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PRO C E E DING S ----------­. 
MR. NOLD: For the benefit of Mr. Bowers, 

3 before we start talking in large numbers of cross conversations 

4 and Jim Underwood makes some introductory comments we are 

5 i going to say our names around the table so that he can' 
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identify where we are, and without any further introduction, 

let me introduce Jim"Underwood whose outfit is:.spgnsoring 

this Conference. 

MR. UNDERWOOD: I will jus·t say a few introductory 
. 

remarks. I don't know of any subject that is more in need 

of+dispassionate analysis 'and study than the ones that we 

are looking at today, the general subject of the relationship 

of economics and crime and the specific subject of the 

relationship of employment, that phase bf economics and 

crime. 

As we all know, this is something taat has been 

the subject of perhaps mor~ idealistic, ideological, very 
. 

passionate theories of one expreme or another over the year.s 

than perhaps any other subject, all the way from one extreme 

that attributes all crime to bad econo~ic conditions, 

particularly bad employment; people are forced intofcrime 

because of econornxc conditions, the old Jean Valjean model 

which can use that kind of situation out of Les Miserables, 

forced into crime by bad economic and, other conditions. A 

person who would not otherwise be in that area is now'turning 
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to crime. The other extreme is that crime and economics 

2 have no kind of coordination whatsoever, no relationship at 

3 all. All crime is committed by people who are simplY bad 

4 people. They have an evil, black heart of some sort, and 

5 we don't have people turning to crime because of the fact that 

6 you have bad econOlnic conditions, and we are developing more 

7 intermediate theories in there that while a great many of the 

8 ordinary people if we can use the phrase in the non-movie 

9 sense who would not be pushed into production of crime by 
. . 

10 bad economic conditions; they have moral standards; they 

11 have certain character persistent qualities; there are some of 

12 more marginal character and more marginal types of employment 

13 that are fi~st hit by bad economic conditions and might 

14 under some circumstances turn to crime because of the 

15 economic relations4ip, and I am sure that there are many other 

16 theories that you are aware of that I have not been apprised 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

, . 

of. 

Anyway what we need is some kin~of a diapassionate 

analysis, hopefully using some of the rigorous ~nal~tical 

tools of econometrics and other kinds of objective analysis 

that will look at this highly emotional overcharged subject 

and come up with something that will be closer to reality 

or at least make a start ~n doing that. I know we cannot, 

reinvent the world today and tomorrow and corne out with a 

solution to the crime pr.oblem"cure warts, cancer,bad breath ' 

o 

0' 

o 

"I ~ 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

14 

3 

all in one fell swoop but at least make a modest start along 

those lines. So, I am looking forward to what you are 

gOing to accomplish here today and to what I will hear about 

different ideas that are tossed back and forth. 

Let me explain to you a little bit about the 

workshops that we have. They serve several purposes. Not 

all of them serve all the same purposes, but we find that 

in many instances they are f 1 a use u prelude to other research 

that you toss ideas back and f orth and you develop concetps. 

You assess what needs to be done in research, and from that 

you are able to give more specific direction to people 

who want to go ahead aLd carry out more detailed rese ',rch. 

In other circumstnaces it may be not a prelude to research 

but the aftermath. You get people who have been doing 

15 

16 

research over the years: They get tog~ther. The have 

contrasting views. They try' to meld them together in some 

17 kind of useful fashion and cast a light on each other's 

18 viewpoints. 

19 

20 

21 

Sometimes you have an intermediate position, people 

who are acyively going on ~n • research at that moment. They 

are not just starting. They' are not just completing, but 

they are. aqt. ively researching. Th t . ey mee to~ether and they 

ave cross fertilization of J.' dea' sand t 1 ' cas ight 6n each other's 

research. 

So, I ~ope that some of those purposes will be 
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forthcoming from today's comments. 

2 At any rate we appreciate your corning. We know 

3 that this is a distinguished gathe~ing and has a great 

4 potential for being a considerable help in this area. 

5 Let me just welcome you to it and urge you if you 

6 have any questions about what we are doing and we can ha1p 

7 you in any way in your research please give me a call at the 

8 National Institute of Justice. I will be looking forward to 

9 hearing from you, and I will leave you in the good hands of 

10 Dr. Gropper who has been most energetic in helping get this 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

particular venture off the ground. 

I am going to have to leave you and simulate a 

busy Washington executive, in quotes and rush off and deal 
. 

with some voracious grantees or potential grantees, but it 

has been nice IP,eeting you. Good luck in the conference. 

Thank you. 

MR. NOLO: Okay, let me make, since we have now 

had the theory of conferences let me develop a small taxonomy 

and make some introductory comments and start with the first 

session, but before I d~ ~hat maybe we can start at that 

end of the table and work around giving just names so that 

you can identify who is speaking. 

(Introductions. ) 

MR. NOLO: Okay, there will be more coming, and 

they will probably interrupting. There is one now. 

" , 
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Let me make a couple of introductory comments about 

2 the topic. When I was sitting.Oown to try to put together 

3 a list of participants it struck me that there have been 

4 contributions from a wide variety of disciplines in this 

5 area and the collection. of people that I tried t9 assemble 

6 represents some but not all of those efforts. 

7 The work that has been done in the area really 

8 uses a wide variety of data and that is one of the major 

9 points of discussion, I think, and points of divergence in 

10 the results. For example, on the crime side people can choose 

11 UCR based values that are based on national statistics or 

12 regional statistics, that is states or SMSA's. They, also, 

13 have, due to the work by different branches of the Justice 

14 Department, National Institute of Justice, data on 

15 ~ictimizations, and that provides another way of looking at 

16 crime rates and is an important adjustment in some respects, 

17 at least in theory because reporting and the availability of 

18 targets, for example, burglaries often happen in empty 

19 
houses; houses are more likely to be empty where the 

20 unemployment rate is low and it, also, affects the economic 

21 
loss that a person is likely to sustain in the event of 

J 22 

Z 23 

incarceration. 

So, vict~mization series, at least in theory has 

1 24 

i 25 
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some advantac:res of UCR based stat.i.stics in looking a~crlm,e 

rates for this question. 
" 
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Finally there is an abundance of studies done, 

divergence programs and collectionof data on criminals that 

provides yet another way to look at crime rates by individuals 

and to see how that relates to their economic opportunities. 

The methodology that is appropriate for aach of 

these different data sets differs, although some models 

cut across the different data sets, and similarly with the 

8 multiplicity of choices that one can~_make in crime rate 

selection there are a multiplicity of unemployment rates which 9 

10 

j 1 

12 

13 

can be used. Nati~nal aggregate statistics can be matched 

up with the aggregate crime rates, either the UCR or the 

victimization survey based rates, but, also, there are rates 

by individual demographi"c groups which have advanta.ges and 

14 problems and some ox the people who will be here, and one 

15- of the persons who is here, Richard Rosen is in a position 

to talk about the reliability of the different kinds of 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

122 
~ 23 

! 24 

~ 
.g 25 

series that one can use for different demographic. And 

finally to go along with the samples of individuals there 

are unemployment rate's that are internally generated in those 

kinds of effo.rts, and Woody has done some work with time 

to first job as an indic~tor of employment opportunities, 

and I am s'Qre there is an abundance of literature that I 

am ignorant o'f that other people like Richard Berk know much 

more about or Hatvey B,renner, but I guess while this provides 

a taxonomy it, also, indicates .that people are looking at the 
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problem in a lot of different ways with a lot of different 

results coming out, and without further 
introduction, just 

to say that since there is such d' 
a~vergence of our approaches 

3 

4 when people talk about the work that they are 
reporting I 

think it would be useful and perhaps make the conference 5/ 
6 

7 

8 

9 

hang together if they talked about the kind of data that 

provided the 
predominant foundation for the work that they 

are going to be talking about. 

Rather than ask Michael to make a yet third 

10 introduction before we get started, I will just ask Harvey 

11 Brenner to present his· ideas and research in this area. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

The format for the presentations, basically I tried to allow 

people to have 10 minutes or so to talk. 
I am not gOing to 

apply and Draconian sanctions if people go overboard 

although I do believe that the threat is useful, but if 

16, people will try to stay within 10 minutes and then we will 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

122 
j 23 

124 

J 25 

have time for a nice general discuSSion, ,I hope, afterwards, 

and please begin. 

MR. BRENNER: Thank you. 

Good morning. In 10 minutes I will just very 

briefly cover the work of about 15 years. S. 
~nce essentially 

the 1920's in the United states, data covering the period 

from the 1920 I s. through roughl¥ the 1950' s to 1960 and work 

that l' have been involved with . , there is a v.ery stable 

relationship between economic changes in our country 
.and 
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several other countries in Europe and virtually all indicators 

Of crime are very commonly used, whehther they are homicide 

rates which come from vital statistics,arrest rates, crimes 

known to police or imprisonment rates, the picture is very 

similar which is that we find all of these measures of crime, 

of illegal activity, of criminal agression increasing during 

periods of recession. 

They are stable to the point of being graphically 

observable, and there are a number of documents which; as you 
. 

would like to see them, can look at .. I have them here. 

Something very dramatic happened in the 1960's 

in the United states in p.articular though not necessarily 

in other countries, other western countries. The relationship 

is very markedly changed. 

There is a change in fundamental structure of the 

relationship. . . 
What seems to occur is that for all of these 

kinds of criminal justice indicators there is a focus of 

things to do with loss of employment or with seeking 

employment as judged by th@ unemployment rate that is rather 

focused on youth, and through time in our country in 

particular arid 'to some extent in Europe, through time since 

the Second World War there is more and more of an involvement 

per capita in this country of youth particularly, those under 

25 in the criminal justice system,in prisons and in all of 
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the statistics bearing on crime, including homicide. 

2 The relationships themselves change from those 

3 that emphasize simple recession to those that now emphasize 

4 the re,lative unemployment ratio of youth, say 15 to 24, for 

.5 the moment to the total unemployment rate. Tha't tends to 

6 be the principal deleterious, if you like, economic 
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indicator that i~ associated with homicide mortality patterns 

in virtually all ages, both sexes, major racial groups in our 

country through to the 1970's if we begin to examine the 

relationship after the Second World War. 

This tends to be true though not quite as 
• 

powerful in European countries as well where there is still 

a very heavy recessional emphasis but to some extent', like 

our own country, what we begin to see now is that there is a 

bit .more concentration on the relative youth unemployment 

rate, that is the ~nemployment rate for youth relative 

to that of countries as a whole. 

In addition to that there are several other 

factors that seem either to be additive to or to iuteract 
' , 

with on a)lnational scale with this youth relative unemployment 

ratio variable which we see particularly in our country. 

One of the mos.t important is the involvement of 

the drug ir1dustry 1 the illeg9-1 drug industry which is 

measured in a variety o~ ways whic? we can deal with in 

conversation later on but it is a very powerfUL trend factor 

"", ,.-~t;c,·~·_~...t'"_f'C'¥.~JI.;>:'f" __ h-",-.,.,._~tl*\"'·~ '" 
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particularly affecting criminal aggres:3ion a,s judged by 

2 homicide rates involving least of all measures that are 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15· 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

most simply to do w:j.th things like theft apparently but 

. across by and large all of the major indicators of spread~ng 

crime for our country at the national level but very 

minimally in Europe. 

