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ABSTRACT

h

Over the years "he Jnited States government has initiated numerous'

‘prrograms whose aim has been to improve the employability of L.dividuals i

’who experience problems Obtainlng and retaining jobs.‘ This paper reviews.:

’»the results of such programs fo ”individuals previously involved in crime-

'»;fand drug use.; It places spec‘al emphasis on the impact of SLDpOtted Work

Vthe most recent of these programs.y’

The data suggest that employment;enﬁancing programs are at bestflev

.selectively effective. One group of participants who appear to be par— .

reasons for this. responsiveness and . possib e pgliey'implicaticns are

'briefly discussed.

Aticularly reSponsive are those who are” past 35 years of age.» 1he possiblei L







" The Impact of Employmen' Programs on Offenders Addicts!
,and Problem Youth i_plications from Supported work '

- INTRODUCTION -

‘ For almost twenty years ,.he federal government of the United States

'has expended large quantities of resources on programs that employ disad—'

( 1vantaged worxers, especiall) disadvantaged youth and’teach—themoskills.~

' ff%any o‘ these programs have had as their aim the putting of slack resourcesi

to-use. Other programs have had more complex objectives.. Their intent_ '

~fhas been not Smelv to use resources but through training,_gork experience

'd.rand other means, to help indi»iduals become employable. .Incressed emploxee,'»

3

‘_bility:is essu:ed in turn;tq'lead to reduttions in the»derivative”problens';
‘dthese'individuals:may;experience. | | | o
The concernfof this.paper is:with:the second'Cless oﬁ,progtams,

‘particularly,thosebthat.deal,with individuals previously involvediin
_‘crime and dfug'use.' Our contention is that by concentrating on servihg
9outh such. program= have neglected.disadvantaged adults, for whom such
ptograms often may be more effective -This asse:tion is based on‘anu"
- perimental evaluation of a major subsidized work experience progranl.
”{ln the United States called Supported Work QFot'this program5 we havef]
found little e‘fect ~on delinquents postprogtam employment cr on their“
=criminal activ1ty during or aztet program partitipation. vIn contrast;«
var adult offenders and'dgug_addicts particularly those over, 35 ‘

;“have,found increased emplovment'and»reduced,crime effects.







We begin this paper with a discussion of the kinds of employment
:viand tra ing programs that have evolved in this countrv including the

i rat i;‘o_‘n' a1

" targeted:.” Next Q?kdistussntheZSuppnftedﬂwdfk'prqgramfand;it;"eValuatian

Tt ons df other programs Based on this’evidence,Twe.conclude;that there

at

:ibeen a major item on the national pclitieal aéenda.only twice ?ft;st*'l
.dnninéAtne.depreaalon ef t“e 1930s. and.second for an- extended perind
1beginn1ng with thetYennedy administration in tHe early 19605 ‘and contlnuing
‘;to thelpteaentjdayJ’ The d preasion programs, prlmarily designed to. put‘
"vlglaeﬁiresoufeealtoluse >uete largelv focused on adult workers, They
:te terminated in the earl) 19&05 lwhen the demand fet manpeeer assoeiatedi
J':Lwitthorld War II essentially ellmlnated 1nvolu1tary unemployment
‘ The first factor leading to tnesdevelopment of - employment and trainiréz
.pregramarinythe early 19605 wae the recesaxon of 1958 f The hlgh unemploy—l
_ ment at that time was often attributed to automation and the replacenent ‘.,j_i
of'unakilled'labéf byfmach”nea;ia ‘ agnosis that led easxly to a.preacrlptlon

of the need for retrain ng vorxers : An important eftort to 1mp1ement o







of 1962 . The initial objective of this program was to develop new’ skills

mong family heads who, although having much prior work erperience had
Abeen displaced by technological or. eco“,ml-._h:ngea; In most. cruc1al
"‘respects these 1ndividuals vere vrewed in- the same manner as the unemployed
. ‘of the thirties——motivated'and otherwise ready for work but lack.ng Job
- ;offers because of lessened demand tor their skills.‘

.A secand major impetus:for the employment and training programs
’}:705 the 19603 was the civxl rﬂgh's movement One major area of concern
ovement related to‘vob opportunitles for older black‘;orkers
:'5whose unemplo;ment.oroolems uere slnllar tolthose of whites but worseneo‘txf
:‘fracial'dlscriminatxon.?FA—second area ofbconcern pertained to youth."for
: these‘individuals unemployment was assumed to be due not only to the 1acx
of marketable Skllls bnt to what was called the poverty subculture——here
»re‘erring to tHe lack of discipllne nec ssary for sustalned emplo,lent
~ . and to. negative attitudes to-ard eddcatlon and work, This -thesig led
many poliCymakers to prOpose tnat-society lntervene to prov*de better
f Opportunities for young peoplevto enter the labor force.: and’ soc1ety s.l

: mainstream The merit of such 0pportunitiesAwas reinforced by the

’hypotheses of some economists -who saw eaucation as an 1nvestment ln
.'f-human cuortal with a- high ‘rate of‘return ) Ths4work of Denison (1?62)

