statistically significant.
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In the first year after Wildcat entry, experimentals increased

their stock of material possessions. Television sets and sterecs
were common purchases. At the end of the first year, experimentals
.were significantly more likely to own a television set than controls
(93 percent vs. 86 percent), and that set was more.likely to be a
color one; furthermore, 69 percent of the experimentals reported
owning a stereo as opposed to 55 percent of the controls. Automobile
ownership- was rare (as, among Manhattanites in general), although
here, too, experimentals more frequently reported having a car (14
percent vs. 3 percent).

Once again, however, these differences largely disappeared over time,
By the end of the third year, experimentals were marginally more
likely than controls to own a television set (93 percent vs. 89 per-
cent), but no more likely to own a stereo (65 percent vs. 64 percent)
Apparently, experimentals and controls had similar preferences in
consumer goods: as controls increased their earnmgs they bought
the same things as experimentals. -

Experimentals and controls used leisure time in s:mular ways. More
than half the members of each group reported watching television
for more than three hours a day. Movie-going was a common pastime:
on the first annual interview, three-quarters of both experimentals
and controls reported having seen a movie within the past month.

By the time of the third interview, these proportions had dropped
slightly: 60 percent of the experimentals and 68 percent of the
controls reported having gone to the movies within the preceding
four weeks.

In the first two years, experimentals were significantly more likely
to report reading the newspaper daily than were controls (80 percent
vs, 69 percent respectively during the first year, and 76 percent
vs. 65 percent during the second). Over time, this difference also
was erased. The proportion who said they never read the paper rose
sllghtly for experimentals (from six percent to nine percent) and
fell slightly for controls (from 13 percent to 11 percent); at

the end of the third year, about 70 percent of both groups said
they read the newspaper each day.

Returning to Schiool

Did experimentals do more than the controls in thlnkmg about -and,
perhaps more importantly, planning for the future? 'Did the exper-
ience of earn:mg regular wages in a supported. Job glve them a great-
er stake in the society as a whole?
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Changes in attitudes and values were not measured directly, but
were inferred from changes in behavior. One dimension of lifestyle
that perhaps reflect changes in value and outlook 15 continuing
education.

The average person who entered the controlled study was a high s¢hool
drop-out. Many sample members regarded this lack of education as a
potential obstacle to getting a good job, and many decided to do
something about it. About half the experimentals (47 percent) and

a significantly lower but nonetheless sibstantial number of controls
(37 percent) attended school at some time during the three-year
study period.

Table 13.6 presents the educational data year by year. . It shows
that durmg the first year of the study, about one quarter of the
sample attended school. During the second year, that proportion
dropped to one fifth., In the third year, this downward trend was -
reversed for experimentals but.continued for controls, so that by
the end of the third year, the disparity was significant. This
difference may be attributable to the increasing mumber of educa-
tional and training programs offered by Wildcat. ‘

Table 13.6

Proportion of Sample Members Attending School,
by Sample Status and Year of Study

Percent Attending School, by Sample

Status
Year of Study ' Experimentals® Controls®
Year 1 27 24
Year 2 ' 20 19
Year 3 25 b 16

a Missing data reduced the samples to between 191 and 194 for
experimentals and 201 and 206 for controls,

b Indicates a Statistically significant difference at the 95 per-
cent level between experimentals and controls




Going to school -does not seem to have been simply a way of filling
leisure time. If that were the case, one Would. expect that those

who worked less would have attended school more; but the data are
incéisistent in this reégard. Although full-time school attendarice
was more frequent among those who worked more, no more than half

the sample members at@ending school in any year went full time.
Evidently, many part-time students were juggling both a job and
schooling or had a “test the waters" approach to going back for

more education. Full-time school attendance did not differ signifi-
cantly between experimentals and controls in any of the three years,
nor was there a difference in the types of schools they attended

(high school equivalency, trade school, or college). Members of

both groups appear to have had similar expectations about the material
rewards that education would confer: about half the sample members
going to school each year believed that their training would qualify
them for a particular job upon graduation,

Although school enrollment was fairly commonplace, graduation was
Tarer. Only 34 percent of the experimentals and 27 percent of the
controls who went to school reported gradudting from any of the
institutions they attended. Some members of the sample were still
attending school at the time of the third interview. But others
had dropped out because they had secured jobs, because they foumd
combining work and study too difficult to manage, because they dis-
liked school, or because they learned that even with a diploma in
hand no job would be waiting for them.

In one sense, going to school was a '"low risk" undertaking: the
majority of sample members paid nothing for schooling. During the
first year, 20 percent of the sample members who continued schooling
reported that they or their families had paid something toward

their education; by the third year, that proportion had dwindled to
five percent. The rest either attended schools that were free or
were able to take advantage of govermment training programs, scholar-
ships, and other kind of financial aid,

Sumuary

o Experimentals were more likely to marry or enter into
commonlaw relationships than were controls.and their
marriages were more likely to endure.

o In each year of the study, a significantly higher
proportion of experimenitals than controls were
supporting dependents. During the three years,

experimentals supported an average of 1.9 people,
compared to the 1.4 people supported by controls,
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o Expermenta1= were more likely to.be living in
elevator apartments or private homes than were
controls: controls were more likely to be living:
in hotels or residence halls and walk-up apartments.
Exper:unenta],: paid higher rent and were more likely -
to have a private bathroom..

o Participation in Wildcat reduced the freqiency of

- ‘doctor visits. Experimentals made fewer visits

' than controls and this difference increased over
time: in the third year, experimentals visited
doctors an. average of 3.5 times, compared to 6.1
times for controls, Hospital stays however,

- were s:m:.lar for experunentals and controls

“o The buymg habits and leisure time activities of

experimentals and controls did not differ signi-
ficantly. Initially, experimentals were more
likely than controls to own a television, stereo,
and car, but these differences narrowed by the end

==>=af the third year.  Bank accounts were more common
~among experimentals than controls in the first year.
However, at the end of three years, 30 percent of )
each group had a bank account.

‘o The proportlon of experimentals attendlng school

(25 percent) was significantly higher than con-
trols (16 percent) in the third year,
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Cyhapter» 14, Are the Benefits Worth the Costs?

Over the three-year study.period, experimentals worked in Wildcat

an average of 75 weeks, and each earned an average of $105 in salary
and $10 in fringe benefits per week, or $8,625 during the period.
Over the same 75-week period, supervision, supplies, and overhead
cost $5,102 per Wildcat employee. Thus the cost per experimental
averaged $13.727. or $9.517 ver vear.l

What did the taxpayer receive in return? The benefits have been
estimated at $15,405 per experimental. Benefits are, however, much
more difficult to calculate than costs and, at best, provide only

a rough approximation of the savings and services accruing to the
taxpayer as a result of an investment in Wildcat. While expenditures
can be determined directly, benefits are determined by attaching
dollar values to the differences between experimentals and controls,
in taxes pa'z'td, welfare payments. received, and arrest and incarcera-
tion rates,* and by estimating value of services produced by Wildcat
employees. :

1 In the benefit/cost analysis, data from a variety of sources were

used. Average tenure at Wildcat was calculated from the average
for the 194 experimentals, - The estimated savings from increased
" taxes and reduced welfare and criminal justice costs were derived
from a comparison of the experience of experimentals to that of
controls. It wzs not possible to retrieve, for experimentals
alone, data on average costs and average value of services pro-
duced, The estimated value of services per experimental was there-
fore derived from the value of services provided by a sample of
Wildcat employees working on a random sample of 17 projects. The
average cost of 75 weeks of employment for an experimental was -
based on average weekly cost for all Wildcat employees over the
four years (Jume 1972 to July 1976). ‘

For example, irythe first year, the 194 experimentals accounted
for 48 arrests and the 207 controls accounted for 87 arrests.