Another major trend involves 'urbanization per se, 

urbanization and suburbanization and metropolitanization 

as these kinds of terms are used coincident~l with long-term 

economic growth though in,our country since the Second World 

War it has been very shallow as compared to other we~tern 

countries which is on~ of the reasons for our high youth 

unemployment rate. 

At any rate this is a very important E·eries of 

that affect the crime rates as we ar:e:"I,able to phenomena 

. 11 s~nce the sixties in our country and judge them es~ec~a y • 

they probably include such things as the following: There 

seems to have been in our country a very major development 

of the growth of crime as an industry, as a separate 

any other. industry within the large-scal industry analogous to 

economic organization of our country; the distributive 

network for receipt and redistribution, if you will of, 

stolen goods appears to be a very, very major issue. It 

to be most prominent in our" own country. appears 
;1 It is very' 

closely associated with organized crime as it is e~phemi.stical y " 
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called, but it is very vast, and it is particularly important 

2 . in the large ,~ities of the United States, not nearly so 
3 

important in other countries that we can become familiar 
4 with. 

5 
There is a second set of issues that deal with, 

6 again, what is euphemistically called urr~nization but is 

7 really quite particular. We can measure it through 

8 urbanization measures, but we probably need ultimately fa~ 

9 more precise indicators of it. It concerns the decline of 

10 neighborhood struc~ures over time in very major ways, again, 

11 particularly in our country which experiences such very 

12 high rates of urban mobility, job mobility. l'l'ha tit amounts 
13 to is a two-sided story in which on the one hand, especially 

14 lower socioeconomic persons but presumably persons of various 

15 socioeconomic levels do not relate to one another the way 

16 they have in the past in the sense that there is less of a 

17 notion of identity among people so that it becomes 

Psychologically, if you like, much ea.sier to injure, to steal 18 

19 

20 

21 

J 22 

~ ~3 

! 24 

j 25 

from, to in other ways commit illegal acts against people 

who in anOther era might be considered one's friends and 

neighbors. 

I}This Sense of friend and neighbor seems to" at least, 

in our classic literature have -v~~ry precipitously declined 
., over the last 20 years. 

At the same time the affair of people not being at 

() 



( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

f 22 

E 23 

I 24 

i 
CD 25 

.12 

horne as was mentioned by J?red Mold a fevl minutes ago is one 

aspect of the second component. Of equal importance, hmqever, 

seems tc be the idea that with residences occupied for 

shorter and shorter periods of time there is less of a sense 

in neighborhoods as to who, quotes, belongs. There is less 

of a sense of a potential of social cOntrol among neighborhood 

persons. They simply do not know whom they are dealing with, 

so that the opportunitYi if you will, for criminal activity 

increases apace, not just with people being absent as in the 

victimization stUdies but with people really not knowing 

who and who does not fit into the legitimate neighborhood 

employment situation. 

A final very major development in the united 

States has been pointed out by many people but is now more 

and more measurable in at least our work is the tremendous 

overload on the criminal justice systt::.~n that has been 

occasioned by far greater increases in actual criminal 

activity however measured whether you'use vital statistics, 

arrest statistics and prison statistics it really does not 

matter, a tremendous overload of the criminal justice system 

apparently resulting in a ,significant decline in the 

effectiveness of the system itself at virtually all levels 

from the prison to arresting officers, Which in the minds 

of many people and I am in agreement here must have had the 

effect of simply making it less difficult for the person 

{) 
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r\ 
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with crime on his mind to take the risk of becoming involved 

2 in oriminal activity. 

3 M,y opinion is that given the data we have the 

4 reason for this is nothing intrinsic to the administration 

5 of criminal justice but rather overwhelming overload of the 

6 system occasioned by actual long~term and very powerful 
. . 

7 increases in crime, to which the criminal justice system 

8 has become quite inadequate. 

9 A very last~point is that it seems that we have in 

10 our country in particular, to a lesser extent in other 

11 western countries a' self-generating aspect to t-lavelike 

12 movements of crime that perhaps in discussion we can get into. 
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Overall then we seem to have a rather substantial 

interacting system of actual deprivation measured in a 

varieity of ways butparticularly by the relative youth 

unemployment rates since the 1960"s interacting with a great 

variety of. phenomena, none of which is raally separable 

in terms of the behavior of anyone person at the micro level 

but at slightly higher macro levels, at regional levels, at 

city levels, using econometric-like models, if you will, the 

various aspects tend to be discriminatable. 

MR • .NOtJO: Thank you. 

Next is John Laub. 

MR. LAUB: Unlike Professor Brenner in terms of a 

IS-year history! and my colleClgues are relatively recent 

_
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addition~- to this area. 

2 Just to fill in a little bit f am going to look 

3 at victimization data in terms of what it can tell us about 

4 offender characteristics. Traditionally victimization data 

5 has been used to study victim characteristics. For the 

6 first time we will see what we can do with victimization 

7 data to understand offenders' behaviors, specifical~y juvenile 

8 criminal behavior. 
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One of the things that we wanted to do in that 

context was look at the relationship between juvenile crime 

and bas 4cally wh.at I would like to do is and unemployment • 

just tell you some of our findings and then talk about some 

of bl 4nto us 4ng victimization data as an the pro ems we ran • • 

alternative dat~ source on crime in looking at this issue. 
. 

Basically what we tried to do is look .at three 

major issues, one the relationshi.p between overall unemployment, 

changes in unemployment, changes in 9ross national product 

and ... ~n co~sumer price index relative ,to changes in changes 

the overall rate of offending, again, using victimization 

data • 

secondly, we tried to look at the changes for 

specific age, race, sex groups and unemployment and relate 

that to changes for the specific age, race, sex groups in 

offenders. 

Last, we tried to look at the relationship between 

1 t and changes ~n J'uvenile crime using adult un~mp oymen ... 
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15 

victimization data, again. 

Generally speaking after taking out effects of 

seasonality in the data, taking out effects for trend, we 

found little or no relationship for those measures between 

unemployment and crime, CPI and crime and GNP and crime. 

That was basically our findings, but rather than talking about 

the findings, I would rather stress what I see as the 

limitations of the study and particularly again to stress 

some of the problems with the victimization data that some 

of them are obvious, others are not. 
, 

First, the problem that we ran into was utilizing 

victims reports of offender characteristics .• ' Now, I don't 

have much trouble wi~h 'perceived race, perceived gender; 

however, age which is the key variable we are interested in 

could be problematic. 

What we tried to do with that was use broad age 
. 

range categories, 12 to 17, 18 to 21 and 210 or older. Eighteen .. 
to 20 became pretty much a very loose category, and-we did 

a lot of our comparisons between the lower and upper age 

groups. 

That was one problem. Secondly, victimization 

data are relatively recent. What we were able to do the first 

\full year data was available in 1973, we were able to use 

the trends from 1973 through 1978. We we~e able to cut the 

data into quarters so we' had only 24 data points which is 
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quite small, needless to say. Ne are stuck in that we could 

not use monthly data at all. .That is definitely a problem, 

and it is there. 

Third, in terms of using perceived offender 

characteristics you are stuck again in terms of being able 
. 

to only look at crimes in which there is some face-to-face 

encounter w~ eo" en e . 'th th if d r Thus, we are not able to look 

at crimes like burglary which one could expect to have a 

relationship with unemployment. 

We were only able to look at robbery, aggravated 

assault, simple 'assaul,t and then a tote.l crime rate 

consisting of rape, robbert, aggravated assault, simple 

assault, personal larceny with contact,pur.se~snatching and 

pocket picking. 

And then the last problem was \'lhat we referred to 

as the unit of analysis problem. We'were using national 

crime su~vey data for the United states as a whole. We 

found, again, little relationship between various economic 

indicators and crime. However, in another report that we 

are working on, another part of this project we were able to 

look at neighborhood characteristics data. One of the 

neighborhood characteris~ics data that we examined was 

unemployment at the neighborhood level, and we found in that 

study that neighborhoods in which there w~s high unemployment, 

also, had high crime rates and the relationship was moderately 

« " 
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strong, positive; 'as unemployment went up; crime went up, and 

2 this was particularly strong for crimes of thef.t" and this 

3 held across all age groups and all race grou9s • So, we began 

.4 in retrospect to suggest that possibly variation was massed 

5 at the national level, that if one specified the relationship 

6 more clearly, more precisely and began to break it down to 

7 the neighborhood level or even city level, for example, we 

8 may have, in fact, found the relationship. 

9 MR. BERK: How did you get neighborhood unemployment 

• 10 data? 

11 MR. LAUB: Attached to the victimization survey 

12 pata there are 55 neighborhood characteristics takenl:from 

13 the Bureau of Census, and what we did is we trichotomized 

14 neighborhoods into low, medium and high unemployment and 

15 then from there we constructed rates of offending and did 

16 pretty much the' same analysts to see what the trends were. 

17 So, I think as a.basis of discussion, I would like 

18 to talk about the viability of national crime survey data 

19 to look at is it a viable alternative because there surely 

20 are some attractive things about it. There seem to be 

21 reasons to believe that official data may be biased 
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basically in that crimes are not reported to police; you don't 

have them. Also¥ there may be ~~differential in terms of 

l eo: 24 
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age, race and sex as to who shows up in the statistics, and 

i 25 secondly, the natryvnal crime survey allows you large samples 
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which generates a lot of serious crime which one can look at 

2 and you can begin to break data out by age, race and sex 

3 which seems to be of interest. 
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The other thing l would like to talk about for 

discussion purposes would be this question of the unit of 

analysis, whether or not looking at aggregate economic 

conditions, particularly for a country as a whole, masks 

important variations at either the regional level, the city 

level or,in fact, the neighborhood level. 

MR. ~LD: Thank you. 

Will those peopl& who arrived identify themselves 

~or the benefit of Mr. Bowers so that he can know when you 

speak up who is speaking? 

(Introductions. ) 

·MR. ~mLD: The next introductory speaker will be 

Rick'McGaley. 

MR. MCGAHEY:" :tn some waysl: I feel like a little 

bi t of the skunk at the garc],;,;;-.'l party here since the work 

that we are on now is not in fact in analyzing aggregate 

economic data in terms of cX'ime. 

It strudk me by listening to both introductory 

pieces and to Fred's introductory comments that we are doing 

a double census of both terms. In the term economic 

ppportunity and crime we use both to mean a relationship, 

let us say, between unemployment or lack of work and crime, 

t, 

o 
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crime conceived of as an alternative to employment and we, 

2 also, are under the idea of economic opportunity, that is in 

3 the sense of more targets, that there are more phings that 

4 people can go steal and there are less people in their houses. 

5 Similarly in terms of aggregameconomic conditions 

6 and crime, I think it is important and I am sure we will 

7 get into discussions of methodolog~es and data about how one 

8 might or might not use various aggregate data sources. 

9 I guess what I would like to focus on a little 

10 bit in describing Vera's work and something else I think that 
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I would like to think about are what sort of mechanisms could 

we think of that would make a convincing case for the linkage 

between or not between these various rates that people find 

or do not find. I think economists sometimes have a tendency 

to try ±o solve things solely methodologically, to think 

in some T/lays about the theoretical models that might 

undergird the relationships that we' f.:j..nd or donft find. 

Vera, under a grant from the National Institute 

has been studying employment and crime relations for several 

years now. We are in the analysis of our data. So I can 

tell you what our data sources are', but I cannot give you a 

lot on results yet. 