“in particular suggested that thls xnvestment accounted for much of the‘
.econooic growth of this:country in the twentleth century. Similar~effectsq:
were expected lrom tralnlng prograua,'especlally those aimed at young
ffpeople .since youth have the loagest worklng oerlod ahead of then }n1~

ywhlch to reap the galns of better tralning







- The intellectual underplnnings for an emphasis on employment and

training programs for youth were reinforced by events during the 19603. o

.,Awhile the overall unemployment rate fell dramaticall) from 6 8Y

imigss to 3 sz by 1966, he rate. for ‘those aged 16 to 19 only declined
v"rom 15 9 to 12_ .h Thls relatively small reduction was Y‘robably caused
vin.part by tbe substantial rise in the teenage p0pulation during the mid—
319603. A major consequence of this mix of circumstances is that the absolute
number«of unemplO\ed youth remained constant during the 13603 while Lhat t

‘ other population segments declined

Another critical phenomenon contributing to the deveioping sttess

on employment programs for youth at this time was the grouth of urban

disorderﬂand‘crime esPecially after the- riot in. the Watts area: of Los BRI
Angeles in 1965. During the later years of the sixties political and
',civil rights leaders argued that providing youths with JODS both to

increase,income and to give them 'something construetive,:o do" would_

Vlower the incidence of crime and violenceu These argumentsfinitially

prov1ded the rationale for the development of summer job programs for

<jteenagets and by the 19705 became the basis for the development of other e

"wprograms for youth. Among others the Neighborhood Youth Corps provided

community based work exporience and the Job. Corps gave training to young
peOple in institutional settings. Later~ the Comprehensive .mployment

Trai\ing Act (CETA) established 1n 1974 and aimed to a- 1arge extent :

at youth provided community—based work under 1ocal governnent admini—

stration.' It has been estimated that in each year from iy6> through ;






1972 mote than half the pa:ticipants in employment and training programSTD'

that‘indlvidﬁalé!?ill ¢z lLt'Crijg KEVans' 1908 Cook 1375) These st“dies

“ahd'thelrépeafed7féilhref0 al'erﬂative and less expensive effo*ts to stem
recidivism (Lioton ‘et al:; 1975) r\erhaps providec ’heﬁmajor'ihpéths‘for

the'manpbwer;p;ogra:s for dfféné rs that began to- appear in the early 19709.

IMPACTS OF EARLY PROGRAMS

Throhgh%the'midfsgyéq@lésf;heyaéhiévemeh;s;éflegﬁloymeﬁﬁ‘picgfgms 4‘g“
fot'thefvéthds'ﬁopﬁlatiih éfodpé_fﬁéyHServed”éouldfhot'Ee statedﬁwigh -

‘ chh'éér:éiﬁt?).inuﬁért' 2 a "‘ ) ta problems._ Relatively few-

‘spudiQthad been'uﬁdar Len. ”f ' trol or compa*lson groups,"f'
ar\ong comparison groL. es, é;ﬁpl’e‘.selégti’on 'jb'i'asvés"wer‘e'-

R . PR . A

generally not well ¢
-Short. -Perhaps"‘::vf £ of ﬁa‘gﬂﬁtobléms or ﬂerhap_‘becapse some .-
s,{findﬁngs,frq:_varicps‘stﬁdiés were
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'not consistent}.~Researthvoyerviews‘ theVer suggest (Ginzberg, 1980) that.

the general conclusion of analysts on the merits of job training programs -

'fwas one of cautious optimism —optimism because of measured employment

{"_ . gains cautious because.of‘the;aforementioned.data'problems and inconf:*

sistencies. Conclusions concerning employment impacts on youfh and

- ~:knoun offenders specificallj were mixed For the Neighborhood Youth

Corp (NYC), a national evaluation of its summer component by Somers and
Stromsdorfer (1972) found that the increased postprogram earnings of

Arparticipants were less than the program 8 cost.' On the other hand a study

of its out—of school component for Indians found effects that were
approximately equal to costs.. Evaluations of the Job Corps and the

-Concentrated Employment Program (CEP) were also mixed althcugh 50mevhat

mov'e. ravorable at . least ‘or CEP (Kirschnef Associates, 1969).A Ho“?Verl

these evaluationsjuere based onveyen weaker data than werebthe;NYC.
.studies.' The achievements ot»employment programs_for‘known-offenders:“
. and addicts through thefmid—seuentiesbwere also'poorly documented,_in_

. part’ because f°w employment programe targeted thece ind viduals for
.services. One study of special interest was the experimental evaluation
of Project wildcat a hev York based work experience program for addicts:
:(Vera Institute of Justice l974) . The results of.thisievaluation,
contrar, to, those *f other programs for'offenders ‘and addicts as well "

V‘as for disadvantaged youth indicated that for about two years afterll7
.program entry, experimentals increased their employment and reduced

their criminal activities compared to controls."
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There were mixed

TWith one exception there wera. generally ntga*ive: b

Tcharact r, officials of the Ford Fonndation the Department of cabor

L2

.HBJ and other maJor governmental agencies decided to put the program ;.’-'-

co test in a nationwide experiment ‘Three of the groups targeted for the’

‘-program=were:previously incarcerated offeﬁcers known drug addicts and

iyouths known to be -=or - considered by school officials as likely to become--l

: delinquent 1‘_"’l‘he first two of these groups clearly paralleled Froject
‘fZWildcat participants "1t is not clear "towever, how similar the th‘rd

s'group vas to participants of other youth employmenf programs.; fﬁé:ﬂ;‘
_Supported Work youth sample members were selected partlv because ofv
thhelr potential for crime.AlThistrequently Was’not‘thevcase in’otherfh 5

.