The estimated police and court ctsts of an arrest in New York City
is $2,150 (see note 8 of this chapter). Thus, arrest processing
of experimentals in the first year cost $103,200 (48 x $2,150),

or $532 ($103,220 = 194) per experimental; arrest processing of
controls cost $187,050 (87 x $2,150), or $904 per control ($187,050
+-207) . The savings in criminal justice processing due to Wildcat
in the first year are therefore estimated at $372 ($904-$532) per
experimental. ;
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Tlﬁese est:lmates suggest_that, durlng ﬁs/her 75 wegks at Wlldcat
e typical experimental retirned 6 the tuxpayer $11,449 in

services as well as $3,956 in increased taxes, decreased dlrect
public -assistance, and decreased expenditures by the criminal justice
system. Table 14.1 summarizes the estimated average costs and
benefits to the taxpayer from the employment of an exaddict in
supported work.

Table 14.1

Average Costs and Beneflts for an Experimental
Durlng the Three-Year Study Period

Cost ‘Beriefits
Salary and fringes Increases Taxes
to crew members " '$ 8,625 paid by employee
: ; Income tax $§ 751
Supervision, supplies, Sales tax 323
overhead 5,102 » L

Savings from
Reductions in .
Direct Welfare 1,399
Welfare related
Benefits ‘ 893

Savings from
Reduction in

Arrests

Reduced Police

and Court

processing . 184

Reduced -

Incarceration 506

“\15‘ 7 Value ¢f Services 11,449

Total Ccbt: . $13,727 . Total Benefit $15,405

W11dcat employees pa1d taxes on thelr entire eammge even though
some of the eammgs represented welfare entitlements.
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These data suggest that the taxpayer's investment in Wildcat was a-
good one. The average investment of $13,727 per employee produced

$15 405 in sav1ngs and services, or $1. 12 for every. dollar mvested

The calculat:Lon leaves out the possibility of certain longer-term
beniefits such as increasingly higher levels of tax payments and
continuing lower levels of dependence on welfare. It also leaves
out short-term benefits, difficult or. impossible to quantify, such

-as those which might follow from changes:in employer attitudes about

hiring exaddicts. The calculation also takes no account of any -
macro-economic costs: or benefits such as a possible displacement

of formerly employed individuals from work that Wildcat took, or a
stimulation of the economy by the productivity of the formerly unem-
ployed Wildcat workers.,

It must not be forgotten, when considering the ‘economic "benefit"
of Wildcat, that both groups--the experimentals and the controls-=
cost the taxpayer money. As welfare-dependent exaddicts, they were

‘all the beneficiaries of a deliberate policy transferring resources

to members of society who are not self-sufficient.  Therefore, the
taxpayer's benefit is lower cost--not a net gain for the publlc
purse, but a net reduction in the drain on it.  Another way to =
answer the question with which this chapter hegins--are the bene- -
fits worth the cost?--is to figure that net drairm upon the public
purse of an experimental and a control, and to calculate the differ-
ence. Such an analysis is set forth in appendix D. It suggests
that, despite the increased spending required to provide exaddicts
w:Lth supported work, an experimental's net drain on the public
purse cver the three years was $1,678 less than the net drain of a
control ~

The remainder of thls chapter describes in greater detail the way
that costs and benefits have been calculatpd

The Cost of Wildcat

During the exper:mental period (July 1972 to Jume 1976), roughly
$25, 870 000 in new govermment funds went to the operations of
Wlldcat ‘4 An additional $5,980,000 in welfare payments were :
diverted to Wildcat, and $4,240,000 from the operating budgets of '
City agencies was pa1d to Wlldcat for services rendered (For
more detalls see chapter 6.)

¢

A7he slight additional overiicad cost to New York City for adminis-

- tering the DOE contract is ignored here because of the difficulty

of making reliable estimates. . Equally difficult to determine were
the value of administrative savings ito the City, resulting from.
essential mumicipal services provided by contract to Wildcat. Be-

"cause of theése difficulties, the administrative costs and savings

were ignored. Administrative costs of Wildcat were, however, mcluded
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How did Wildcat spend this money? A position for a supported worker
in the Wildcat workforce cost an average of about $5,500 in salary’
and '$500 in fringe benefits per year,. For each slot, about $2,000
was spent on supervision and about §1,500 on overhead,

Estiated Benefits ‘of Wildcat

Tax revenues: During the three-year study period, exper_imentéls
earned an average of $12,236 in Wildcat and in nonsubsidized employ-
ment; controls earned an average of $4,968, During the period, ap

. experimental paid §1,301 and a control paid $550 in income taxes.

A study of their daily expenditures showed that 46 percent of experi-
mentals' income and 41 percent of controls’ incomes were spent on
taxable goods. Considering income differences (including earnings
and welfare as '"income'), it has been estimated that experimentals
spent an average of $6,410 and controls an average of $3,625 on
sales-taxable items during the three-year period.® At a rate of
eight percent, the City and State governments received $513 in sales
taxes from an average experimental and $290 from an average control
during the period. Summing income and sales taxes over the three
years, experimentals paid %1,814 in taxes or just about $1,000 more
than controls (who paid $840). .

-

Although FICA (Social Security) 'taxes! were also withheld from the
wages of experimentals and working controls and tock a substantial
portion of those wages, FICA "taxes" are not considered taxes for
the purposes of this report because they are paid toward the indi-
vidual's eventual social security benefits. Excluding FICA from
the tax calculation probably diminishes differences between the
tax contributions of:experimentals and controls. Taxes from Wild-
cat staff have also been excluded on the assumption that the staff
would have been employed with or without the program.-

i
_

o

—

The daily expenditure study indicated that both experimentals and
controls borrowed money from friends and families.  Estimates of -
these funds were. included in calculating average amount spent on

" sales-taxable items.
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‘Welfdre ‘c¢osts: Although experimentals were in technical receipt of
. ‘welZfare while at Wildcat, .their pdyments were diverted into a salary
ool and these public expenditures have been included on the calcu-
““lation as part of the operating cost of Wildcat. But, as not all
experimentals worked a full 12 months at Wildcat, even during the
‘first year the average annual direct welfare payment was $34 per
experimental (24 percent of experimentals received some direct wel-
fare in the first year). The welfare payments to controls averaged
$888 in the first year. The difference continued throughout the
. three-year period; but it was less marked as time weiit on, Over the
three years an experimental received an average total of $811 in
direct wélfare payments, Wwhile a control received an average total
of $2,210. In addition, the average_experimental cost the taxpayer
$1,004 in Medicaid and food stamps--7/ roughly half the $1,897 cost
per control. . .

During the third year, when most lad left Wildcat, the experimentals
relied less on and received less welfare than éont'ro;l,s, 'uggesting
that the welfare system.realized a sayving as a result of Wildcat,
even after employees--left supported work, .