We have two principa;L wings to the project. One 

was a survey that we did o,f a random sample of felong 

arrestees, in Brooklyn dUring the summer of 1979, about '900 

f. ~ 
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cases. 

2 We gave them a two-year retrospective labor market 

3 ' of the arrest looking backward to try history from the pOlnt 

A ' , of all theJ'obs that they had ~ to get a complete descrlptlon 

th' about what they had done 5 had in that period and some, lng 

6 in their non-working periods. 
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histories 

We, also, got thei~ complete adult criminal 

from the New York City police Department and paired 

those up. I think \s is now-probably the best large-scale 

that has both employment and crime information data source 

for a large set of individuals who are not necessarily 

program population. 

Our sense in doing thi~ was in reviewing 

I k' t the va, rious claims aggregate studies of crime and 00 lng a 

t ' unemployment rates and crime that are made about loca lng 

, comes out, in that a lot of the rates one simple thlng 

, the national aggregate unemployment people captured say ln 

rate are not the same people that are captured in the 

d I Thel' r characteristics are very arrest rate by an arge. 

and to try t o figure what the mechanism would be different, 

that would relate those two. 

Now, maybe then unemployment:: ~'~ould stand for a 

d sort o~ trickle down proxy for economic conditions an some 

or some other theory, but in any case you are not really 

counting the same peopl~ very often in those wave movements. 

(I 
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1 So that is a puzzle. 

2 The other side of the analysis that we did, 

3 thinking that there are limits to the survey approach in-

4 general, we have been doing ethnigraphic and an~hropological 

5 work in selected neighborhoods in Brooklyn for the last couple 

6 of years, a Hispanic neighborhood, tt'lO black neighborhoods 

7 and recently some work in a \"lhite working class neighborhood, 

8 to try to get at the J .ings that you cannot get at through 

9 surveys or if we thought we found something in the survey to 

10 see if our anthropology people ever heard of anything like 

11 that in the field. 

12 I suppose most people ar~' familiar here with 

13 history of the various economic models of crime, at least 

14 the recent generation of them. They go back f long way in 

15 the history of the literature. The recent version, of course, 

16 takes off with Becker's work in the late sixties which was 

17 a straight wealth, wealth gained and wealth lost model. 

18 That model was developed and expanded, often 

19 attempteq to be tested, at least in the \"laythat economists 

20 claim to be testing things through the use of aggregate 

21 
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data .sources very often. Gerlock's work was important 

early in this kind of work. 

Along with that models then of labor supply began 

to be adopted. If you think about crime really as an 

~ 
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alternative economic activity in some sense maybe it haSI 
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labor supply characteristics. Mike Block's work was very 

2 important in this. 

3 One of the places that is common, and ~1ichael has 

.4 accused people of using this against him, but as I 

5 understand, at least, the model as developed in the rnid-

6 seventies, the model in some sense broke down in its ability 

7 to make predictions. 

8 If you take the internally consistent version of 

9 the neoclassical labor supply model in terms of crime, and 

10 some of Mike's work shows that the model does not make 

11 determinant predictions either about the relationship at an 

12 individual level in changes in economic opportunity or in 

13 changes in deterrence. 

14 Nonetheless we still go on and grind out our 

15 aggregate models, but there is a bit of a problem there in 

16 that there is not right now at least that I know of a 

17' convincing individual level theoretical model that is at the 
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core o£ that research. 

We are trying ''lith. our individual level data to 

test, both to still try to test some va.riations on the 

economic models of crime in terms of labor supply theory, 

realizing now that what we are doing is more of an empirical 

working through the models and less of testing a..t least the 

determinant direction of hypotheses and alsC? attempting to 

adapt in some of my work ideas out of labor market 
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segmentation models in terms of crime. 

The segmentation approach for those of you that 

are not familiar with it argues that outcomes in the labor 

market could be explained more through structural 

characteristics of jobs, in some ways a relationship between 

industries and some of the individual characteristics of 

workers, but a loose characteristic model that t~lks about 

a dual labor market in terms ofprimary and secondary jobs, 

whereas the characteristics of jobs as much if not more than 

the characteristics of individuals .that may determine their 

labor market outcomes. 

We are trying to adapt this approach and see whether 

it can give us any way to understand the labor market 

experiences of our sample and, also, then the labor market 

exp~riences as they relate to crime. 

I am confessing as to some -- I think the aggregate 

models and the aggregate data are important to keep testing, 

18 but I am somewhat skeptical about how much more we may get 

16 

17 

19 . out of them. I think they are necessary, in some ways 
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almost first generation of these models to work on, and 

certainly it is worth pursuing them, and we are finding them 

in trying to iron out these puzzles where as Harvey's work 

finds very consistent stable relationships, John's over a 

shorter period of time finds that there is not much relationship, 

using different data sets and different series. I think we can 
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make a great deal of progress in trying to clear up those 

issues at' the level of what series to take and what technique 

to use, but also, need to begin rethinking the enterprise 

about 'what ~ou1d be a convincing story in a way that would 

connect those models or not connect them. 

That is briefly it. I don't want to take too much 

time. I would prefer to get discussion going. I do want 

to tell one story. I don't mean to come off as a skeptic 

about the relationship between aggregate economic conditions 

and crime. This is one of qur stories from the ethnography 

that I think both illustrates that there is a relationship, but 

it is extreme'ly hard to capture in econometric models. 

In Brooklyn there is a large army terminal that 

City of New YO'rk may be buying and in one of our. study 

neighborhoods one of the groups of people we have been 

observing are some junkies who have been car thieves. They 

spend a lot of their time at kind of a low level in the 

way that the car theft market is organized and in the last 

few weeks it turns out that they were not stealing cars 

so much as they were getting into stripping pip'ing and they 

were taking these large metal cables, burning the insulation 

off them to get at the copper for scrap metal and basically 

shifted over to strip out this d1d factory before 'it was sold 

to the city, and so the question there is in some ways what 

is the international copper market or what are theprices of 

o 

(I 

t 

25 

scrap and copper having to do with the behavior of junkies 

2 

3 

4 

in Brooklyn, and the answer is a great deal, and it is very 

economic, but it is not something you can capture ever in any 

econometric model. I offe:r that more as a paradox not to 

5 shoot down the model but just in some c"ays to try to 

6 illustrate the complexity of the problem we are deal in with 

7 an,d the difficulties in capturing those either in aggregate 

8 models or besides telling stories how one might generalize 

9 to, make that useful either for further research or for 

10 policy making. 

. 
11 MR .. MAR'l'IN: - Hr. McGahey, who did your ethnographic 

12 work? 

13 ' MR. MC GAHEY: ~1ercer Sullivan from Columbia 

14 University is still dOing it. We had field workers in 

15 different neighborhoods , and he has been coordinating it. 
.. -.- - • _.. ~. -* 

16 Mg. ~RT~~; Nas there anyone else involved? 

17 MR. MC GMIEY: On our Advisory Committee Herb Gams 

18 has been supervising. 

19 MR. MARTIN:' No, in the :field? ." ... -...... 

20 MR. MC GAHEY: In the field, besides Mercer and 

the field workl?rs, no. . 
I 

, 22 HR.i:~OLD: Okay, I am next. So, I will try to stay 

within 10 minutes and set a ~ood example. L~s me cominent u 
2 23 

I 24 on and continue the discussion that Rick started because 

! 25. there is a string of economists. 59 we will each sort of pick 

• 
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and choose a different part. Let me say that I tqok a glance 

over the aggregate economic work that has been done, looking 

at Ehrlich IS wox'k r.l.nd Noody IS, Waldman IS ane'!. others and 

rather than a consensus emerging on any point either in terms 

of the effect of unemployment on crime at the aggregate level 

or on how to measure unemployment there seems to be a great 

disparity and differences in results. No strong picture 

emerges for unemployment rates affecting crime. 

I emphasize these studies over other ones that 

I have seen because they try to get at a structure in 

.' the markets. Nhile it is possible to draw relationships 

among national time series and trends, it ret'1.1y doesn I t 

tell us very much about the mechanism by which these things 

operate and cannot reveal it, and it really is mute on the 

question of causality. Ne can regress one series against, 

another, find a relatively stable result; however, if those 

models are unable to predict or very sensitive to specification 

then it brings into question what one has, in fact, found. 

If the models, in fact, are,not stable or are, as I say, 

suggested very sensitive -co specification .. then it is not 

clear \'1e have found anything at all, despite the fact that 

they appear across countries and with similar industrial 

structure. 

For example, some worth that I have done with 

ltsttional series indicate that a model specified with 
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unemployment rates; other economic indicators and,also, 

demographic factors like the concentration of the population 

in young age groups basically eradicates the unemployment 

effect on some crime rates and on most crime rates. 

At the aggregate level I tend to agree with Rick. 

I think that the thing is very smudged and very difficult to 

analyze that way. 

since these relationships are somewhat questionable 

there is I think a legitimate question about whether 

unemployment rates really affect crime. Most of us here, 

I think, believe that unemployment does affect crime as Rick 

was suggesting or employment opportunities. 

As Rick was suggesting, the way that these things 

work themselves out can be perhaps quite complex and maybe 

not easily captured inside the models that we are using. 

However- as an alternative to aggregate studies, I see 

individual-based models or study based on individual data as 

having a set of problems, too. The literature and the. 

economics of labor supply contributed largely by people 

like Jim Heckham has become incredibly Byzantine. The li~e 

histories of individuals need to be known in great detail, 

questions of how they make their decisions and simultaneity 

~t the individual level and sample selection biases where 

people are integrated jnto the programs or choose to take 

jobs" or choose to migrate are abundant, and so what one leaves 

., .. 
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when one leaves the aggregate domain is a set of relatively 

simple statistical techniques and questionable data series 

moving to a demonstrably better data set with almost 

intractable statistical problems so that extracting information 

from those series except in an anecdotal way becomes very 

difficult. I am not suggesting that we call a winner between 

the two kinds of data sets but rather suggest that work 

can and should be done with alL levels of aggregate data 

and with this aggregated data ~o that some reliable and 

reasonable results can be found. 

I think that, also, it is important to realize 

that economists come to these problems with a special set of 

tools and attack them almost as Procrustes would and force 

data and models on these problema that are not always entirely 

appropriate. 

However, the advantage that the economist brings 

to this problem, I think, not necessarily an absolute 

advantage in any sense is that they do try to understand the 

structure, that they have a supply of crimes and a supply 

of deterrents and try to look for an equilibrium in that 

• market as in other markets. 

This has obvious ramifications for using series 

like victimization ones where one must be careful to net 

out effects that unemployment may have on the supply of 

targets as 1 suggested as well as the supply of potential 
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offenders. Until one can sort out those two influences 

then one cannot say that unemployment has affected, for 

example, a number of criminals. It may affect. merely their 

productivity and in that event the policy implications are 

substantially different. 

A solution then would be if it did not affect 

a number of criminals but only their productivity to argue 

8 for more deterrents and not necessarily unemployment problems 

9 that wbuld incapacitate those people who are willing to 

10 commit crimes. 

11 I think there is' an abundance of issues here, and 

12 there are points on which we can agree in an abstract way 

13 on the effect of employment opportunities on crime, but I 

14 think when we start getting down to talking about magnitudes, 

15 for example, elasticity, we will 'disagree and in some 

16 important ways those magnitudes are the key issues in 

17 

18 

19 

20 

policy discussions •. 