"hprdgrams-'%

: ."s-Urgom}zﬁ"‘ﬁo&K:._'P»R,OGRAM AND DEMONSTRATION DESIGN

.‘5;_As finally implemented Supported WOrk operated in 21 sites of

,”wbich 9 were included An the progr 2 evaluation.for-the.target'groups‘







e

.f'sices ,wqile addict and youth particippﬁ:a wer~ recrn*ted at tour .nd

..five sites respectively. The Jobs provided b* Sucported Wor“l

to the generally unskilled or. semi skilled jobs o‘ Ui‘dc_t

being discussed here.i Offender participants vere recruited at

v

~;:”simllar

:‘[:ne R I A

demons.ration continued toWemphasize the key nrﬂgram ‘ea.ures that chetéc7-§

'tetized wildcat.; Depending»onutﬁe site participan 8 could remain inl’J1

.

!'\,

the ptogram no. longer than 2 or 18 months

The evaluation of Supported WOrk utilized an experi:ental design

in uhich patticipant statua at each of the ten evaluaeion (demr'ntration);;,’

sites was based on tandcm assignments._ Sample aelection began;: Hatch

;1975 and: continued througb July 1977 The evaluation sample included

_2200 ex—offendere, 1400 ex—addicts, and 1200 vcuth All;sample%membetsi

" were scheduled to receive interviews upon enrcli,ent ané after 9 and :

.le nonths;' Those enrolled prior tqpl977vwere scheéduled to receive an

.interview afterr27“mbntna; andrtHOEe enrolled pricr to April’1976ﬂwe'ej

".gcheduled to ‘receive an’ interview aftar 36. months.,

The characteriatics of sam«le members at ‘the tin= oF their appli-

~‘ca'ion to Supported WQrk are presen “ed in Tab‘e l Hqs: are zaie, memoers'"

of minority groups with limited education and werk erperience. From‘one—'

- third to one half of the semple members, depending on tbe target group,'ive.

had not held a regular job during the two years precedlng sampie enroll—”“

_ment. As might be expected ex—offenders and ex-addicts had extensive_ﬂ

reported arrest historiesn

The allocations of the analysis aamples oy target r-rou;;, site

: end,reference period feruthe~o tcome measures are presented in Tab’eni”'
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fQ-lARACTERISTI(S OF THE. SUPPORTED WORK RESEARQI SA.MPLE
AT ENROLLME‘TI‘ ~BY "‘AR.;ET GROUP

v . Taréet.Croup;
T,Cha;ac'efiétics fj'e: ) ”':f°:f‘ S © Ex-. - E&}{v- l,‘ Lo
T " Addicts. ..  Offenders. - Youth -

:,27 .8 :
80.1°
ce. and etbnicity MR
Percent ;Black, non—Hisprnic
Percent Hlspanic )

Percent White non—Hispanic
Percent other.

_ercent currencly married ;
AVerage number of dependents in household

-Education

- Average Jears of- schoolrrg
' Percent with 12 or more. years

Velfare reéeift-month prior to enrollment?®
" ,Percent with any - .
Average amount received (S)

'Honths since Tast full- ti“e joo
- Now vorking or less than 2
Co2-12 e
© 13- -26 0L
1‘25 or mort;

,Never workedA

verage weeks worked during prev1ous
12, months o '

Average earninge during prevxous
12 months NS

Percent reporténg use of Her01n
;Regular use”
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Characteristics . '~ .

:reatment)'

pe of . treatﬂent \for Y"1ose
verhadone maxn-enaﬁce‘
. Drug-free program
Cther tvpe of txeatdeﬁp

BUCW]

&S
.

W o

'A,restsA

‘Percent.with’an ( 3 .88
Ave:;ge;numbct : . 8l
qvictlons . - T
Sercent thb any St e 74.7 -
’"nverage nunber: B TR 2.9
".Average nﬂm?ér of”#eeksfincafée:atéd;T' 129
69.9

" Percent ever inca:cera;ed:_ P
‘Number in- sample o ‘4.'. T 9T So1,6970 jiSBI

iews ac:*hls;ered to the resoarc‘h ‘sample-of *ndividuais.

JSQURCE:  Baseline intervi
) at ten sites wno Lompxeted the baselinP

{exper imentals and con rols
9—montn a 4 lB—month -n;erv1eus. DR

NOTES! .-Distributie ns may not - a“HACO lOO percent becauca of - roundlng .+ Data on. '
' average number of years receiv1ﬁg velfare are ava*lable only for. the
AFDC.group.. EIxvept. as’ noted, data apply .to the entire saﬂple. .
. Questiows pe;ta1n;n$ to erg use or ¢riminal histories were not’
“administered to the AFDC sample’ @ 1mllaxly, data on. type- of - drug
trﬂatme“t are not ava anble ‘or other than the ex—addict group