There were indications that this saving would continue in the long
term. Interview data suggests that experimentals may cost the gov-
ermment less.in child support and foster home care than controls.
At the end of three years, in 53 percent of the controls' homes
compared to 40 percent of experimentals' homes, at least one person
was being supported by public assistance. Reliable estimates were
not avaiiable on the savings generated by these differénces between
experimentals and controls, . S o

Criminal Justice System: In the first year, the difference in arrest
Trates between experimentals and controls was significant; this dif-
ference disappeared over the three years. The pglice and court
processing of an arrest are estimated at $2,150.° Experimentals

cost the taxpayer $532 per sample member, and controls cost $904

per sample member, for arrest processing in the first year (see

note 2, this chapter, for a more detajled derivation of these average
costs). Over the three years, the estimated average arrest and court
processing costs totalled $1,862 per experimentals and $2,046 per
control, ‘ R EER :

' 7Until January 1, 1974, Wildcat employees were elvigvible for food
stamps. All but a few dollars of the experimentals' benefit were
fgr Medicaid. ‘ :

8In 1971-72, the cost per arrest (police and court costs) was esti-
mated at $1,705. (See Expendituré and Employmerit Data for the
Criminal Justice System, 1971-187Z, National Criminal Justice
Tnformation and otatistical Service SD-EE No. 4, U.S.G.P.O., 1974),
" The 25.7 percent cost inflation from 1971-73 through 1974-75 places
the estimated cest per arrestlfor‘ the experimental sample at gz »150,.
, “117 ,




Another source of cost differences between experimentals and controls '

is that .15 .percent of experimentals and 20 percent of controls were':
incarcerated.at some point.during the three years. The aVerage length

of incarceration for experimentals was 181 days; for cont§ols, it was -
the reduc.ed‘

202 days. Estimating incarceration costs as $40 per day,

. incarceration resulting: from participation in supported work saved
506 per experimental--incarceration cost $1,086 per expermental and
$1 592 per control during the three-year study period,

Adding together the estimated three-year arrest "and incarceration

costs, the experimentals cost an’ average of $2,948 and the controls
cost an average of $3,638.

‘Estimated Value of Services: A random sample of 17 Wildcat projects
was selected 11_',}01971-1975 to measure value of services produced by
Wildcat crews. Vera researchers observed the work of each project
and analyzed the production reports. The results were compared with
~ standards normally prevailing in industry or the Civil Service, or -

with estimates from private contractors, to provide a basis for.
determining market value. On the basis of observation and analyses’
described below, the average market value produced per worker on
Wildcat projects was estimated at $8 184 per year, - Table 14,2
summarizes the analysis.*

A precise estimate of the marginal cost of one more prisoner is
difficult to determine. %40 figure provided by the New York
City Department of Correctmns is lower than the per-person cost
one would obtain if the total corrections budget is divided by the
number of prisoner-days in a year. The New York City Comptroller
estimated the cost of a day in the C1ty jails at $56.77 (New York'

~ Times, 11/21/76).

1OSJ.IICE there were more - than 1,000 work sites durmg the years
studied, it was not p0551b1e to estimate value of services for
each.’ . :
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Table 14.2

Summary of Market Value
Per Worker by Project

l’i'OJect
" ‘Averdge
Maintenatice R ‘
Bronx Police Precinct $ 7,267
Hostos College ‘8,915
Police Headquarters 14,010
Queens Criminal Court i 14,682
Fashion Capital ) 3,057
Conistruction
ousing elopment 3,057
Administration Rehabilitation
Sunset Park 4,800
‘Cleérical ' .
"City Plamning Commission 7,566
- Housing and Develcpment '
Authority Block and Lot 9,261
Buildings Dept. License 8,873
NY Public Library Circulation 8,873
NY Public Library Technical - 7,232
’ Bl
Movi Rt ;
—%an Resources Administration . 5,130
NY Public Library Move 6,110
"‘Méssénger ' Co o ‘
Mﬁﬁttan Messenger 7,267
Brooklyn Messenger 5,340
Paraprofessional

OVERALL WEIGHTED AVERAGE
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Vjelghted
"Average

$11,415

3,929

7,823

5,767

6,335
8,551

$ 8,184
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Six types of work were studied: .building maintenance, construction,
clerical, moving, messenger, and paraprofessional. Each type of work
required a different method for estimating value of.services. The
_-methods of analysis and the estimates they .generated are described =
below. - ‘ 1
Maintenance: - Observations of Wildcat maintenance projects indicated
that the Wildcat productivity rate varied from 40 percent to 150 per-
cent of the expected productivity rate of a commercial maintenance
worker. On the average, it took a Wildcat worker 10 minutes to do

a task an industry worker would have completed in 12 minutes. Thus
a market value for Wildcat maintenance services was set at 120 per-
cent of the prevailing wage rates (§5.60 per hour plus § .35 per

hour OTPS, as established by industry standard).ll ‘

The result was that Wildcat workers in maintenance produced $7.20 in
labor value per hour worked. On the basis of the hourly production
rate and the total number of hours worked, the annual value of Wild-
cat maintenance services was estimated at $11,415 per worker.

General Construction: The productivity of Wildcat crew manbers on
project sites was observed and ﬁmpared with the average standard
productivity rate for industry. Most of Wildcat's construction
projects were housing rehabilitation. Since there are few regularly
accepted standards in renovation of housing, two registered architects
and a professional engineer were consulted to adjust the standards
for the work Wildcat was .doing. Wildcat's observed average produc-
tivity rate was 37 percent of the commercial productivity rate.

11 Standard.industry salaries were obtained from William K. Phillips

Building Services Management (MacNair Dorland Co., N.Y,, 1970).
Civil Service equivaients were found in Wages and Benéfits of New
York City Muiicipal Government Workers, April and April’ ,
" Regional Report No. 47 (September 1975), and Wages October 1974,
oth irom the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. artment of Labor.
In addition, the fringe benefits of mmicipal workers -(30 percent
of the salary) were added before caiculdting the Wildcat values.
Differenceés between Wildcat workers and those with whom they are
compared; in the mumber of hours worked per week, were also taken
into account, : ' :

12 Estimates and procedures are based on industry standards as fom&

in 1975 Dodge Manual for Building Construction Pricing Scheduli
(McGraw-Hill Information System (Co., (New York 1975), ROBETt Snow
Means Manuals, and 1976 Building Cost File.(Eastefn Edition) :

{Construction Publishing Company).  Since these books are guides
(continued on next page)
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- The skilled average base rate including fringe benefits and overhead
costs is $15.30/hour. Thus, the hourly construction market valie
of Wildcat crew members was $5,66 .per’ worker hour or .37 x $15,30.,

For construction tasks similar to maintenance projects, the mumber
of hours worked on those tasks was multiplied by the maintenance
rate of $7.20 per hour,  In sum, the overall anmual value of Services
for construction was estimated at $3,929 per worker. ‘

‘Clerical Seryices: There are few industry standards for clerical

- work or clearcut ways to measure clerical productivity, Thus, Wild-
~cat workers holding cleérical jobs were observed to determine whether
crew members appeared familiar with the work, whether they worked .
independently, whether they worked continuously or had long periods
of inactivity, and whether they were satisfying the agency's require-

. ments. ’

By observing and comparing Wildcat crew members and City workers
performing a variety 'of similar clerical tasks, it was determined
that Wildcat crew members maintained an average productivity rate of
78 percent.’ : ' o ; -

Using the salary and fringe benefits of the City clerical employees,
an average hourly market production rate for each Wildcat crew mem-
ber was calculated. This rate is the productivity rate multiplied
by an equivalent municipal worker's yearly salary (including fringe
benefits of 30 percent). Thus, the average Wildcat worker in cleri-
cal work produced $4.50 in service per hour of work or $7,823 per
‘year, S

" Moving: The value of moving projects was calculated from Wildcat
rec:‘org's of quantity of items moved. These figures were used to
determine the number of hours it would have taken a private mover
to do the same work. The commercial hourly ‘rate uséd for moving
from one location to another is $30/hour. When the moving was on
one floor or from one floor to another, a $10/hour rate was used.