So with that, I think that is under 10 minutes, but 

I am not sure. 

Paul Osterman? Oh I d~d 't ' , • ~ aga~n. With that 

21 the discussion is thrown open because Ann Witte has yet to 

~ a 22 
arrive, if she is gOing to arrive, and so I open it up for 

disct'lsS ion. u 23 g 
! 24 . 11R. MARTIN: would like to take a shot at it. 

i 25 MR. NOLD: Let me start with Dick Berk and then you 
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1 I are next, and then we will save the people wh? had the first 

21 
31 

round of ammunition to defend themselves later. 

MR. BERK: Just a couple of reactions and then 

4 
. 

something a little more general. The first is I share 

5 your concerns at the mic~o level with how Byzantine 

6 statistical analyses have become. 

7 On the other hand, it is pretty new stuff, and I 

8 would hesitate to be too critical too early. We have only 

9 been at that microlevel, let us take for example, the sample 

10 selection problem, forgetting about Tolbin for a moment 

11 five or six years. It is relatively new, and we are learning 

12 a lot about where the Byzantine statistics are really needed 

13 'and where they are not. That is my first reaction. 

14 The second reaction is more general. I did not 

15 think this was going to be relevant, but I guess it is. I 

have been fooling around wIth data sets in California 16 
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looking at incarceration rates since the state basically came 

into the Union in 1851. So! have a long time series, and 

looking at incarceration rates which admittedly is several 

steps removed from arrest rates, let me just tell you two or 

three quick things that we find and try to extract some 

implications. 

First is that we do find enormous relationships 
• 

between economic conditions and crime, as you would expect, ! 

mean gangbusters stuff, but, also, things like number of 

\ \ 
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. people in the m4 l{tary. You take k4 d t f th 1 b ~ ~ - ~ s ou 0 'e a or 

2 . 
force, potential labor force, put them in the military and 

3 you have less crime. 

4 We, also, find as you were suggesting 

5 MR. NOLD: Same amount of crime. 

MR. BERK: You just export it to another country. 

7 Another thing we find that is very important is that 

8 demographic patterns are critical I mean if you have got a 

9 lot of young people in the population you get a lot of 

10 crime. 
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MR. NOLD: And a lot of unemployment. 

.MR. BERK: And a lot of unemployment. So that has 

to be -- so tha'l: unemployment ma'tters, military matters, 

demographic patterns matter. The thi~d thing or the 

fourth thing that really matters is that there are feedback 

effects from criminal justice action. You put a lot of people 

in prison; there are fewer people on the s·creet. We don't 

have to argue that. 

MR. BLOCK: Do you think W~ put enough to make 

the difference? 

MR BERK: Yes. I am talking now about big-changes 

in historical pa~terns. t am talking about differences of 

thousands of people in Rrison, not a couple of hundred. 

MR. BLOCK: Will ~hey ma~e the difference on the 

aggregate? 

____ . __ ~ ____ ~~ ____ ~ ____ ___.;. ________________________ ~ ______ ...... _ ____ ...... ________ Iiooiaoioi _______ ..... ____ .... __ ... _ .... _ ......... _ ..... ----'"· ," • 
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,1 MR. BERK: No, not unemployment rates. I'E you 

2 look at the feedback effects on the admissions to prison, 

3 about half the people who go to prison come back, so that 

4 if you put a bunch in, you reduce, holding constant the 

5 input of people committing crimes. You reduce the returns. 
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We don't know if it is incapacitation or deterrence. 

These are aggregate data by year and lags and leads are 

tricky. There is no doubt'about that. 

MR. NOLD: One way you might separate those, you 

have people incapacitated in the military, presumably drawn 

from populations; you might be able to co~pare the coefficients 

MR. FORST: What difference does it make? I mean 

what does the program do? Would it change policy? 

MR. BERK: It might in terms of, for example, 

fines to imprisonment. That certainly we have looked at. 

MR. NOLD: I think it would change policy. 

Obviously you get,an extra kick out of. the system if you 

have some deterrents in addition to incapacitation. 

I see, but if the elasticity of crime MR. FORST: 
", 

and sanctions is whatever it is, taking into account both 

deterrents and incapacitation, then oh, we are talking 

economics. If the relationship is whatever it is, it is not 

clear why we care about those 'Peparate effec~s. 

MR. NOLD: Let us not get into that issue. 
'C 

MR. BERK: I jU$t want to make one final point. 
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on that because I am sort of pretty straightforward which is 

that a lot of these issues about what works and what doesn't 

work is dependent upon how long the time series is and how 

much we aggregate up, and I think a lot of the microprocesses 

we are talking about, I guess, you have quarterly data and 

so. It is not surprising that you don't find much. 

'Ne find enormous stuff if you look over a l25-year 

period, but the question from a policy point of view is do 

you care about what happened in California in 1890. 

1R. ROSEN: Also, what would you use for aggregate 

economic conditions over the past 200 years? 

MR. BERK: It may not be a whole bunch worse than 

13 the indicators we are using today, if I figure it out right. 

1.4, The point is of course they are weak data, but remember 
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what we are doing, we are comparing the Depression to the 

twenties to the forties. I mean that is th~~level. 

MR. ROSEN: Sort of just accepted general 

economic conditions. 

MR. BERK: We have numbers in there, but, my. 

feeling is that, yes, that is what we are really talking 

about. There is the Depression. We get a bunch of numbers; 

World War II, bunch of numbers; Korean period, a bunch of 

numbers, but it is really talking really about step functions. 

MR. NOLD: Good, thank,you. 

Professor Martin? 

't" 1~'''''~''''''-·'''''~."'!>~_of~~t ... I',.t;lI.~~~.".."..""".,_~> 

" 

1 t 



( 

c 

< 

( 

( 

( 

~: ~ 
*\h.,.", • ..", 

( 

= • 

34 

MR. : MARTIN T_ conclude from what I have heard, 

2 the most knowledgeab~e presentations I have heard in a long 

3 

4 

5 

time that we are not sure about the relationship, even 

statistically, never mind causally, between economic condi~ions 

and cr1me, ~ ~ , that ~t simply still remains an open question. 

6 That is my conclusion from what r have heard. 
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Let me make some vbservations. First of all, a 

methodological observation addressed to something you said, 

Mr. Noldi I think you are quite right that the individual 

history and ethnographic data as analayzed in the generations 

past by soci~l scientists particularly has led largely to 

anecdotal type material. I don't think that.'need any 

longer be t e case, h and I am sorry that Bruce Johnson 

isn't here from our research center up in New York, but, he 

can address this much better than I can, but essentially 

the new computer mechanisms, including word processing 

mechanisms make quantitative analysis of otherwise 

subjective data highly feasible by the hundreds of thousands 

of pages so that the problem, methodological problem that 

faced anthropologists and other social scientists around 

individual and ethnographic data may no longer be with us. 

I stress "may" and we may be gaining yields on that that we 

can in fact, and I think this would be highly desirable, 

count at v~ry large magnitudes. 

Johrlson can address that much better than I can . 
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A second observation, a conceptual observation whi9h I 

2 would like to put forward for your consideration, we have 
3 

talked here of demographic patterns. and I think those are 

4 most important in understanding any social phenomenon 

5 happening in any society, crime being a case in pOint 

6 
for this conference, and we have talked of age, but you know 

7 we have not talked of anything else but age. We 'keep 

8 
flipping over to age. We have not talked of immigration, 

9 both legal and illegal. tve have not talked of social class. 

10 
. . 

We have not talkedof race, black, white and brown. We have 

11' not talked of ethnicity, and we have not talked of the 

12 flight of the middle class whites from the large cities 

13 at least of the northeast industrial triangle, Chicago, 

14 Detroit, Boston, New York, Philadelphia, leaving a very 

15 strange arrangement demographically within our cities of 

16 wealthy whites' to a very large degree an9 very poor 

17 unemployed lower class second, third generation how can I put 

18 it carefully, coLored minorities, and if I look at the 

19 prisons in New York state ,and in Massachusetts and Illinois 

20 'and in Washington, DC and in California all I see inside 

21 are large nuIDbers, statistically, of colored lower class 

minorities. 

So, ,I would like to introduce to our discussion 

not just age which I think is important but these oth~r 

demographic va'riCibles I thin1$: a're relatively important also. 
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Finished, for the moment. 

MR. LAUB: The real puzzle of course, is gender 

in that 90-some percent of felony arrestees are male. 

MR. NOLD: Are there any other people who did not 

have a chance to speak? 

Yes, Paul? 

HR. OSTERMAN: I just have a question. 

MR. NOLD : You had your chance to speak. 

MR. OSTERMAN: That was very fast. In the discussion 

of the impact of the relations~ip between unemployment and' 

crime I am completely ignorant of th' f' I ~s ~e d, having done 

no work on crime; no one has talked about what it is about 

unemployment that leads to crime or why does the supply of 

14 crime affect unemployment. When I get my hypothetical 

12 

13 

15 chance to spe~k, I will give you my pet theory on that, but 

16 it is not clear what the relationship is. Is it that you 

17 cannot find a J'ob, per~od? I 't th • s ~ at you cannot find a job 

18 that you aspire to? t.vhat is going on, an.d presUmably 

19 people who are true believers, either intuitively or on the 

20 basis of research that there is a relationship betwe,en 

21 unemployment and crime should now be spending most of their 

time trying to find out why that relationship exists. How , 22 
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does one specify that relationship? What is the causal 

mechanism? As I say, I will tell you my story, but there are 

a lot of stories. 
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MR. NOLD: I think that there are two separate 

approaches to that 'question', and while I know that you have 

next cla~m, why don't you talk? I know that your approach 

involves stress, as well as economic opportunity, and I 

think economists think, just to make a brief comment 

economists think as the alternative wage or impacting-the 

alternative wage, the expected wage, and as such it becomes 

part of the choice of committing crime. So it automatically 

has a place in the theoretical model. Whether it has an 

importunt statistical effec-t, that is. from an economist's 
. 

point of view, but Harvey Brenner~ 

MR. BRENNER: Thanks,' I think that is a good way to 

begin. Because there are different ~!ie\V's on causation, 

depending on discipline 'we have, in a sense a rather skewed 

distribution present in the room of disciplines, namely 

very heavily concentrated toward economics because it is our 

economic and econometric colleagues who have done most of the 

work in this area, but the theories have been extremeiy 

shallow and the reason is in my opinion is that there is not 

at all ,an appropriate economic theoretic argument for the 

relationship at all. In fact, we must draw on sociology, 

psychology and anthropology, the neighbor disciplines if we 

want to get at the contextual and psychological variables 

tha't are relevant which brings up the next issue. I think 

the strict econometric models that have been used are 

" II 
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thoroughly inadequate and they are inadequate because-at a 

2 minimum they cannot be tested, and the reason they cannot 

3 be tested is they don't control for any other variables than 

4 those that seem to be appropriate to econometric theory 
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at the time. They are extremely naive supply and demand 

models which disregard virtually all other facets of the 

social development of the society. 

MR. FORST: You mean that they don!t control 

adequately or that they don't control at all? 

MR. BRENNER: They don't control at all. They 

hardly ever control. 

control. 

M.'R. BERK: That. is not the role of theory for 

I t is the role in the first instance, MR. BRENNER: 

the theory to help us decide wha.t it is that we require 

control for, but to the extent that we don't even acknowledge 

that there are other disciplines apart from economics in a 

relationship that is so fundamentally social and 

psychological., well that is name calling. 

l-1R. NOLD: We can have this degenerate quickly. 