JEligi ility . reqqueweﬂ's for. part1cipat1on in the demonstratlon
spetilv' »ristorV'o‘ Frug use for ex—aadicts and of. incarceration
for ex~off eﬁde‘s..j::'ever less than 100 percent 6f the sample of
ex-= ~addict's reported- crug use and léss. than 100 percent of ex- offendets_’fg
vreported incarcerati ion. - THl; could reflect either.that the 1ne11g1bllity
o of certain respopceh-s was not detected by program, operators or .thati ¥
L - the reqpoxd=uts inaccurately: reoorted their nxstories in. these areas

during the ’aseanc“_*"’erv1e~s. : - . K N S T D
) L Ce e T " S

v

n:a, = notfapgkicable. Tl o ﬂ;v" ST e BT

SSI and o:he* uns pecifled Cash wclfare incom

’?elfarg" ;ncludes n.JC GA,

by,
‘ “ Reg”lar
‘once a day for at, lEaSC two. “onths.<
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2. As seen’ from these data, analysis of impaets for tte various postprogram

periods is. based on di‘ferent suogroups of enrollees distinguished 'rom.

,ione another by distribution across sites and by tte date of p'ogram enroll—' ;f

'ment.,.ihus, to the exrent tha' individual Characteristics, 1ocal labor L

‘-f‘market conditions, and programs themselves varied for these sample sub—

groups the long term results based ‘onr these particular sunsamples may

‘not be —epresentative of those that actuall> occurred (but were not observed)

‘.jforfthe‘full*Samplé,u In;subsequent discussions Gt the evaluat‘on findings

ithis:possibility uillfbe;taken;intofaccount}

" FINDINGS
In order to test the ef‘ect‘veness oF Sup rted kcrk we estimated
015 models o‘ two general forms. . The first rezressed employmentfand

crime Outcomes against the Pxperimental status variable and a vector

_of sice and participant characteristics assumed to be relevant to employ—‘

ment and" criminal behavior.5 The setond model regressed outcomes against-

the same independent variables as well as experimental status interacted

vith selected site and partic1pant characteristics. iAverage hours‘VOrkéd

per month were used .o measure employment outcones.. «Crine~outconesiuere
indexed by a dummy variable in which a 'score of one, indicatiue“of'failure‘- R

‘was given an individual after his firs* arrest Interview—reported arrests L

were used to. index crime rather than reported illegal activxties, because

arrest data could be verified ‘ The use of a cichotcmous rather than a

continuous variable to index failure was: based on .the assumption that multiple‘.ﬂ'






TABLE Z

ALUOCATION OF O:TCOME SAMPLES BY TAPGET GROUP
i SITE AND Movrus OF - FOLLDW UP DATA '

CEx- Offenue's L Ex-addicts

18 T2 - 36 . 18 .. 27
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,bur.appgoaéh was,detéfﬁiﬂeﬂ-ﬁyfth&

¢ For-all zarget:groups being discusseéd here there were strong positive

employment results during the first 9 montis after sazple entry.(Table. 3).
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’;icib@nisuiéil far Ehb}ﬁwéf‘ﬁh;étguéianfée, §1§h‘a§d§c€§'Qnd'ydﬁtﬁs

.}QMaiﬁihg_QS“§Cﬁ3i v_iéiéad‘§f§ﬁhs;;fégé‘abéut‘7~p§§£hgx while bﬁfénde;s“’
'.f'egn:«_‘\":iﬂhedv about 6 ’lv;iﬁ@';it-ﬁs‘; v‘:éé-yf-’le’vc:‘fir‘fg_" 'f_t'tixi,s\" x.,charawa 3 the fa;lureof many N
fb%;iféi?énﬁjﬁgéélout§= dfébtgig‘éiﬁefﬁétiveijdﬁé?‘aﬁaigﬁe1@?ad§éi{iﬁé;§§;é
'ﬁ@ﬁJéQ;lOyégn;jémﬁh ‘ 6np£bis:géyefail}é%péf}ﬁgﬁﬁéi:cﬁﬁggdfiémﬁio&ﬁébp_

ciment differentials .-
became-gtatiszica







e g ssag

T

[

. " TABLE 3 _
* HOURS WORKED PER MONTH, BY TARGET GROUP

Bx—Offenderé

" Ex-Addicts

:Youth -

Exper imental
Group

Month ; Mean

Control

Group

Mean -

Experimental:
' Control
-Differential . .

Group
- Mean-

Experimental

- Control
" - Group

Mean -

Experimental
Control
‘Differential

Ex§erimental
Group.
Mean .

Control
Group
Mean

"Experimental
" Control
Differential-

1-3 . 144.4
46 .

.-tu17-973 ; u;;ogo;gﬂéqmz

10-12- 73.6
13-15
. 16-18 - 60.1

19-21 - - 59,10

- 22-24 . 60,6
2527 s9.8
28-30 . 76.1°

31-33  77.5
34-36 7.8

37.1
51.0

52,7
59.4 .
59.5
-57.9
" 60.8
59.8
63.9
69.9
64.6

*k
. 107.7
*

*
62.8

S Rk

..4.,-"1’7 ..5.......‘.‘.‘,\..,.,:,“[‘3.- 4 -
R x

- 20.9 -

4.3
0.6

"1.2

-0.2
0.0

12.2_1

7.6

7.2

138;4-
116.7
* 80.2 -
64.9
504

55,1

61.6

. 66.6-

73
70.4

63.7 .

32.4
46.7 .