The estimatedvalue of services was $5,767 per vyear. ..

 Messenger: A messenger's market value depends upon the number of
messages delivered. Wildcat messengers delivered approximately
660,000 messages over a three-month period (or 2,640,000 during the
year). A price of 13¢ message was used--which was the cost of a

for the générél contractor, they reflect only the costs of the sub-
contractor and do not include the normal seven percent surcharge
imposed by the general contractor on the retail price.
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one-otmce first class piece of mail, (This may be a low estimate,
as the mmicipal messenger services operated like most corporate
internal message services, providing faster, more direct service .
than. that delivered by the Postal Service. "That extra service, of
course, costs more.) A daily average of 54 employees were working
as messengers, thus the annuallzed value of services was $6,335
(2,640,000 x .13 - 54) :

Paraprofessional: Wildcat's paraprofess:.onal projects. are those
which emphasize personal informational skills. 'Ask Wildcat''--a
tourist information service--was the only such project sampled,

As a result of comparative observation and discussions with the City
government tourist information buréau, it was foimd that Wildcat
workers produced on an equivalent level to a regular worker. Thus
the average annual wage of $8,551 was used in this category. '

Weighted Average: After the average per person value of services
was calculated for each type of project, an overall weight average
was derived by determining the proportions of employees workmg at
each of the project types. For example, because three times more
people were workirg in maintenance than in moving projects, the
value of maintenance services was given three times the welght of
moving services.

Only the service provided is included in these estimates of the value
of supported workers' labor. However, the provision of the services
by Wildcat results in a number of other benefits which do mot fit
into the 1limits of this analysis.

There is an overall efficiency and value in having a large moblle
multi-skilled work force (like a general contractor) to. handle
special emergencies and projects--e.g., the message system estab-
lished on the Lower East Side shortly after a fire destroyed the
telephone commmications system there. This is a characteristic
of Wildcat, not shared by many other programs, which provides
fle)ﬂblllty, increased response time to problems and lowers over-
head costs within City government.

In some projects special indirect benefits accrue from the servicgs
Wildcat provides. An example is the increase in tourist spending:
possibly resulting from information prov1ded by Ask Wildcat. A
different type of benefit is Wildcat's success in changing percep-
tions about the employability of exaddicts by competently providing
needed services. In this respect, a Wlldcat crew working in a
police station may be more effective than human relations courses
fcr police,
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From comparison with the control group, it is possible to estimate
what the éxperimental would have cost the taxpayers, had it not been
for the offer made to them to participate in supported work, The
comparison shows that the taxpayers would have borne reduced tax
revenues, reduced services, and increased welfare and criminal :
justice system costs. The value of services produced by experimentals.
were estimated on the basis of work done and productivity records.

The costs of the program per employee were determined from the annual
budget; these estimates indicated:

o If Wildcat did not exist, its employees would have cost
the taxpayer about $7,000 durinisthe three~yegr study:
Wildcat reduced this to $5,000. ‘

o The experimentals produced $11,449 worth of services
over an average Stay at Wildcat of 75 weeks, Other
benefits were realized because participation in Wild-
cat resulted in increased tax payments and reduced
public assistance and criminal justice costs. These
benefits were estimated at $2,557. The average bene-
fits were thus $15,405; and the costs were $13,227 .
per employee. Thus, for every dollar invested in
Wildcat, the taxpayer received $1.12 back during the
three years.

13 see appendix D.
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Chapter 15, Concluding Observations

Preceding chapters described Wildcat's impact on employment, welfare
status, criminal activity, drug and alcohol use, and lifestyle. In
chapter 14, seie of these variables were translated into financial
terms to deterfiine the costs and benefits of Wildcat.

An overall index of success was also constructed in an effort to pull
together in one measure the impact of Wildcat. It is presented in the
first part of this chapter; the remainier of the chapter is devoted
to concluding reflections on the research findings and thoughts about
what they may mean for the future of Wildcat and of supported work.

The term success eludes definition and measurement. A Wildcat "suc-
cess,' as the term is used here, refers to a person who (1) is em-
ployed in a nonsupported job, (2) is not receiving welfare, (3) has
not been arrested, and (4) reports no drug or alcohol abuse. The
success index on which controls and experimentals were compared is
based on these four criteria and for each criterion a score of 1 or
0 is possible in each of the three study years: ‘

" Enp loX!Eent
orked more than 26 weeks

= 1 poin

- Worked less than 26 weeks =0 :
Welfare Receipt

No welfare {direct or indirect) = 1 point

Received welfare (direct or indirect) 0
‘Criminal Activity

Never arrested = 1 point

Arrested at least once 0
Drug and Alcohol Use

Never used drugs and never had

alcohol problem = 1 point
Used drugs or had alcohol problem =0

Individual scores can range from 0 to 4 in a given year, creating
five groups. A score of 3 or 4 is taken as indicating success,
while scores of 0 or 1 indicate a lack of success. This point sys-
tem discriminates somewhat against an experimental sample member
during the period of employment at Wildcat, since the crew members
salary at Wildcat consists in part of the diverted welfare payments.
Thus, the experimental member could not receive a perfect score of
4 while at Wildecat.
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The distribution of the employees in the five groups for each of

- the three years of the study is shown in figure 15.1, In each year
proportionally more experimentals than controls were in the :
successful groups. The proportion of experimentals in the most -
successful group (i.e., score of 4) grew steadily from none in the
first year (because all experimentals were employed at Wildcat for
part of the year and thus received some welfare diversion) to a
quarter of the group in the third year. The proportion of controls
in the top group also increased but not as markedly as among the
experimentals; from four percent in thie first year to 15 percent in
the third year. For experimentals, the two successful groups ton-
stituted about half the sample each year with the proportion of the
sgeond group getting smaller as the top group grew. For controls, -
the size of the two top groups grew gradually from 18 percent to 34
percent. Thus, in the third year, half the experimentals compared
to a third of the controls were in the successful groups.

The least successful group (consisting of sample members who during
a given year received welfare, worked less than 26 weeks, were .
arrested, and reported drug and alcohol use) stayed small for both
samples during the three years; however, in each year, more controls
than experimentals were represented in this least successful group.
For experimentals, the portion of people in the two bottom groups
increased gradually from the first to the third year; for controls,
the proportion decreased. However, even in the third year, the pro-
portion of experimentals in the least successful groups was smaller
than the proportion of controls. '

In sum, Wildcat appears to have helped a significant proportion of
its employees lead productive lives.: Although the control group data
indicates that many Wildcat employees would have restored their lives
without supported work, Wildcat appears to have provided a headstart
for some and been the critical vehicle of rehabilitation for others,

The task of determining what characteristics of Wildcat participants
were associated with success has been facilitated by the creation
of this success index. Demographic characteristics of participants
in each "'success' group were examined in an effort to determine if
Wildcat was especially effective or ineffective for certain groups.