MR. BLOCK: Why don't you tell'people what it is 

t · t' b d What you have done is you have name called. na J.s a. 

You have said that econometric .,models ·are s~mpleminded. 

Let me hear your''''vers ion. 

MR. NOLD: That sounds more like a. question. 
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You can answer that question and then you can go on 

afterwards. 

MR. BRENNER: Econometric models are incomplete 

as models of crime. 

MR. BLOCK: What is an econometric model of crime? 

Tell me that so we know what is simpleminded. 

MR. BRENNER: What is simple is a supply and 

demand conception that is based either on some conception 

of labor market conditions per se or of industrial conditions 

per se without takig into account the context of the variety 

of urban, of historic, of drug-related, of demographic 

phenomena that do not fit comfortable into any particular 

disciplinary orientation. 

MR. BLOCK: Well, 

MR. BRENNER: Let me go on for just a moment? 

MR. BERK: He wants .you to impact the idea of 

tastes, for example. 

MR. BRENNER: The second issue is the implicit 

requirement in a lot of the work that has gone on that the 

relations ought somehow to be stable. There ought to be some 

fundamental stability in the relationships regardless of 

what things like unemployment may mean in terms of changes, 

regardless bf wha:t changes in economic conditions may mean. 

There ought to be some fundamental stabil·~.ty. My opinion i.s 

that there is not fundam.ental stability;, there hardly ,ever 

-----~------~------~------~--~------~ ____ ~ __ ~" ____ _b~ __ ~~~ __ ~ __________________ ~ ________ ~ ________________________ ... ---
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will be because of basic changes ,in the structure of 

2 relationships and control variables that are frequently not 
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present. 

There is no reason for us to impose the requirement 

that there need be stability. In fact what we should be 

trying to do is build in rationales for what is almost 

certainly always going to be implicit in stability. You are 

going to have a lot more stability in your case if you look 

f t · Over very shor'!::. ranges of time, at broad ranges 0 ~me. 

we can fairly confident there will be a devil of a lot 

of instability, regardless of the level we look at, whether 

it is highly micro or highly macro. 

I don't think micro-macro issues are very much 

the point. In principle, given similar time ranges one ought 

to find fairly similar relationships almost regardless of 

level. 

The ipberp~eti ve mechanism might b,le more or less 

comfortable, depending on where one feels comfortable in 

analysis. If one is comfortable with policy analysis at 

national levels where one has a good theoretic and empiri?al 

basis, then that :is the way to go. If one has more of a 

regional concption, neighborhovd conception then things fit in 

better theoretically there. 

We certainly need all levels of analysis taken 

into consideration not simultaneously, but surely there must be 

" 
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some general consistency among them. We cannot generalize 

2 very easily from micro studies. We need too many micro studies 

3 to do it, but the micro studies are extremely valuable 

4 if we wish to understand individual behavior. 

5 If we wish to understand national behavior, city 

6 behavior, we must analyze for national and city level. 

7 I am not meaning to put down or in any way attack the singular, 

8 highly disciplined approaches of econometrics or of 

9 psychology and a particular learning theory frame, anyone 
. . 

10 of them. What I am saying is they are inadequate as singular 

11 frames of reference to handle as broad scaled a prob1em 

12 as crime because they do not take into account one another. 
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My impression is that in futur~ it would be 

sensible to try to build cross disciplinary theoretic 

conceptions. Otherwise we are going to miss a ~reat deal. 

We are not going to find even a minimum of stability in 

relationships. 

Thank you. 
. 
MR. NOLD: Okay, let me make one conunent, and 

then I will pass on to you for a rejoinder. 
. 

I agree with much of what you say, but one thing 

that disturbs me is the notion that what we are about at the 

aggre~ate level isn't to define and develop relationships 

that are 'stable or can be relied upon. The aggregate level 

work has an orientation toward pOlicy, and whether we like it 
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or 'no~ as social scientists we get forced to stand behind 

2 numbers which we know are deficient and which are subject 

3 almost in some work that we have done, in fact, creatures 

4 of the specifications! and we have a responsibility to 

5 always say that these things, if we believe them to be 

6 unstable are that and not fall in line behind numbers that 

7 say that when unemployment or for that matter when sanctions 

8 go up by X percent crime rates will go down by 10 percent 
.~ 

9 and leave it at that. 

10 MR. BERK: Could I have either of you tell me what 

11 you mean by unstable? Do you mean that the causal structure 

12 is changing or do you mean it is noise? 

MR. BRENNER: What I mean forthe moment is you 

14 do get fundamental changes in the actual relationships 

15 themselves. Unemployment in the r970's 40esn't mean 'anything 
. 

,16 like what it meant in the great Depression or the postwar 

17 period. Theke is a fundamental change in the meaning, 

18 the nature of variable of groups that it affects. Beyond 

19 that you typically have the entry of new variable into the 

20 system that affect it. It happens all the time. To the 

21 extent that you are able to take those into account you 

122 
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can stabilize the relationship ardmake a reasonable argument. 

You can do that and stand behind at least some of those 

numbers though your range on those coef.ficients, the range 

on those elasticities have to be taken with a large grain of 

(. 

o 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

43 

salt, but in any case in talking about the existence of the 

relationships themselves, it is quite clear if you segment 

the work through time, and look t d'f a ~ ferent periods, you are 

going to see quite remarkable changes in those coefficients 

which are only sensible from an historian's standpoint. 

MR. NOLO: Let me explain what I think by unstable 

and say that basically I agree and the real crux'of the 

matter comes in with things like unemployment where the 

aggregate levels ,you have wbmen going in and out of the 

10 .labor force in the 1970's and an increase in level of the 

11 
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unemployment rate that mayor may not be associated with 

increases in unemployment rate for groups that account for 

a large amount of crime, young males primarily. 

14R. BLOCK: Harvey, I only disagree totally. 

It is only a partial disagreement. I think -- let me try 

to frame it xn the following' way. Most economi~ models 

that I am familiar with say the following about unemployment: 

Everything else equal an increase in employment opportunities 

will reduce crime. That is the hypothesis. 

2Q, Now, the everything else equal turns out, I guess 

21 in practice when most economists do the empirical' work to 

122 
2 23 

emphasize the econo~ic alternat~ves, th t' t ... a ~s 0 say everything 

else equal to put wage rates in. It is not a failing 

J 24 particularly.of our perspective. It is a failing maybe of 

l 25 our ability to find the other controls. I th' k ~n there i~ a 
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differencew It is not really the arrogant position that the 

2 only thing that matters is some narrow monetary calculation •. 

3 It is everything else equal employment matters in the 

4 following way. That is the economic model that I am familiar 

5 with, and I think if there are other economic models that 

6 are more enc:o.mpassing, I would like to be informed. I would 

7 like to have a model that said that the only thing that 

8 was important was wages and unemployment. That would be 

9 really comforting. I don I t have that. I haye a much 

10 weaker theory, and I agree that I have imperfect, most of the 

11 time, imperfect control. If we are arguing over the 
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imperfectionof the controls, that is fine. 

MR. BRENNER: I never had the sense the profession 

was arrogant.. I rather had the sense that in going beyond 

the very strict discipline of economics itself in its macro 

and micro form which deals with economic activity in moving 

to an area like fertility or crime or any other type of 

social behavior that falls clearly within the boundaries 

of economics so understood, we get into problems of the 

necessary involvement of other disciplines. It is not so 

much a mat.ter of arrogance as a matter of not being able 

to interdigitate to use a horrible English word, the 

theoretical base that one uses strictly within .economics 
. 

to encompass a problem that is not itself necessarily within 

the economic frame of reference but which one nee~s other 

....... 

L 
t 
j 

2 

3 

4 

5 
I 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

(J 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

( . 

( 

45 

theoretic frames of reference in addition to other variables 

to understand, as i~as been pointed out lOa times here thE!" 

meaning on a theoretic basis betw~en unem~loyment and crime. 

You have go t to go well beyond --

MR. BLOCK: Wait a minute. I need to interrupt. 

The core of economics is not concerned -- the definition of 

economics is the variables it is concerned with, not the 

subject area it is concerned with. 

MR. BRENNER: You will have an argument with 

people on that. 

MR. BLOCK: But that is my understanding. It is 

concerned with prices. It is concerned with·returns in all 

forms of human behavior. There is nothing particularly 

economic. I mean buying apples or eating apples is not 

a helluva lot diffezoent than committin~ rape from an economic 

point of view. 

MR. BRENNER: But is an economic point of view 

in committing rape a reasonable one? 

MR. BLOCK: It is testable. 

MR. BRENNER: Is it complete, even in your frame 

.of reference? 

MR. BRENNER: 

MR. BLOCK: 

propose to test it? 

specification system? 

No, nothing is complete. 

If it is not complete, how would you 

How would you propose to set up a 
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MR. BRENNER: I did not want to get to the --

MR. THOMPSON: There is a point in here where I 

think the audience to the debate can feel a lack that 

perhaps the participants don't which if I could phrase it in 

5 your terms, some markets in which prices 'are equilibrated, 

6 I guess that is the phra~e, are very well institutionalized 

7 like the stock exchange. It would be absurd for a broker 

8 a floor broker to put a bid up for a peanut butter sandwich. 

9 It would not go on the big board. Mechanisms that support 

10 prices for shares on the exchange do not support prices for 

peanut butter sandwiches or for grapes or apples. 11 
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other markets such as choice of one's spouse or 

decision or failure to decide or to be totally ignorant about 

even the choice set to rob someone or whatever are not well 

institutionalized. The center of gravit::{ of the discussion 

of employment and crime can sometimes be on the employment 

side which we may assume that we are talking about 

institutionalized markets or at other times it can be on the 

crime side where the que~tion of what the institutional 

supports are is very much in the open. Harvey was sa ~ng 

earlier that in fact he believes that there is growing up 

in this country an insti~utional support for certain 

crimes in the fencing or redistribution area. If so that 

would be a significant structural change which would change 

the mode or the relevance of an economic analysis. Mike, wha~ 

( 

{) 

(', 

47 

I find missing in your definition of the discipline in terms 
2 

3 

4 

5 

of its variables and in terms -of the interest in price is 

where does one learn about the degree to which those 

prices are part of an institutionalized market or not? 

MR. OSTERMAN: Could I make a comment, if he was 

6 done? 

7 MR. THOMPSON: Yes, I was done. 

8 MR. OSTERMAN: It seems that a useful analogy 

9 is the labor supply of literature in which you have this 
, 

10 very elaborate complex m.odel developed of why wives have 

11 participated in the labor marx.et. It seemed to work fa:i.:rly 

12 ~ell, and all of a sudden it fell apart, because a whole 

13 set of other things which were part of the model changed 

14 particularly attitudes about participation in work and 

15 one can still estimate labor ~upply models and get 

16 significant coefficients, but one would be hard pressed to 
. 