T o3 St ea 97;3*7-'-«-‘ "‘42‘,’9 -

. 46.7
C s
52.3

:55.4

- 60.2
8.9
563

51.9

©50.0

*k
106.0 -

ki
70.0°
*

. . » R
,~-.:.-,—.-S/‘~-.4. MRt

. ek
33,5
. *k
13.5
-1.9
-0.3
1.4
4.8
16.3
*k
21.2

o kk
20.4

143.3
120.1

31.2

“43l9

YA
794
“67.2

60.4

644
70.0

69.6
69.1
87.2 - -
92,8 -
83.3

YA
150.2
62:2

61.3.

“63.6 " - oI

70.4
83.0

82,2
75.8

- WA o .
- Statistically significant  at the 5% level.

3.
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:members thani controls .
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: pén:h'gﬁéerQaéioﬁ;;Qﬂgﬂhé¥péﬁimeh;ais repdriv_.wdét:ezzﬁgpéjmgmber§1jaf

‘remainiag arrest-free-than ¢dntrols. The abdve findings suggest no simple .

.gonsgduénce 65,5upp8rted¥ﬁbfk{pafpiéiﬁétiéh{ ;Seéminéiy;gek;addi€t$ "

'

even .for ‘this"group

benefit md;ﬁicqnsiSEEQCiyffrbm thé“pfsgfém! DT
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. effects ‘bécome essentially nonexistent: between months 16 -
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“TABLE &

e ta e

CUMULATIVE PERCENTACE ARRESTED, BY TARGET CROUP

. AND MONTES OF FOLLOW-UP DATA

Ex-Offenders Ex-Addicts Touth °

Moachs 1-18 1-27 1-36 1-18 1-27 1-36 1-18 1-2?
Exp. - Coatrol Exp.~ Control [Exp.- Control | Exp.. Control Exp.- Control Exp.. Control Zx-p- Contro) Exp.~ Couzroi
Control Croup Control Group Control Group Contranl .Group Control - Group Control” Croup Control Group ar vcrou X
Differ‘al Mean Differ'al . Mean Differ’sl Maan Differ®al Mean Differ'al Mean Differ'al Maan Differ’al Mean Differ'al &mp

. © ok . " - *
1.0 .. 4622 O._4 5313 -8.0 64.8 .-8.2 338 -10.9 43.3 -18.1 53.1 o030 - 27.0 - -8.8 3%.3
1y stgnificant at the 10T level. : . i
“Sl‘.ntisr._icnlly signi(ic#m. at the 5% level, -
. < - i o - T s ..i,f"r‘. .
22

21
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’“Paddition; va:iéus'ingiyfduél'aﬁtributgs}oF paIC1c1pants may

'amenability to p;ogram interventlon. Age educgtlon prfor crlminality,

and prev1ouc work h*sc0ru have been lin&ec elsewnere to criminality and

Mplovment . Thus Air is. poss*ble Lhese cH(racterlsclcs may mediate the

£

".of addicts offenders,

'eanly;‘mlddle ‘and laug‘enrrants to - the
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TARLE §
AVERACE BOURS mimzo PER MCHTH BY TARGET GROUP AND’C@OH
Months 1-9 Moaths 10-18 Months 19-27 ’ Months 28-36 ’
- —_—
Experinental- Control Experinental- Control Experimental~ Control Experimental- Control
Control Croup Control Group Control Croup Control Croup
Cohoct Differential Mean Differential Mean Differential Mean Differenttal ean
Youth
18-gcath . L
cohorct T 75.0 40.9 11.2 64.3 n.a a.a n.a a.a
27-month ) ‘ ' .. . .
cahort 87.0 36.6 6.7 56.4 3.4 65.1 n.a. n.a.
36-conth A ' . o :
=ohort 82.8 43.0 34.4 4.8 -8.6 133 8.8 85.9
Exoffenders X
LEoBORER o sre o i e o e i S i s e S e e e
T cohort T T 70.3 50.6 1.6 63.7 o.a. a.a n.a o.a
27-gonth - =
Tt 7139 39.8 9.5 '$3.5 1.4 59.8 o.a. . o.a.
" 46-moath C . ‘ .
cohort 67.2 48.6 1.1 51.7 3.0 60.7 . -g.'.J, . 66.8
Ex-addfets o - e e :
18-monch X . . - :
cohort 74.8 40.5 -1.3 60.1 n.e. n.a. n.a o.a
27 -woath . - . Co Lo
cohort 77.8 .37.6 17.6 46.0 2.0 61.3 . a.a. 7 o
36-moath P L .
cohort 81.6 43.0 31.6 44,8 6.0 $2.7 13.6 53.3
SOTE: The 18-month cohort ig made u

enrolled prior to 1977; and ¢

n.a, = oot -appucable.

p of those vho were cnrolled fa the program from 1977 ov; the 27-gponth cohort {e made up of those who were
he 26-month cohort consists of those vho were enrolled prior to April 1976, .