Employees who subsequently succeeded at Wildcat did not differ on
demographic variables from those who did not. It was difficult to
predict who would, and who would not, be successful three years
later. None of the demographic or socio-economic characteristics
measured was significantly associated with subsequent success for
either experimentals or controls during each of the three years.
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However, attendance record durlng the first; three months at Wildcat,
as shown in table 15,1, was an excellent and consistent predictor of
overall success. Although the predictive value of attendance is
“attenuated somewhat by ‘the third year, particularly in distinguishing
‘between the moderately successful and unsiiccessful groups, attendance
appears to be a good indicator of which employees may have dlfflquty
in holding down their supported work jobs. Thus, while Wildcat cai-

~ not predict which employees will succeed and which will fail on the
basis of characteristics evident at intake, this attendance informa-
‘tion could: be used as a warning signal of an employee who may have
‘problems surviving at Wildcat, Special supports could be introduced
.after three months for employees with spotty attendance records in
an effort to reduce future work problems. ‘ ;

Table 15.1

Absenteeism During First Three Months
at Wildcat and Success Index

‘ Average Absenteeism in
" 'First Three Months

Year. 1 Year 2 . " Year 3

Successful Groups (3, 4 points) 8% 65 8%

Middle Growp (2 points) 148, 1%, 188
‘Unsuccessful Groups (0, 1 point) 305 245 17

2 fndicates that differeﬁces- in ab\sxéntee'ism amorig the -gféups are
significant at 95 percent level of confidence.

Wildcat was designed to answer four questions:  Could an environment
be created which would productively employ the traditionally hard-
to-employ? Would it prepare such people for the nonsubsidized labor
~market? Would such employment rehabilitate the participants? Would
it be cost effective? The research indicates that the first and last.
questions can be answered affirmatively and provides limited afflrma-\
‘tive support for the second -and third questions. From its first day
‘of operation Wildcat has attracted more aprpllcants than it can agcom-
modate. And, once at Wildcat, most are anxious to stay: Of the
4,068 exaddlcts and exoffenders Wildcat employed in its first four
years, about half stayed at least a year ard produced, on the average,
more than $8,000 worth of services. ,
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Wildcat has been a good short-tem mvestment from the taxpayers'
perspectiye, because the benefits flowing from the program have
exceeded the cost of opérating the program. While the data do not
allow an estimate of its long-range benefits and costs, they suggest
that -pay~offs from W:lecat w111 continue béyond the three-year study.

Although three Years was 4 camparatively long time to follow a cohort
of exaddicts, it proved too short to respond reliably to concern
about Wlldcat‘s ability to prepare its employees for the competitive -
world of work. During the study, employees were permitted to stay

at Wildcat indefinitely, Although more than 80 percent of those who
@ve graduated from Wildcat have maintained their nonsubsidized jobs -
fo& at least a year, the proportmon (about 30 percent) of employees
who have graduated from Wildcat into nonsubsidized jobs has been.
dlsappomtlng.

The lack of a time limit on tenure at Wildeat coupled with a shrink-
ing job market (unemployment in New York City rose from 7.0 percent
in 1972 to 11.2 in 1976) meant that almost one-quarter of the sample
was still at Wildcat three years after entry. BRecause these employees
who stayed at Wildcat were among the more stable and motivated workers,
analysis of the post-Wildcat employment of supported workers neces-
sarily underestimates Wildcat's positive influence by systematically
excluding this group of participants from the analysis.  Although it
is not possible to say what proportion of these long termers would
find and keep nonsubsidized jobs, data on those who left Wildcat
showed that employees who stayed at Wildeat more than six months were
likely subsequently to find and keep nonsubsidized employment.

* Answers regarding the rehabilitative impact of Wildcat also need to
be qualified: Wildcat influenced the criminal activity, marital
stability, and drug and alcohol use of participants more itrongly
vwhile they were employed at Wildcat than after they lefft,
effects of supported work were strongest initially, and weakened
with time; they were stronger on behavior related to employment
than behavior related to drug use and criminal activity. Wildcat
appears to offer a headstart to its employees, facilitating reinte-
gration into society. For some employees, Wildcat seems to have been

" the critical ingredient in gaining a Foothold in the world -of work,
but it did not appear to be the critical ingredient in reducing
criminal activity or drug and alcohol abuse. The data suggest that
as the time from leaving Wlldcat mcreased, the positive effects
gradually decreased,

1 This reversion to attitudes and behaviors held prior to a social
intervention has been noted in other longitudinal studies of change.
See e.g., Newcombe, 1964.
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‘Do the research findings on Wildcat. suggest the need for some policy
changes? The reluctance of supported’ employees to leaye Wildcat for
nonsubsidized jobs suggests that merely-encouraging employees to '
. leave was not sufficient and that limiting tenure was necessary to
convey to the employees that Wildcat management took sericusly the
~ goal of transition,  This change--iimiting tenure at Wildcat to en-
courage employees to step into the real world--has already been
implemented. For their further testing of the supported work con-
cept, the Manpower Demonstration and Research Corporation (MDRC) has
dec1ded that a time limit is needed, but that sufficient data were
not available to determine what the time limit should be, Conse-
quently, MDRQ has reguired some of its experimental. sites to impose
a 12-month time- 1imit on its employees amd has required the othevs
to impose an 18-month time limit. The employment and earning ex-
perience of graduates from sites with 12-month time limits will be
compared vith that from the 18-month sites, to determine the more
effective time 1limit, When Wildcat became the fifteenth MDRC site,
a time limit of 12 months was imposed on welfare mothers and 18
months on all other new employees. Enthusiasm for this policy, which
requires employees to leave the nest, should be tempered by the '
research finding that employees are more law abiding and less depen-
dent on alcohol and drugs while employed in supported work. There-~
fore the goals of encouraging self-sufficiency and discouraging anti-
social activities may lead to conflicting policies. . The current
policy decision weighs the goal of self**'ufflclency more heavily--
-and this may well be appropriate, since such a policy means that the
"mumbers of people able to woyk at Wildcat is 1ncreased because new
openings are regularly developed

Attendance during the first three months is a good predictor of fu-
ture success, which suggests that each employee should re re-assessed
at that Juncture. Enmployees with poor attendance during the first.
three months could be terminated, thereby limiting Wildcat's invest-
ment., or provided with special services that might remedy those
problems which prevent them from coming to work each day,

" The disturbingly high rate of arrest and of reported alcohol use
among employees fired by Wildcat may mean that the program effective- .
1y identifies and filters out 'trouble makers,'' but it may also mean
that the mammer in which employees are termmated encourages anti-
social and self-destructive behavior. If Wildcat workers are fired

‘in-an insensitive manner and without being given a sufficient ex-
planation, the . termination process could add to the- -employee's
feelings of :Eallure or angér, and thereby encourage criminal acti-
vity and“drug use, Wildcat should perhaps consider a more pro-
tracted termination process which includes some counseling and
referral services. Without such an effort, Wildcat may be couwnter-
productive for those employees who are destlned tofail in its own



progra.m terms but who are not necessarily "failures' from a broader

point of view, Wildcat's experience during its first four yeats,

- coupled with the research indicating that the benefits outweigh the -
costs, confirms the wisdom of extending and expanding the supported
work concept And, indeed, MDRC has already taken steps to employ
other groups of people prevmusly considered wmemployable. Building
upon the Wildcat experience, MDRC has launched 14 supported work
sites which employ about 2,000 welfare mothers, out-of-school youth,
former mental patients, alcohollcs, exaddicts, and exoffenders in a
variety of supported work projects. These projects, sponsored by

- government agencies and labor unions -as well as by nonprofit corpor-
ations, are based on the Wildcat model, MDRC is also testing the
private sector as a source for supported work projects; jobs include
manufacturlng screws, operating a printing shop, repairing umholstery,
and munning a gas statlon Preliminary MDRC data suggest that the
concept of supported work can be successfully applied o these other
target groups, with different sponsoring agencies; it may turn out
that other chronically unemployed groups are more successful in
supported work than Wildcat's exaddicts.