17 say that these models are very satisfactory and explain 

18 trends over time. I think the lesson I would draw from that 

19 is the following, that the economist in putting together 

20 a model and testing i~ is concerned with the marginal 

21 effect, that is to say if there are 100 people in the world 

~ 22 and they consider committing .rape, and one of their ! 23 decisions or two of their decisions are conditioned in part 

J 24 by the wage rate you estimate ,a model, you geft a coefficient, 

i 25 on the wage rate, and it willi prove to be statistically 

----------~-----------~ ----~~----~~--------------~--~--~p--~.-~, ._ 1 
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significant if your sample is large enough. One would say, 

2 "Aha, the wage rate is related to the commission of ra'pe, 11 

3 but in fact the model has failed to explain what the other 

4 98 people are doing. It. is a model which is useful perhaps 

5 on the margin in terms of small predictive capacity but it 

6 is not a model that is useful in explaining the universe of 

7 behavior, why most people behave the way they do. What has 

·8 happened in the labor supply field is that ~"lhereas a 

9 significant fraction of women used to behave in ways in which 
. . 

10 the labor supply was related to their husband's earnings a 

11 much smaller fraction behave that way now. They are dr.iven 

12 by other factors. 

13' The economist can still find a significant marginal 

14' effect and be satisfied in the testing of the model in some 

15 sense, but the model can explain only a small part of 

16 reali ty, and I think that tha.t is part of the p:t;'obiem. 

17 

18 

MR. ROSEN~ All you are saying is that you don't 

have a variable for that attitudinal factor in your model 

19 because it is v7ry hard to collect ~hat kind of data. 

20 
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. MR. NOLD: No, wait, conceptualize it. 

MR. OSTERMAN: You just cannot specify it. 

MR. NOLD: You are saying something worse than that. 

You are suggesting that there are dis,oontinuities in the 

kind of people out there, and I think that that has rather 

bad implications for anyone trying to understand anything 

about the world in physical sciences or in social sciences. 
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I, for one, don't believe that that could exist in 

people's decisions. Nhat you ~re suggesting to me is that 

two people may respond. to this wage at some higher wage than 

some of the remaining people would respond. 

MR. OSTERMAN: But it is completely outside 

observational 1:lniverse. Almost all men bebleen the ages of 

25 and 55 participate in the labor force. You don't observe 

any range of wages which would drive that labor supply down. 

So we might be willing to say in principle maybe it __ 

MR. NOLD: Of course, you are wrong on the f~cts. 

11 Not all men btween 20 and 55 participate in the labor force. 

12 Some people never hold a job. 

13 MR. OSTERMAN: It is 95 percent. 

14 MR. NOLD; All right. 

15 MR. OSTERMAN: What is the wage change that would 

16 get it down t.o 50 percent? You are never going to see it. 

17 So you can tell me there is this continuous wage change, 

18 but you will never 

19 MR. BRENNER: I don't think there is any harm 

20 even, say, to take your point of view, even if you are 

21 explaining 2 percent. That is 2 percent more than you know 

otherwise. What becomes a p:r;'bblem is that the 2 percent 

itself is unstable even there and l~t us say, for the moment 

that the theory is very good; it is very sound andoDerates ,. 

some pJ;'oportion of the time. There is no reason to throw out 
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that piece of ~ruth. It represents the behavior of some 

element of the population, b~t in order even to capture it 

properly it is simply necessary to know if those coefficients 

aren't to be absolutely crazy and meanin9less, it is necessary 

to know ~hat is going on elsewhere in the system andto 

build it into the equations themselves. 

MR. BERK: Let me see if ! can put this together 

a little bit. It seems to me that the micro economic theory 

that has been relevant is very powerful within what it seems 

to be properly designed to do which is to monitor short-term 

changes in behavior at the margin. That is what it is 

supposed to do. It does that pretty well I think, and it 

does it I think pretty well for people who are at the margin. 

Not everybody is at the ma'rgin all time, maybe a lot aren't, 

and as the time span for the data are supposed to capture 

increases other things change, too, like tastes and so on. 
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I don't think our economist friends would propose that a 

micro model of .the market is supposed to work for a 10-year 

sweep in, well, I don't know. 

MR. BrueNNER: For policy purposes, for legislative 

purposes? 

MR. BERK: Presumably that is no't, q1.1 ~ te where the 

. margin 

MR BLOCK: There is a level of argument. If you 

have isolated the important exogenous variables of the 

relationship there is no reason to suspect that you cannot 

get 10, 20, that you cannot get the sweep of history out of 

it. I mean there are economic historians who think that 

you can do somethin~ useful over long periods of time. 

MR. NOLO: They wouldn't stand behind the 

magnitude. They would stand behind direction. 

MR. BLOCK: I hear Harvey saying that we are going 

to flop between 0 plus and minus. 

MR. NOLO: I don't think he said that. He said a 

Tha.t is all you are really saying, and it seems to me that 

if you are properly circumspect about who it is you are 

trying to predict behavior about and how long the time span 

is you don't get into big trouble. I think your concern 

which I share is that surely you get into the big sweep of 

1'9 range. 

history. 

MR. BLOCK: How about California l890? 

MR. BERK: Or. 1890 or even the short sweep, what 

l~ 
was it of the ch?lnges in -- that is a pretty big sweep, andt,ll 
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MR. BRENNER: A range also implies a minimum, that 

there is some effect that you can have some minimal belief 

in. The upper ~ound ma:y be kind of crazy, but you can feel 

reaso~ably safe in saying so much more damage is done. 

MR. NOLO: 

MER. BERK: 

I like the term minimal belief. 

One additional point to that, just to 
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finish what I was going to say. very briefly which is that 

2 also there is a question of precisely what it is you want to 
( 

include in economics. For example, it seems to me you t\170 3 

fellows here have something to talk about with respect to 

(, 5 whether or not you believe that there is market segmentation 

6 or not. The point is I think one of theproblems we have to 

7 avoid is characterizing quote, economics only by your 

8 economics. There are other sort,s of economics around \l7hich 

9 may be better or may be worse but certainlY are somewhat 

10 different, and I would appreciate 
( 

MR. BLOCK: I did not think there would be a 1 1 

12 monopoly. 

13 
MR.3ERK~· That is what they all say. 

14 
MR. BLOCK: I would like it. 

15 
MR. NOLD: Yes, Brian, another imperialist. 

( 16 
MR. FORST: First of all, I apologize for corning 

17 
labe. It is my loss because I missed how much meat has been 

18 
picked off the bones, but I suppose I could thank the Lord 

19 
for leaving bones in any event. 

20 
MR. NOLD: That is all right, it is an elephant 

on the table. 
21 

( 
MR. FORST: I find it unfortunate that the 

discussion has, if I may use the word degenerated to a 

<:. 
question of which discipline is correct. I think we can all 

agree that there is a rich variety 'of behaviors out there ,and 
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that some people are at different margins, that some people 

respond to different kinds of incentives and that others 

respond differently. It' ~s appropriate nonetheless, .to focus 

on the q~lestion in the a.ggregate does there' appear to be an 

effect of improved economic conditions on crime. It is 

also appropriate to focus on specific narrow questions that 

micro data on particular classes of offender pOJ?ulations can 

provide insights about so that we can have a sense of policy 

relevant inferences both at the m;cro level ..... for specific 

classes of offenders whom we may find do, respond )'~O economic 

offens'es and to address the large aggregate questions on the 

whole, what happens when we reduce t d pover ".y; oes' i t ~ppear 

~nolent crime on property to have a perceptible -influence on ' 

crime; what happens when we reduce the unemployment rate; 

does that appear to have a perceptible effect on various 

classes of crime; what happens when we alter the labor force 

participation rate and the different disciplines have 

something to say about how to analyze the data, how to 

specify the models and so on, 'but I th;nk h ... t at if you look 

at all of the ~mpirical literature it is hard to be persuaded 

that there 'is much of an effect that is~robust so that one 

cpuld say that in the aggregate improved economic c.onditions 

affect crime, and i~ is appropriate to do that, andit is 

appropriate to address the aggr:gate questions recognizing 

that there is a rich va . t f" d'-r~e y 0 ~n ~vidU'al behaviors, many 
() 
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of which offset one another. So it may well be that 

providing economic incentives cause some people to do less 

crime and other people to do more;crime, and "the -net effect 
. 

appears to be not very ,great:, given all the empirical evidence 

that we have to date. 

MR. BLOCK: How do you know what you have to date 

unless you have a structure? Unless you can specify the 

structural relationships how useful is the reduced' form? 

This form has a coefficient near zero; what does that tell you? 

Does that tell you that there are movements in the system 

that increase both propensity to commit crime and amount of 

deterrence over periods of time? Without the structure it 

does not mean much. 

MR. FORST: I would assert that if in fact' there 

were a large effec~ of reduced unemployment or reduced 

poverty on crime that it would reveal, ~tself through 

alternative structures. 
, . 

MR. BRENNER: It might not, not if other events 

very,very powerful events overtook it~ such as the massive 

involvement with drugs in the United States since the 1960's 

and since somewhat earlier 1950's. It has to a large extent 

cut into many of those economic relationships. It is 

demonstrable, such as the massive dernograpnic shifts in the 

united States, such as the concentration on youth in the 

united States, at least those three, andthere are probably 
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two or three otners. It seems to me that the level of 

argument at the macro discussion should.be on the models 

themselves, what exactly is specified in terms of 
content. 

There is no question that if we use different 

models in this situation, since the Second World War, we are 

going to come up with vastly different results. 
To replicate 

in some reasonable way, it seems to me, 'there must be some 

ag':eement on the baeic parameters of the problem. 
If there 

isn't, the results will be . 
very d~fferent from study~to study, 

as they now appear to ba. 

. MR. MC GAHEY: I note some of the frustration, but 

I think the separation you . are try~ng to make probably cannot 

be made at a certain level. It is a frustration of well 

social science can only bang th' h 
e~r • eads and talk about 

this arcane stuff. What matters from a policy point of view 

nUmb.ers tell us; what is the data; mine it is what do the 

and see what we can find out from it. I think that probably 

one thing that everyone would agree w~th h 1 • ere a though probably 

not much else is that that is not as easy a separation to make 

as it sounds, that you may think you have got something. 

You put the example when we affect labor and supply, when 

we affect crime, when we do this; that mau not be the same 

thing as having those things change. 

For instance, it is not clear to stay with the 

example that has been used that the change in labor force 

.~ ______ . ____ ~ ______ , ____ ~~==~~== __________________ -____________ .. ~~~----------~----------__________________________ ...... ----.. ----...... ~ ........ ~ ........ w 
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participation of women over the last decade, and there are 

a lot of ideas about why that may b~, and it does not translate 

easily into policy because it happened over the last 10 years. 

It doesn't immediately follow that policymakers now know hm<l 

to alter the labor supply of women. 

NO~l, that is except in the most extreme 

7 theoretical case. If you did not pay a wage probably very 

8 few'people would work. That is probably true but not very 

9 meaningful in terms of policy, and if you paid $1 million 

10 an hour everybody would work. It is sort of like a Lacker(?) 

11 curve. Imean both of those are unassailable propositions 

12 at an abstract level but between the two of them you don't 

13 really know what is going on. Between the two of them is 

14 the policy relevant range, a~d that gets you into this problem. 

15 You don't know exactly where you are in terms of these 

16 shifts. 

17 One other comment which I don't know how to work 

18 in I,~will throw in, but we have long-term stable time series 

19 relationships and putting in a bid for another variation on 

20 economics I think people would say that if you see a long-term 

21 time series on that you basically assume there has more or 

less never been a stable individual behav.ior model over that 

time. A more structural economic approach could say that it 

actually is kind of puzzling that in the labor market, say, 

in California in the 1890's you would get a simi,lar re1ationshl"P 

(I 
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to crim~. Part of that is measured as you would with the 

2 California labor market in 1967. I mean they are not very 

',3 similar in a lot of ways, and so it is even more difficult 

4 to try to understand. 