R T Ty

oy S e neoh aai s i







.fre;atiuei~0.CQntroisnthanpit true for experimentals in other coho*tq

i

Better'performavce among the 36—month cohort expurimentals is.. also ,Ql-

efltcted in arreat results shoun in Table 6 The sources of this often

eak but per51stent phenomenon are not kncwn The p0551bility was explored
graphic characteristics relavant to program response. While this explora—
lito tine of program applicat101 these failed to account for the cohort

‘to Suppo ted: Work reFlects a halo effect _which often accompanies new

:endeavors.‘ Unfort nately the data here provide no opportunity to Cest

&

'»this possibility

Participant ar:ributes. ‘bre interesting for preoent purposes is
) the degree to'uhich rertain cnaracteristics of sample members appear to-
gegiate the emplo ent and arrest effects of Supported Work » The results.
.,are presented 1n T les: 7 through 12. Firetjjamohg.youth, erperimentals?
probabilities ofrarrest relative to'cdntrols Qe:e found to~be asaociateJ‘
:‘Vith'ér?éStSQatgFi:é of‘sample.entry: Among ‘those who reported
fﬁoopféviou;{arrest lStOIleS, Supocrteo Work exp erience was found‘p
“tokeubatantiallv reduce the probabillty of suhsequent ar*est.

Amcng those with eytensive prior arrest historle program experience -

' C o 3
was estimated to have o arrest reduction effecta. Second among

5hoffender$ those who® JEIG eligible to be addict target—group members







TABLE 6

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE ABRFSTED BY TARCET GROUP AND CORORT

Ex-Offenders B Ex~Add{icts Youth
!.ﬁnth.:. 1-18 1-27 1-36 1-18 1-27 1-36 1-18 1-27
Exp. - Control Exp.~ . Control Exp.- ~ Control| Exp.- Control Exp.-~ Gontrol Exp.- Control | Exp.- Control ¥xp,- Control
. B Control Group Control Group Control Group Control Group Control Group -Contral Croup Control GCroup. Control Group
Cohort-  Diff. Mean pife. Mean Diff. Maan Diff. Mean . Diff. Maaa Diff. Mean Diff. Mean Difef. Mean
Total ) - ) o o .
Sazple 1.0 46.2 0.4 33.3 -8.0 64.8 -8.2 33,5 -10.9 43.3 -18.1 3.1 -0.3 ‘27.0 -8.8 39.3
> T2377T4S.0 T el Talal” o.a. a.a. 3.1 31.4 a.a.. n.a. 3.8 22,2 n.a. n.a
- &« ) . o - b. ’ .
1.1 45.3 2.8 50.6 o.a. o.a. -9.5. 2.2 _=9.4 42.1 .a.8. -n.a. -1.9 . 32.4.- - -8, 41.4
'y ok . o : . S T -
-5.2 53.5 -10.3 63.3 8.0 64.8 -17.3 8.4 -14.2 §6.1 -18.1 53.1 -13.4 T32.4 . -10,9 32,4

NOTE: The lB-wmonth cohort is made up of thnse who were enrolled in the prograz from 1977 on; the 27-morth coho
' earolled prior to 1977; snd the 36-zonth cohort consists of those vho were enrolled prior to April 1976,

N .
Statistically siiniftcant at the 10X level. R . oo 3
*e .

Statistically sfgnificant at the 51 level,

; a.a. = got applicadle.

rt is made up of tbose vho were
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TABLE 7 )

AVEkAGE HOURS EMPLOYED PER MONTH BY SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, YOUTH SAMPLE

Months 19-27

3.9 38,0

58.0

**Statisticelly significant at the 5% level.

*Stétistically significant at the 10X level,

_ Months 1-9 Months 10-18 Months 28-36 .
* Experimental- Control Experimental- Control - Experimental- Control "Experimental- Control
Control Group Control Croup Control Group Control Group
Differential Mean Differential Mean Differential Mean Differential Mean
. Ak Ckk . n o
Total sample 80.7 _ 9.7 11.7 - 58.2 0.6 ©68.2° 7.2 8l.4
Prior drug use R R . . . -
.. * . . . .
Used drugs 73.3 . . 47.4 15.5 - 47.6 16.3 57.6 -10.8 - - 84.0
. . ! ; "~
No drug use . o o R TR £ B 49T S e S T <o L T AT iy T e T = . - -
T other than 7 ’"M‘;*' - . : ‘
marijuana ©82.5 37.4 10.2 61.1 -5.8- -72.6 . 0.4 85.8
Prior arrests o . 4 D R
- *k - * o
-0 ] 79.0 42.9 17.8 61.0 -5.0 81.8 . 12.8 .88.5
3 o . 85.0 38.6 8.1 .. 57.6 10.8 .57.2 6.7 - 87.0
: - Aok . T : : :
9 - 79.2 38.9 9.6 4.0 91.8