At the same time that MDRC sites began operations, and in response
to Wildcat's inability to place a substantial number of its graduates
7into monsubsidized jobs, Vera and Wildcat began to explore the crea-
tion of jobs for Wlldcat graduates which would help overcome various
barriers to their transition from supported work. In some cases, .
Wildcat workers have developed good work habits, but do not have many
marketable skills. - Often employees are reluctant to leave Wildcat
because they are comfortable working among their peers in a setting
in which they know what is expected. Sometimes, the graduates' work
_goals createanothér chstacle: many express a desire to work in
human service jobs which do not require formal skill, but have more
appeal than maintenance or clerical jobs. The appeal of human ser-
vices jobs to Wildcat employees, as observed by researchers, lies in
" the opportunity to help others that such jobs provide; the helping
Tole seems in turn to confer a sense of self-worth. This opportunity
is not available in most clerical and maintenance jobs. A general
barrier to'employment in nonsupported work has been the reluctance
of employers to hire any exaddicts and exoffenders, butthis has
proven especially true for the human service jobs, in hospitals and
schools for example, which are partlcularly attractive to supported
workers,

These obstac-les to transition to nonsubsidized work stimulated the
development of Vera's first job creation project, Easyride, a trans-
portation service for elderly and disabled residents -of Manhattan's
Lower East Side. Easyride was laumched in July 1976, with five
former Wildcat workers as drivers. By January 1978, Easyride had
provided more than 35,000 trips to the elderly and disabled and
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employed 18 Wildcat graduates. Although Easyride offers its employees
group. support; Sensitive supervision, and a job that provides visible
social services-~three important characteristics of supportéd work--
the job is less ''supported" than Wildcat, and thé employees are off
the welfare rolls entirely. wo

Easyride has developed close working relationships with the Metro-»
politan Transportation Authority and with area health and Social
service facilities, These agencies regard Easyride not as a rehabil-
itation project for exaddicts and exoffenders, but as a transporta-
tion service of high quality, The distinction is an important one
to the former Wildcat employees and to their future employment
prospects. , ' L
The. project also extends the inmovative financing arrangements evolved
for Wildcat. For example, in Easyride's second year, approximately
half the operating costs will be borne by the Medicare program,

under special authorization from the Secretary of HEW: like waiver
of SSI regulations for Wildcat's 'welfare diversion,' waiver of
Medicare regulations for Easyride's financing is intended to permit
testing Easyride's potential for saving public assistance monies.

In Easyride'’s case, the saving is expected from increasing the
mobility of a population at risk of costly institutionalization,

so that they may continue to live in the commmity. This funding
.approach parallels Wildcat'!s, but Easyride's subsidy comes from

novel use of money that might otherwise be. spent to institutionalize
Easyride's clients rather than from welfare checks ‘that would other-
wise support Easyride's work force.

“The job creation efforts of Vera and Wildcat have focused on those
employees who are judged job-ready but for whom barriers exist that
prevent them from obtaining conventional jobs in the open market.
However, for many other employees (perhaps as many as 2,000 of the
first 4,000 employed), the problem is not to find a nonsubsidized
job, but to meet attendance and performance standards.set in Wild-
cat--standards that have been purposely lowered in order to embrace
people who could not meet conventional work standards. Wildcat
must fire those who do not develop a capacity to meet its standards,
both because the productivity demands of customers require Wildcat
to drop-them and because not to drop these employees erodes the con-
cept that Wildcat is an employer and not a counseling service--a
concept ‘thoughit to be important to the improved self-regard of others.
However; many of those Wildcat fired for these reasons might be pro-
ductively employed in a less demsnding environment, perhaps on a
part-time basis. ;

A more productive response to Wildcat's "failures''--the employees

who camot make it to work more than four days out of five and are

late or who leave early on at least one of those four days--may be
131
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to create another type of employment: ‘supported day labor, If

an exaddict ‘or other “hard-to-employ" person is not ready to come

to work five days a week, perhaps the persSon can work three days a
week.  If mot seven hours a day, perhaps the employee can work four ,
hours. Pay could be for work completed and, perhaps welfare benefits
could be distributed on a prorated basis. The work would require few
skills, be easily measured, and closely supervised. Employees would
be pa:Ld on a daily, hourly, or even on a plece-work basis. Such a
scheme would magnify some of the structural supperts of Wildcat--
the group setting, sensitive and rigorous supervision, immediate
feedback, and clearly defined rewards. Length of stay should pro-
bably not be limited, but small financial incentives might be
provided so that an employee would find it profitable to enter full-
time supported work when the employee was ready.

Supported work has led to exploration of different ways to structure
and fund public service employment. Such efforts have grown from
. Wildcat's basic finding ths% exaddicts and exoffenders want to work
and that it costs less to subsidize them in work than to maintain
them in idleness. Thus, the challenge may lie not in rehabllltatlng
the chronically Lmenployed through support services, but in finding
ways to structure work so that such groups can work productlvely

'
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Appendix A
Wildcat Projects Active on June 30, 1976
Project Description Number of Employees ’ /

‘Clericdl and Pdrvdproféssional ’Pz‘*b‘je‘c“:ts - 293
(mmicipal agencies) .

Board of Education. Office work and
offset printing. . 33

Board of Higher Education.
o General clerical duties, printing
and computer data processing 21
0 Lehman College. Operation of
electric collating and photocopying
machine; direct responsibility for
duplicating the monthly Chancellor's
Report. ; 5

Bronx Borough President's Office.
Photographing and reproduction
room assistance. 2

City Planning Commission. - Preparation .

of map overlays on census data and

land use; correlation of information

for a commmity planning board handbook. 1

Corporation Counsel. Clerical dut1 es . :
related to bill processing. 6

Cultural Commission Foundation.  Tele- .
phone answering and information service. 1

Department of Consumer Affairs. Examin-
ation of default judgment records. ‘ 4

Department of Finance, Registrar's Office,
Logging, coding and recording of all trans-
“actions mvolvmg real and personal property., 4

District Attornty's Office. General

¢lerical duties including legal document
searches. ; ; 2
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Project Description

(nnm1c1pa1 4agc‘anc1es - contmued)

Finance Administration, Stock inventory,
microfilming, indexing, data processing
filing in various locations,

Health and Hospitals Corporation.
General clerical duties.

Housing Development Administration,
o Office of Rent Control - General
clerical duties for protest
division ard other departments;
assistance in recertification
process of rent exemption for
senior citizens.

0 Department of Bulldmgs - Indexmg, :
coding and fllmg of block and lot
folders.

‘o General clerical duties and micro-
filming in various locations.

Human Resources Administration.

0 General clerical duties.

o Office of Case Intake Management,
Record auditing, form countmg,
data verification, typing and
receptionist work.

o Contracts Division. General
clerical duties.

Mayor's Office. General clerical
duties and print work duplication.

New York Public Library. Filing and
typing for various departments of the
Library.

Port Authority. Administration and
operation of a paper recycling project
at World Trade Center, Kennedy and

La Guardia Airports.