5 MR BRENNER: Except if there were recessional 

6 effects or an overall contextual damage to the economy in fact. 

7 MR. MC GAREY: Yes, assuming just kind of a 

8 business cycle model. 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

MR. BRENNER: Which is responsive to policy. 

MR MC GABEY: It is not thdt there is not pome 

sort of business c¥cle that just flows through there~ it 

becomes an entirely different can of worms. ~ve will come 

13 back to this, the structural economic issues, but I guess 

14 what I would like to pu~ in and make my noise about is not 

15 to play up economics solely as, although it is the dominant 

16 perspective in the field, as solely a micro':'model of behavior 

17 ana individual level changes. I think there are ways that 

economics can contribute on structural issues and that the 18 

19 

20 

21 

122 
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two sort of being counteropposed to each other are beatin~ 

heads. 

That does not mean that I want to throw out 

micro models of individual behavior';. I think they have 

utility at certain sort of levels, but contained in other 

kinds of ways. sometimes people's reactions to the economic 

discussion is when the models are presented in tnat specified 
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form it sounds a~ if they are excluding everything~else. 

2 I don't think that is necessarily the case with the mic~o 

3 mechanism~ 

4 MR. BRENNER: Jus'!: a quick response. I think that 

5 was a very excellent point. I think there is something of a 

6 tendency to use the micro conception in econometric circles 

7 for macro work where in fact with the macro work itself it 

8 might be ~ much more strict. 

9 Macro models a la business cycles, for instance 

10 or major structural change in the economy are far more 

11 appropriate to handling major structural change. 

12 
MR. BERK: A minor clarification? When you say 

13 econometric, do you mean economic or -- I am confused. 

14 MR. BRENNER: Or statistics. 

15 
MR. BERK: Or statistics •. I think what you really 

16 
mean is economic and economic theory sometimes and the 

17 
statistical analyses the other. 

18 
You have been throwing them together, and other 

19 
people besides economists do statistics. 

20 
MR. NOLD: Professor Martin? 

MR. MARTIN: Your remarks about macro or micro 
21 . 

~ 8" 22 
put me in mind somewhat of some earlier work I have done 

with psychiatrists with respect to the role of structural u 
Z 23 

I 24 

I 25 

and cultural variables in clinical analysis. I think I am 

understanding you correctly. They very quickly admit both 
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in the literature and in work sessions that social structure 

and culture are absolutely marvelous and magnificent and 

should obviously be included and then proceed as if they 

naver heard of them and that is what I am hearing from you, 
. 

that micro analysis is marvelous and should be included but 

somehor or other let us get moving and get at the aggregate 

data. 

MR. MC GAHEY: Then I have absolutely misstated 

my position. I think the dominant trend in the economic 

literature thus far has been with, and again, it is all 
. 

relatively new, has been with rather simple micro models 

of behavior that purport to be tested on macro data, and 

I think there are formidable problems all along the way both 

with the model$ that are linked to the macro data and then 

the technical issues --

MR. BRENNER: Would you speak to the link of the 

micro models with the macro data? 

MR. MC GAHEY: It is a difficult -- I think again 

as a first generation thing it is appropriate. I don't 

want to get into a discussion about --

MR. NOLD: I can at least answer my opinion on that, 

and I would say it is much more appropriate to not have a 

model. If you are willing to aggregate up individuals and 

try to treat the qeustion'of aggregation, if you can, by 

either having models for different segments of the ~conomy 
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or different parts then you ~an make some headway. It is 

certainly not as desirable as testing with individual 

observations, but as Rick was intimating before, testing with 

individual observations offers a whole new set of problems, 

not the least of which is cost and feasibility I am afraid 

and current state of the art. It is not entirely clear 

that you can analyze some of these processes which take 

account of a person's entire l1.fe history as they should, 

since each of us carries baggage with us, economists perhaps 

more than others to problems and decisions about labor 

supply, but I think it is far from peripheral to have an 

indiviaual based model that is then tested on aggregate 

data than to approach aggregate data without a model. 

Approaching aggregate data without a model. is 

basically a useless exercise. 

MR. BRENNER: But are the micro decision models 

appropriate for mac~o ana1aysis. 

MR. NOLD: For is ,:a test for a proposition. 

MR. BERK: tihat is a macro model? I guess I need 

some --

MR. BRENNER: Business cycle theoretic models was 

one that was raised, for instance, Which don't speak to 

individual employment but rather to recession or inflation 

or whatever. 

I 
25 L, __ M_R_'_N_O_L_D_: __ u_n_d_e_r_n_e_a_t_h_t_h_e_y_a_r_e_p_a_s_e_d_,_o_n_.....,,--__ . ____ ---l 
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investment decisions and inventory control concepts. 

MR. BLOCK: There are economics that are not 

based in some sense on individual --

MR •. NOLD: In some sense, surely. 
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MR. BLOCK: And there are aggregation prob1ems,and 

when you have aggregation problems there is a simultaneity 

problem and no one is going to seriously argue that either 

we solve it or at all times when we are testing with 

aggregate data we don't have to take account of it, but it 

is not sufficient to just say that okay, we have an 

aggregate model and we have an individual model. That is 

12 not what we have. We only have these micro models of 

13 behav:io·r. 

14 

15 

.. 16 

MR. THOMPSON: Nait a second. It is very misleading 

to assume that macro micro can always be a kind of one-to-one 

map. Let us take income versus income inequality. 

17 Income inequality is a piece of data a t the macro level 

18 that si~\lP1y Qoesn' t exist at the micro level. 

19 

20 

21 

122 

E 23 

J 24 

i 25 

MR. BLOCK: But there is no theory ,of 

MR THOMPSON: Th'ere very easily could be a theory 

of income inequali1::vand: 'crime. 
~, '-.-

What I am trying to get at is if one takes the 

typical labor supply literature 

MR. NOLD: What is it based on in your idea, since 

you said that it is not r~lated to an individual; what is the 

\ , 
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model? 

MR THOMPSON: No, I am simply trying to make a 

simple point that there a~e variables characteristic of 

aggregates that do not have any kind of reasonable 

conceptual correlate at t.he individual level. That is the 

point I want to make. I don't want to strike out on a theory 

now of income inequality and crime. 

OLD No, based on, I presume some individuals HR. N : 

having more wealth that can be transferred to you through 

criminal activity; isn't that the notion? 

MR. MC GAHEY: That iS10ne, I am asking if there 

is a sort of increment quality as a proxy from ore to steel. 

MR. NOLD: But that provides a basis for 

incrementing --

MR. BERK: Nobody is d~nying that there are, no 

matter what the structural and aggregate model is that there 

are individuals who make individual decisions. I mean there 

:is a social psychology and a rational type. It is in there. 

No one is denying that. The question is whether ~ou can 

separate conceptually and work with models at macro and micro, 

and then once you do that is there a relationship that is 

easily disentangled. 

Now, obvously pscyology and individual decision 

n\aking implied in macro, ..,-

MR. THOMPSON: Take another example --

f' 

o 

o 

... - .. ----------~~-. ~-

MR. BLOCK: I want to go back to that example 

2 because I think that confuses the point. It is a perfect 

3 example of confusing the point. What is this thing·income 

4 inequality and crime? I mean there has ,got to be ·a causal 

5 connection. There is not some mystical income inequality 

6 that enters individual --

7 MR. OSTERMAN: Let me just make up an example. 

8 Let us say that an individual's criminal activity was 

9 related to his or her sense about the justice in the society. 

10 I don't know why you make a face. People have revolutio~s 

11 because they think society is unjust. People kill their 

12 leaders because they think society is unjust. 

13 MR. BLOCK: I don't know that that is true. That 

14 is your hypothesis. 

15 MR. OSTERMAN: Those are hypotheses. So over t~me 

16 we can assume that major social -- I will assert that major 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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social events, wars and revolutions have had some relationship 

to people's perceptions about whether or not the social 

arrangements are just. 

Now, whatever it may mean, the structure of social 
. 

justice may be a variable that moves in a society over time, 

but in a cross section it is constant in that society. 

You cannot measure th~t hypothesis in a cross section in the 
. 

UnitEad States because today there is a constant cross 

section. There is no va:r,iation in'people's perception of 

t t ,! 
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justice. Over time there is variation of people's p6rceptions. of social equality, I don't necessarily see that that follows 

2 Now, that is an example ~hich I don't think you can -- that 
2 in inability to test any kind of theory cross sectionally. 

( 
3 strikes me as a strong example of a time series model that 

3 HR. OSTERMAN: Certain models can be tested. 

4 is simply not testable in a cross section. 
4 MR. BLOCK: There is no argument with you that there 

( 
5 MR. BLOCK: But that is an assertion that mobility 

5 is no variation over cross sectional models. You cannot test 

6 has completely arbitraged out over space what is true over 6 that. 

7 'time. 
7 MR. NOLO: The price of potatoes is the same in 

( 8 MR. BRENNER: It is a reasonable hypothesis. 8 all districts of the city on a given day and there is no 

9 MR. BLOCK: No, that is just an assertion, but you 9 way to find that elasticity, we ag'ree. 

10 cannot test it. If you want~to say something about injustice MR,. THOMPSON: That is not the only example. I mean 

( 
1 1 and you say when we measure social injustice by income 1 1 take another example, interdependent utilities. Sheldon 

12 distribution, we know that the income distribution of various 12 Dancer did a little paper six or seven years ago that 

13 geographic areas in the United States are not exactly the 13 fascincated me by being the only example of an economist 

14 same. Is there some reason that cross sectionally this is 14 who looked at essentially things like I want to act for the 

15 different than over time? 15 other's welfare rather than my own. 

\ 16 MR. OSTERM~.N': One could look for proxies, but 16 The introduction of that Rind of a nation 'seems 

17 
the fact of the matter is that in the United States today 17 to me immediately transforms the conventional economic 

18 
blacks are treated substantially different than they were o 

18 models of crime into very different kinds of models. One 

( 
19 

treated 100 years ago in the United States: 19 example would be, for example, the opportunity costs of 

20 
You could say to me what if we compared Massachusetts 20 imprisonment may very well much more 'aasily modeled in terms 

(' 

~ 
8. 22 

21 
with Mississippi_IOO years ago, well, yes and no. Society 

is rather different. 

21 of an offender and his family and;ln.:llS family relationships 

and his judgments about what his inearceration will do to 

8 
23 

~ 
! 24 

MR. BLOCK: The only reason I am being resistant 

on this point is because while I appreciate the usefulness 

them rather than to his forgone income except obviously this 

again is indirectly an income to his ;f'amily and so forth, 

maybE~ of income distribution as a measure of sClcial, l1;otions the problem being one of trying to decide where you utility 
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ends up as an -- ends off an an abstract concept and becomes 

2 something that you really can talk to people about in terms 

3 of individual surveys. what do you do? Why do you do it? 

4 what are you trying to accomplish? It seems to me that 

5 almost implicitly what happens when you don't ask questions 

6 is that you impose the goals on the individual, and they 

7 are usually in very individualistic goals and they are 

8 economically oriented in the sense of money oriented, not 

9 that that is what a discipline does. 