v it it s e
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_TABLE 8
g AVERAGE HOURS EMPLOYED PER MONTH BY SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, RX-ADDICI_“VSAHPLE
; " Months 1-9 Months 10—18‘ Months 19-27 Months 28-136
Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control : Experimental; Control
Control - Group Control . Group ~ Control Group Control Groub ’
Dif fecential Mean Differential Mean Differential Mean Differential Mean
E ) *h *x : . *ox
7 Total sample 78.2 40.5 16.4 50.0 1.5 58.6 18.3 52.6
:Z -Age . . Lo . .
. N ** - . - 3
4 Under- 21 69.8 49.9 -5 7 68.4 8.6 69.3 a- a
b - - kK . o o
E 21-25 75.8 43.2 12. 3 51.0 -6.4 60.5 3.8 57.5
: *%x c * % :
- 26-35 80.1 38.7 -21.1 - 49.0° 9.4 58.6. -- .. .32.8 44.0 ~
; *k * Do : - )
R e gye e 3§ wrermrsmemen 8204 v v 29 Jron mrwe < Q40 e s3] L5 o g 0 T T8 02 21556 =660
p Data not presented because fewer than 20 sample members appear in this category. -
. Statistically significant at -the 10% level. L - - i
Ee Statistlcally significant at the 57 level.
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e st e
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:3 . ) : TABLE 9
) ~§ AVERAGE HOURS EMPLOYED PER MONTH BY SELECTED BACKGROUND G{AR.ACI‘ERISTICS EX—OFFENDER SAMPLE
' "Months 1-9 . Months 10-18 - _ Months 19-27 Months 28-36 . 2
3 . Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control '
_4 : . , - Control Group Control ‘ Group Control Group ~ " Control Group -
g : " Differential Mean Differential Mean Differential Mean Differential 'Mean :
\ ) : ’ *h . Ak
3 Total sample 71.1 _46.0 8.5 57.8 -0.2 © 60.0 ... 8.2 66.8
’ Years of age - R . . . . : . :
Under 21 -~ 70.7. T . 43.6 -3.2 . 58.4 -4.7 53.0 - . 33.2° 62.5
4 : . *k : * R . . T ’
; 21-25 . 73.2 46.1 9.2 56.2 ° 0.8 . 60,2 . -2.4 - 78.0 b
- ) o T Ak ’ . - . - [S3 3
26-35 i .69, 7 . 44,2 6.5 60.2 - . 0.3 61.7 -~ - 10.7 50,5 W 3
e Over 35 *"'““*“"“-°~63 S T A T R O et O S S Ca a '
Priot dtug use
.Used heroin - *x - . x ’ - C o . e )
: regularly 45.3 T 12,8 52.2 o1 45.4 . 18,5 .. 59.4 . -
P I ‘No regular’ =~ T . T o ’ 2 . A N - . . R S
E heroin use . 70.1 . - 46.3 . 0.5 60.2 -1.0 66.7 ©0.5 70.5
b ®Data not presenced because fewer than 20 sample members appear in this cacegory
3 atatiscically significant at the l0Z level,
4 i **statistically significant at the 5% level.
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B Lttt oo el Bt K e et T R
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE ARRESTED BY SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, YOUTH SAMPLE
Months 1-18 Months 1-27
. Experimental- Experimental— Control
Control Group .
Differential Differential Mean
Total sample T T -0.3 39.3
Prior drug use : i i )
 Useddrugs - ST 353 . s i
T e e ey .. e e g LN R Ly 'y L S
No drug use other ’ ‘
" than marijuana . 2.0 34.6
Priér arrests . .
0 o -1.8 AT e
PR R T 16 1379
9 T s 37.8

) NOTE: Results for the 1-36 month period are not presented because of the limited 3amp1e size (70)

Statisticallv significant at the 102 level

Statistically'significant at the 5% level.
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TABLE 11

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE ARRESTED BY SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, EX-ADDICT SAMPLE

Months 1-18 Months 1-27  Months 1-36

Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental-  Control
Control Group Control Group Control Group
Differential Mean Different{al Mean - _ Differential = Mean

T Co : * ’ . . Ak e .
Total sample -8.2 33.5 -10.9 43.3 ~18.1 - - - 53.2

Age

21-25° o -12.0™ 379 ~10.9 46.8 72 sea

L 26-35 -3.9 311 -111 43.4 - -30.80 566
Over 35 141 27.1 265" 3%.8 -14.6 - 23.3 .

[

'-*Statistically significant at the 1UZ level,
'**Stét'istically significant at the 5% level.
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*x :
© Statistically significant at the 5% level.

. TABLE 12
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE ARRESTED BY SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, EX-OFFENDER SAMPLE
Months 1-18 Months 1-27 Honths 1-36
Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control
Control Group Control . Group - Control ‘Group
Differential Mean.  Differential Mean " Differential . Mean
‘Total sample 1.0 4.2 0.4 $3.3 . -8.0° 64.8
w=smrreeoYearsTof age™ R TSI o T T ’"R“ﬂ—“fré T ? ~ =
Under 21 -10.4 55.7. - -8.9 €8.8 -10.5 ° 564.3 ~
. *x . *k ’ : o
21-25 - , 8.5 43.2 11.7 48.6 ~-0.3 59.6,
26-35 . -0.9 46.1 -8.0 . 55.0 . -5.7 72.2
Over 35 T -7.6 C38.5 0T -14.7 o 9.4 . atr A S
Prior drug use '
Used heroin : . : ) .
regularly " -1.0 4706 -2.7 56.3 -13.3 65.2
No regular use : o . ’ '
of heroin . 1.6 45.6 1.4 ‘51.9 o 2.2 60.2
%pata not presented because fewer than 20 sample members appear in this category. R
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were regtlar heroin tsers at time of sample"

that 1s vho reported the

entry, were more likely to report lover arrest probabilit es dnd more.

hours of employment‘rela'ive to controls. ~"urd among addicts and

age effects.-l-or experimentals{infbo'h

offenders, there,vere importan‘

: groups those who were older genera.ly reportec the greatest progran

benefits.€ That is they worked more hours anﬂ had more arrest free

membersyrelative:t

fth:ir controlv than '1d rcunger exper mentals.u

i'offenders;ﬁ

. CONCLUSIONS .