Temporary Commission on City Finances.
Pick-up, delivery, filing of documents
and statistical reports, operation of
adding machines and copiers.
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50

28

47

32

16

25




Project Description

Cleticdl and ‘Paraprofessiondl Projects:
(mm_ucipal agencies - continued)

Transportation Administration,
Drafting, estimation and data
conversion in pen and ink.

Clerical and Paraprofessional Projects 77
(nonprofit organizations)

Bronx Council on the Arts, Apprentice
Printing. Training in various aspects
of printing work,

Democratic National Committee. Assembling
of 8,000 cardboard kits for the Democratic
convention: collation of transit maps,
New York City guides, documents from
Washington, D.C., convention material.

Hospital Audiences, Inc. General clerical
duties, including booking tickets for
hospital and prison performances. ‘

7 3

ivimé—erdependent Learning Model. General
¢lerical, typing and reception duties.

Theatre of Riverside Church, General
clerical duties.

Twin Parks Association. General clerical
duties, telephone service, operation of
duplicating machine.

Vera Institute, Research Department.
General clerical duties.

Wildcat. Ueneral clerical duties.

Social Service and Public Service Projects 135

Argils Commmity Center, Counselor Trainees.
One-to-one, group sensitivity and encounter
counseling in Argus Teenage Program.

135,
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Project Description Number of Employees

" 'Socidl :Service and Public Sérvicé Projects
(continued)

Ask Wildcat, Information Service.

Operation of booths in public areas

dispensing information on points of

interest in New York City, 2

Bronx Commmity Coilege. Xitchen

preparation of hot lunches for senior

citizens; assistance in food and tray

preparation, lunchroom clean-up, 10

Bronx District Attorney's Office.
Spanish-English translating assistance. 10

Citizens Advice Bureau, Senior Citizen

Minor Repair Program. Assistance to

senior citizens in making minor home

Tepairs. 3

Commmity Action Legal Services.

Interpreting Assistance for Intake

Department and for lawyers in fair

hearings for welfare clients. 8

Fashion Capitol. Maintenance and
clean-up. Staffing of information
center in the garment district. 18

Fashion Institute. Security guards
for dormitories, library and other
facilities, ' 16

Fort Greene Health Technicians.
Administration of blood pressure
test at the health center. 4

Harlem Teams, Self-Help Community

Service. Comparison shopping,

building maintenance and clerical

duties. 4

Mt, Sinai Hospital. Spanish-English
interpreting assistance for emergency
Troom personnel. 15

New York Public Library. Assistance in
the moving of library books. 11
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Project Description Number of Employees

" Socidl Service and Public: Servlce ‘Projects
(continued) :

Office for the Aging, Meals on Wheels.
Food delivery to shut-in and disabled
senior citizens for the Stanley Isaacs
Senior Citizen Center. 5

Operation Stop. An Escort Service for
senior citizens to medical appomtments
and public agencies; assistance in the
preparation and serving of their meals. 2

Scorecard. Rating of streets for
cleanliness by work crews following
sanitation truck routes. 15

South Brooklyn Legal Services.
Assistance to attorneys representing
indigent clients at welfare hearings. 3

Whist. Escort services for senior
citizens from the Washington Heights
area to cultural events and points of

interest in New York, -3
Construction, Renovation, and Painting

Projects 78

Best Head Start. School painting. 8

Environmental Protection Administration,
Partition erection. ' ‘ 4

Pratt Institute. - Apartment house . :
painting. ‘ : 6
Parks, Recreation, and Culture Adminis-

tratlon Orchard Beach and Bronx Swinming

Pools. Painting of pool areas. . 23
P.S. 191. Painting of Auditorium. 10

Soldier's, Sailor's, and Airmen's Club
Renovatlon : 5
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. Proj ect Des’cription

' rog ects (cont:mued)

South Bronx Overall Economic Development.
Corporation. Renovation.

South Street Seaport. Restoration
of Wavertree.

Maintengnce and Upgrading ‘Projects 280

Board of H:Lgher Education, Lehman
College, - Maintenance of outdoor
sidewalk and lawn areas, cleaning

-of building exteriors.

Bronx State Hospital. General
maintenance of seven psychlatrlc
wards. ‘

Department of Public Works, Municipal
Services Administration. Custodial
services for several city agencies.

Environmental Protection Agency.
o Grounds keeping and pollution
control at Newton Creek and
Coney Island
o Servicing of litter baskets from
Central Park West to Riverside Drive.

Ft. Washington ﬁfesbyterian Church.
Daily maintenance of Church,

Housing Development Administration.
General maintenance sarvices at two
sites.

Mmicipal Services Administration.
General maintenance at various locatioms.

»

New York Police Department. Maintenance i

services in 21 precincts and at Police
Headguarters.
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12

10

10

19

24
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. Project Deséription Number of Employees

PR

‘Mairitendnce and Upgrading 'Projects
(continued)

Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Adminis-
tration, Broadway Malls, Mall Maintenance
on Broadway from 64th Street to 110th Street, =~ 5

Queens Botanical Garden. Horticultural
training and maintenance; priming, seeding,
planting, etc. - ; : 6

Riverdale Neighborhood House, Maintenance =
.- of house, grounds, swimming pool, 2

Washington Heights Neighborhood Preservation.
Sweeping, dusting, and clean-up duties) 2

Wildcat, General maintenance of Wildcat
facilities. 50

Wildcat Van Security. Inspection and
¢lerical services related to Wildcat
vehicle use and maintenance. , ; 2

‘Messenger Projécts’ . © 70

City University of New York.

Messenger and package delivery

service. ‘ 4
Corporation Counsel. Messenger‘ and

mailing service. , ' 2

Finance Administration. Messenger ‘
service to inter-agency offices. . 1

Housing Development Administration.
.. Delivery of correspondence to var:tous
housing departments. 1

Mayor's Office, Civic Center Messenger
Service. Messenger and package delivery _
service to other cify agencies. : .61

‘New York Telephone Company. Messéhger
service from 1250 Broadway to branches. S |
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Project Description " Number of Employees

‘Training Programs L 121

Argus Bu11d1ng Trades Tralnmg
Training in carpentry, electr1c1ty o

and vocational counseling. : .// ‘ 40
IBM. General clerical and - A

keypunch training. ’ - 22

IBM/Wildcat. Introductory Typing

Classes. Basic typing classes,

keyboard and office practice;

education and vocaticnal counseling. 40

Office of Vocational Rehabilitation/ -

Wildcat. Training in dentistry, ,

building maintenance( ‘tractor - i

trailer, and radio repair. 19
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Appendix B
¢Obtaining thé' Waivers for Welfare ~Iliiversibn

* One month after Wildcat began, the U.S. Department of Health Educa-

. tion, and Welfare approved the’ corporatlon as a demonstratlon project
and waived some requirements of existing welfare laws to permit diver-
sion into the salary pool of Wildcat part1c1pants' Aid to the Disabled
(AD) welfare payments (about $2,000 per'employee per year). Midway
through Wildcat's second year, the Federal Social Security Administra-
tion (SSA) took over the State-administered AD program, replacing it
with the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program. Wildcat then
obtained authorization from SSA to contimue. dlvertmg welfare payments--
an average of $2,400 a year for each employee. ‘

Two provisions of the SSI statute had to be waived before dlversmn
could be applied to Wildcat's exaddict employees. First, under the
new regulations, only exaddicts who had been receiving AD in December
1973 (and at least one month prior to July 1973) could be 'grand-
fathered'" from one program to the other; all "ney" exaddicts-had to
apply to the State program of general a551stance’; which had not auth-
orized diversion and eligibility waivers. Becaiise there were rela-
tively few people who qualified, and their mumbers were decreasing,
Wildcat had to apply for a waiver that permitted addicts in treatment
to be enrolled in SSI if they were employed by Wildcat and if they
could have qualified for AD under the standards in use in New York
before the SSI legislation was passed in July 1973.