The results of 'he Supported kork expe-i._xt for ‘the’ groups discussed')

here do- not lend themselves to a siuple summarv Clearly not all par-

ticipants benefited Furthermore,,crime reddction effects were not asn:ﬂit

hypothesized uniformly dependent on increasod employment effects. fzh_p-bi-”

important case in point pertains to the group of offenders over 35 years!:.J

‘_of age;_ These individuals consistently reported a: larger arrest free ratef.:i

’ than controls but their employment tecord a‘ter 18 months of ubservation_f

was ‘no better than the record of controls. Conceivably the absence of anl

employment effect after 18 months could be due to employers refusal}to:

hire these individuals but the arrest rate 'EdLCtiOP in the absenc* of

‘an - employment effect is not explained by the theoretical models wnicn






'ferms df arrests. Thi?d,_thé ar:es: é£fe:: for adxcts appears to ue‘
'deLated by age with ﬁlder experzzentals —ore Likely to: remain arrest- R

,’ree relative to contro;s th thcse wno axe vounger. Lhe same 1n:eraction

ébpéaf'to5ﬁerﬁi.

‘i‘589>55Fe?”YQU§SX?d“1§h§9

t ‘glder offenders.

turnﬁtb:m¢réﬁqonvéhtiqdal
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'frliyes; In its current general form, the burn—ov th si' hah left'A

' ,observed among tke offender and addict samples. That is, it suggests

ithat employment ptograma l‘ke Supported Work_provide older offenders ‘an .
dopportunity and added’incentioe to move more rapidly toward an alread)

contemplated career change 1f . this hypothesis is true then the’ age by
"experimental:statns interactions should be ‘ound among investigat ions
:.of Wther employmenr—enhancing programs.j Unfortnnately, pnhlished findingstf
ffrom these studies do not. in general lend themselves to such examination.

" An exception of sorts was found in a report of the Baltimore Life Experiment
) :(Lenihen 1976) ; This program provided financial assistance and employment
nsel ir "f:ffenders“rather than jobs. Howeeer,'es nith subsidized
ydemployment :financialvassistance can be seen as pro;iding‘individuala.
jthe opportunity to mahe.career changes"and indeed~~the’results»of thel'

: 'ife Experiment are consistent with thos::of Supported WOrk

'hAmong experimentals, those over: 26 w°re found after one year to have

ﬁiﬂan arrest rate almost llZ less than controls- for“experimentgls;between







older cont'ols were less likely to be>

‘rearrested than those who uere younger. G\Viously the Supported work

?Thev do however,_lea fto interesting:
i_implications. ;Historically older offenders have not been_targeted by '
ifprograms aimed at louering recidivism.' Such programs have typically
;‘focused on juven re'and young adult crimlnals.: while the Supported
;\Work and Life results do not flatly reject the possibility that youngereiﬂ

”-yoffenders can‘oenefit from these programs,lthe results,indicatevthat

‘fﬁolder,.more mature offenders nay be be’ter candidates for assistance. _Lp'

B er numbet of such individuals 1 U, 5. prlscm.s 18t not. small In 1977,
prrison population data indicated that 40: of those in penal institutiuns““
i«were over 30 years of age. Thus the poten*ial benefits of targeting

employuent programs for older of‘euders a—e substantial.:

Finally, we note that the anenabilitv of older pa*ticipants to

”,nemployment programs may not be limited to "burned—out" criminals.:' er

:; cite the following examples. Cooley et ai. (1975) note that increased -
'1earnings due to training are enhauced with participants age' a similar
:observation uas reported by Sewell (1971)-: Furthermore Supported Work
i itself had a fourth target group rather cifferent; rom the three which ‘p7f
.are the primary concern of this paper.‘ ’his group.was.composed of women
'who had been in AFDC at. 1east three years and who did not have pre-school

'~;age children at theltime ‘the womerl enrolled in Supported WQrk Crime

N

~data were not collected for this target group. In marked contrast to
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v youth are not vet committed to care rs, legal or otherwise.~ Supported

lfor poor youth who bave yet to be anolved in crime “at least officially.







ee target groups.r We shall commentj‘

:for youthh

AThis cnntlusion is in snarp contrast to that of Berh Linihan,land
Rossi who state that.their analysis of the data from the Tranaitional
Aid Research Project (TARP) inuicates that ‘ }.f for offenders "at
least .unemployment and’ poverty do cause crime at the micro level. (p. 784)
f‘TARP provided unemployment insurance or job counseling to its participants,¢
”,tall recent reloases from prison. Although no statistically significant Ar“

',results were initially found atxoss experimental treatments, Berk et al







: increased thue leading to fewer weeks worked. ﬁh"il'e Jtﬁ '6;'_

_’i",:e.xplanatlion» appears plnusible ‘we emphaaize that the structutal tesults

’ .on uhich Berk et al base theit conclusion depend heavily on the inatru- b‘_
) ,mental vatiables de§ loped to predict veeke worked and TARP paymmts.-“_'
':If the 1predicting equations include any tems that affect arrests ,i
yfldirectly, rather than Just through their effects on weeks worked and

3

'payments, then'the mtetpretation of Betk and his colleagues of the effects .
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