Second, the SSI statute limited the amount of income an eligible
participant could earn and still remain on SSI. . Because that limit
was less than a Wildcat employee's average earnings, the corporation
had to obtain a waiver of that requirement, as well.

It was anticipated that the switchover to SSI would cause one addi-
tional problem for Wildcat. The Social Security Administration re-
quired that each recipient of diverted SSI benefits receive each
month payment of at least the amount of his/her SSI benefit, regard-
- less of how much work was actually done-or how much was actually
earned at Wildcat., Wildcat feared that absenteeism and terminations
would increase as participants realized that they were guaranteed
*a minimun income.  These fears were not realized; only about two
percent of active WJ.ldcat participants failed to earn more than the
amount of their diverted SSI checks each month..
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Expiration of the SSI.walvers required Wildcat to find other welfare
funds to help finance supported work, Theé corporation has turned to
State welfare programs, in particular Home Relief (HR), the New York
State system of general assistance. Most Wildcat employee's are
eligible. for MR, but its governing statute sets limits on the amount .
of outside mcome a ref'lplent may earn. and st11\1 be eligible,

In July 1976, a bill was pa.,sed by the New York\qtate Legislature

- to amend the soc1a1 services law until June 1977 tg\\dlsregard income
derived from supportéd work in determining eligibility for HR (in

the interest of furthering self-support for Home Relief recipients')
and to transfer HR funds to supported work salary pools. (The bill
was not restricted to Wildcat; the income disregard covers any non-
profit organization that would use transfer payments in a similar way.)
In June 1977, a second bill was passed extending HR diversion umtil
June 1979,
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Appendix C _
Death Rates and Causes’ of Death

The death rates of the experimental ani control samples were similar.
to national dedth rates for exaddicts.”  However, these rates were
five times higher than the average death rate for New York City and
twice as high as the rate reported for 24-47 year olds in Central
Hzn"J‘}e:né1 a I'erarlly nonaddlct population demographically smular

to Wil cat

The death rates and causes of death of experlmentals and controls dld
not dlffer, as table C.l shows.

Table C.1
Causes of Death

Violent/Homicide [0k))] 55%
(including stabbings, gunshot
wounds, falling down an air
shaft while being pursued by
police and being pushed down
stairs during an argumernt.)

Drug Overdose o ¢ 5) 25%
Accident ' (3 15%
IlIness (1 5%

Total (2002 100%

2 The reason for death was available for 20 of the 26 known deaths.

‘1 Watterson, O., Simpson, D., and Sells, S., "Death Rates and Causes

 Among Opioid Addicts in Commumity Drug Treatment Programs During
1970-1973," Amér. J. Drug § Alcchicl Abuse, 2 (1), pp. 99-111 (1975).
See "also, Ball, J., Levme, B., Demaree, R., and Neman, J., 'Pre-
treatment Crlmlnallty o “Male and Female Drug Abuse Patlents in the
United States," Addictite Diseases: an Intérnational Journal, 1(4),
pPp. 481-489 (1975), znd Fitzpatrick, J., "Drugs, Alcohol, and
Violent Crime,'' 'Addictive Dlseases An International Journal 1(3),
PP 353-367 (1974)- ) ,
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That-violence plays a major role in the lives of Wildcat participants-- -
and tne communities in which they’ live--is suggested by comparison ,
of the data in table C.1 with:data from a national study of 50 metha-
doneé maintenance programs, In.that study, only a quarter of the ex-
addict deaths were attributed to violence or homicide. The higher
proportion of violent deaths"in the Wildcat research sample suggests
that they .were more involved in violence than addicts in treatment -

nationally. The arrest rate’ of sa.mple mgmbnrs who died was hlgher
than for the sample as a whole.’ o
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Appendix D

Compamson of Average Costs
-and Benefits for ‘Experimentals and. Controls

‘Tables. D.1 and D.2 present the tosts and benefits of each sample
member, averaged separately for experimentals and controls and sum-
ma'rlzed f;xrst for:the flrst year and.then for the three-year period.
Table D,1

Comparison of Average Estimated First Year Costs.and Benefits for
Experimentdls ‘dnd Contyols .

I. With the Program I, Without

in Operation the Program
' ‘ Having
Existed
(Experimentals) (Controls)
{a) Operation cos’csa’b #7306 o 0
(b) Minus taxes paid by . o
Experimentals/Controls - 553 - 168 -
1. 1income ‘taxes (-375) ( -86)
2. sales taxes (-178) ' (- 82)
(c) Plus Welfare costs + 424 +1438 .
1. direct payments (+ 34) (+888)
2. related benefits (+390) - . (+550)
(d) Plus Criminal Justice
System Costs + 767 +1719
1. arrest process . (#532) - (+904)
2. incarceration ; - (+235) i : (+815)
(e)  Minus value of services
provided by Experimentals . -6125 0
Net Cost per Person $1819 $2989

8 The funds diverted from welfare to Wildcat are included among the
costs: ‘they averaged $1855 per employee in the first year.

b See footnote 11, chapter 14 for explanation why operations costs
and value of services were estimated at O for controls.
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Table D.2

Conparlson of Average Estimated Three Year Costs and Beneflts for

I. With the Program
in Operation

.)ver 'I'hree Years

11, W1thout the
Program Ever

Having
Fxisted
{Expérimeritals) (Controls)
(a) Operations c:os‘cs"’l’b © 413,727 ‘ ' 0
-(b) ‘Minus taxes paid by .
' Eacpermentals/Controls - 1,814
1. income taxes (-1301) (- 550)
; 2, . sales taxes (- 513). (- 290)
Cc) Plus welfare costs + 1;815 $ 4,107
© 1. direct payments “(+ 811) (+2210)
2. related benefits (+1004) (+1897)
(d) ‘Plus Criminal Justice , ,
System Costs + 2,948 + 3,638
1. -arrest process (+1862) (+2046)
2. incarceration (+1086) (+1592)
(e) Minus value of services :
provided by Experimentals «11,449 0
Net cost per person $ 5,227 $ 6,905

’a 'I'he funds diverted from welfare to Wlldcat are mcluded among the

costs:

b

they averaged $2,747 per employee in the three years.

See note 1, this chapter for explanation why both the cost of

operations and the value of services were assumed to equal to 0
for conlrols.
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In the first year, the net' cost.of providing supported work, per
person offered that opportunity, was $1,170 less than the net cost
of not 'making that offer (32,989 - $1,819), Over the three-year
gemod, the benefit of an offer of supported work was $1,678 ($6,905-
5;227). The met cost per experimerntal was lower than that per
control, despite the greater public expenditure for experimentals

because experimentals returned, through their labor, some of the
taxpayer's investment in the'in'.jL

o e e e e

1 Although, undoubtedly, many controls produced valuable services,
these have not been included in the analyses because it was not
feasible to calculate their value. Rather it has been assumed
that the value of services rendered by controls in the nonsub-
sidized labor market was equal to the cost (e,g., if a control
was working as a messenger and his/her services cost $90 a week. -
in wages and benefits, the value of those services is assumed to

equal $90 per week). Both are therefore excluded from the
calculation.
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