10 MR. NOLD: I don't want to wash that que~tion off. 

11 We will come back to it. .~ think it is partly a question of 

12 parsimony, how one models these things, but Bruce Johnson 

13 has something. 

14 
MR. JOHNSON: I WOQld just like to go back to 

15 
something that Harvey suggested a little earlier and talk 

16 about very briefly some emergent findings from some research 

17 that Ed Preble and I are doing with heroin addicts in New 

18 York city that I think have important implication, that are 

19 
what I call important implicationp of the micro systems for 

20 
macro models, and there are three things there of critical 

21 
importance for that modeling. One is the issue of the 

~ i 22 
non-economic motivation c>f say, heroin and people who are 

consuming drugs. u 
g 23 

! 24 

~ 
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In the aggregate model that I have seen to dat .. e 

they have been very unclear about the specificat~on of how 
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you value durg consump~ion, that is how do you measure 

desire to get high or the desire to use drugs? How do you 

incorporate that into an aggregate mode~ somehow or other, 

especially how do you place an e~onomic value on it, and if 

you consider that across American surveys of drug use in the 

1960's and the astronomical increase in both the portion of 

the population using any of these drugs, particularly 

marijuana and cocaine and less in the early sixties and late 

seventies heroin and less so now perhap~ but even now perhaps 

going up; given that the frequency of consumption has gone 

up to levels that are astonishing by any prior historical 

comparisons and given the importance economically that a drug 

that at low cost is the model of marijuana for example is 

a fUP,damental challenge to the whole theory of economic 

modeling it seems to me, although it is a very interestilJg)one 

and my perspective is how is that a drug which is illegal, 
. " 

as illegal under present law as heroin is, for example~-­

MR. BLOCK: The law is not enforced. 

MR.JOHNSO~: You can argue about the degree of 

enforcement. 

MR. BLOCK: But that is more a statement of fact. 

~. JOHNSON: I am just tossing out the issues. 

The issue is here. is a vast production now, both in the 

United States and abroad coming into this country, and yet 

it is being delivered atfl. miit cost of a joint on the street 

" -=~."..~~,_'>< .. ,;."" .. "' •. _"">_,· .... "~~~._"t........_., ... ''''''''''''''_.",.~'" .. '''_~-7_ .. ''' ' •. -,_ 
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which is a very typical ~nit of consumption for about $1 a 

2 joint, at least that is what it is in New York. I am not 

3 sure what it is elsewhere, and the size of that varies 

4 considerably from place to place. 

5 MR. BLOCK: It is an efficient production network. 

6 M ~ : R JOHNSON Okay, I can only say that it is a 

7 relatively efficient production net~ork. 
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MR. BLOCK: It has been getting cheaper and cheaper 

all the time, and it,'is a mystery why consumption is growing. 

It is sort of like why the consumption,of calculators has 

grown. 

MR. JOHNSON: I just want to coss out some issues. 

. MR. NOLD: I want to address one. You seem to thi.nk 

that drugs are somehow a unique commodity. Lots of people 

like to play tennis, and I would like to see someone 'speak 

to the question of how the tennis ball price is affecting 

crime. I look at rug pr~ces a .• d . th t way Now, the~e is a 

question about how it affects people's decision making powers 

and ather things whichis'outside of that consideration, but 

drugs as a commodity. It has a price. 

MR. BRENNER: No, Fred, what you should ta1k to is 

l Is it the issue of why tennis has become so very popu are 

purely a function of -- there are very many elements of the 

econcmic system, of the soc~al system that move in massive 

historic ways through time that have nothing to do with the 

I .. 
!' 

economics of them, that have very little to do with what 

2 you can extract from individual micro level decisions. 

3 The movement of drugs in the United States and elsewhere in the 

4 world has very little to do with any decision made by any 
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individual or can be extracted even in the aggregate as a 

result of survey pooling. They may respond to some extent 

to price, but that is not all they do, and it .:s not 

the only reason surely, that we had the massive movement 

of heroin iil the United States. 

MR. NOLD: Bruce? 

MR. JOHNSON: I have some more points I want to 

make. I w~ll move away from marijuana, but I think that you 

can do better with aggregate explaining marijuana consumption 

than you can some of the following problems that I am 

encountering at the micro.level. 

They are certainly there, and they have important 

implications for the aggregate level. One of '.:'1!.he key things 

that we are finding if one starts to treat heroin users is that 

very few of them ever layout moneyor cash for what I 

consider necessary exp.enditures. In particular I am thinking 

of she£ter and food. They have a strong tendency to either 

live with friends or parents. So you have the unique 

situation of the 35-year-old men still living with their 

mothers and they eat with girl.ft±ends. You know, the 

important point is thqt a very small proporti~n of their 
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total income, cash income ever goes for food. 

2 The people who are in effect subsidizing them are 

3 basically your welfare class. I mean most of these 

4 respondents come out of that precise class. So the economic 

( 5 model that just focuses on price of heroin is overlook~ng, I 

6 thin1-, to a certain extent the subsidization of the \"lelfare 

7 system of such persons. I am saying that there is something 

8 n that model that affects the decisions about the aggregate 

9 supply. 

10 t4R. BLOCK: These heroin addicts have diffe~ent 

11 consumption. Independence is a nice thing. If they could 

12 ,:!se their money for heroin and.!housing· they would liketthat 

13 better, but:. they make some substitutions between housing and 

14 heroin. 

15 MR. MC GAHEY: Again, we are falling Into false 

16 polarity. I don't think it is''only the 'price of heroin that 

17 affects heroin, and we are in danger of falling into that 

18 again. 

19 MR. THOMPSON:.. I am just saying that there are 

20 things that are emerging from studies at the micro level 

21 that have implications for the macro level, and I am just 

~ 22 i 
Z 23 

throwing out a few of these things. 

MR. BLOCK: So the implication of that story would 

~ 
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be that welfare payments and increase in A.FOC would increase I .. 
I 25 heroin usage. j 

{ 

-

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

1J 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2.5 

71 

MR. THOMPSON: No. 

MR. BLOCK: Isn't that the implicatian .. of it: 

MR_ THOMPSON: No. 

MR. BLOCK: Heroin actually be subsidized by the 

welfare people. So if in fact, you increase AFOC or welfare 

you will get more heroin. 

MR. NOLO: Let us break for coffee for 10 or 15 

minutes, and then we will return to the main speakers and 

then back to our usual discussion. 

(Brief recess.) 

MR. NOLO: We are still missing a couple of people. 

Let me make a couple of comments. A couple of 

people that I had thought would be abie to ma'ke this me'eting 

appear not to be able t·o. I Ch k M 1 s uc rYo ford coming this 

afternoon? 

MR. FORST,: No, he will not be here at al~. 

MR. NOLO: So that pr~vides me with an additional 

reason to suggest that those people who are in the government 

and in policy-making roles or have those kinds of questions 

ought to be more willing to ask question.s and bring up 

problems that theyqave w:i:th our.research or questions that 

they have about it, and areas that they think that we leave 

totally neglected which are important considerations when 

they have to deal with these problems, both with their 

constituencies and with their Congress or wi~h the case of 

, « 
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the National Institute of Justice the.ir recalcitrant grantees. 

2 So, the next topic is youth employment opportunities 

3 and crime, and it is really not very differentiated in some 

4 respects" from the last area that we talked about, since 

5 some small consensus emerged that unemployment that we 

6 wanted to look at most was in young males. The discussion 

7 will probably continue apace, and really I would like to 

8 encourage those people who have not said much today to 

9 join in the discussion. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

j 22 

2 23 

J 24 

i 25 

The first speaker out of order will be Bob Taggart 
. 

in this section. 

MR. TAGGART: I am out of order because I have to 

go to oourt this afternoon. 

We look at the problem somewhat differently over 

at the Department of Labor. We are mechanics, and we approach 

it from a journeyman way. W'e ask, if we give jobs and if we 

give opportunities will it make a difference? Nhy fool 

around with the big questions if the big qu~stion is does 

unemployment or lack of op~ortunity breed crime; can we 

stop it by providing opportunity and providing jobs? 

t'le had a good deal. of money in the Youth Employment 

Demonstration projects Act in order to run experimental and 

demonstration programs. It amounted to $750 milllon for 

1977 to 1979. There were lOB multi site demonstrations run, 

testing every possible intervention strategy that we could 
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think of and we tried to evaluate them as far as possible 

with a standard assessment system that looked at·crime 

effects, as well as other effects and evaluated them fro~ 

ethnographic and process approaches, as well as economic 

impact, education impact, family impact and the like for the 

different interventions. 

In several of the cases these demonstrations 

involved saturation experiments where we would take whole 

cities or a whole neighborhood and paper the city with jobs 

for everyone or training for ev~ryone for pre-trial 

±ntervention types of arrangements for everyone, so that we 

have in effect riot just what will happen if I take one 

individual and work with that individual but what will happen 

if I take every indiv~dual and see the spillover effects. 

Most of our evaluations of large-scale programs, 

such as the J'ob Corps also had control groups of non­

participants as best we could. select them, and we took 

statistics from them, also, and their employment status and 

on their arrest rates and conviction rates, and so we had 

a data base of th08e who did not particip~te in our programs. 

It was very useful in looking at some of the micro questions 

we talked about this morning. 

This type of work that was done under YEDPA 

built on a good deal of work that was done from 1965 to about 

1971, in the Department of Labor and many in the courts and 

--- ~-------------------------------~--------~--~-------------~------------~----~--------------I-----------------------+----------------~'~(~"~ __ _ odoo= .. = .• 
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corrections community and justice community are not familiar 

with that work because it was done by a different group, but 

they spent about $100 million over that period on research 

under MOTA and some other things, some of it good, some of it 

bad, not quite as large a scale as the more recent 

activities. So there we testea pr~trial intervention, probation, 

MOTA training. That is occupational training in prison, 

education in pr'ison, employment programs and work release 

and then transition services subsequently. 

So, there is a body of literature on that, and 

again some of it is good ahd some of it is bad. I will go 

through very quickly some of these results. One one the things 

we "had' was a p~ogram called supported work, and this was 

done over the last five years. It was a random assi.gnment 

control group demonst~ation testing full-time work experience. 

W~~ested it for four discrete groups, ex-addicts, ex-offenders, 

dropout youth and AFOC mothers. It"is probably the best 

research that r have ever seen in terms of control group, 

random assignment demonstration put technically the be,st 

evaluation, statistical controls and the like. What it 

basically gets at is will dropout youth and the ex-offenders 

and ex-addicts, will it change their behavior if yon provide 

them jobs? 

The jobs were provided in 15 sites. The type of 

work provided was pretty much what we do in employment 
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training programs, rehabilitat;on, k • par maintenance, 

clerical, those types of activities. 

well run projects at the local level. 

They were extraordinarily 

So, it tells us 

what we could do at best, not probably what we are doing 

under our employment tra;n;ng . •• ~nterventions. 

The results of supported work unequivoc~llY shows 

that there is no -~fect on the youth dropout population 

in terms of their post-program 1 emp oyment and earnings and 

that there is no effect on the arrest rates or the 

incarceration or conviction rates of the youth who participate 

in this . 
program. 

tve find, Mr. Johnson, that they move up while they 

are working and while they are earning, they move up in 
the quality of drugs and cost of drugs th t th a ey consume 

as an economics model and £hat th ey drink .more Scotch than 

they do beer and that ft a er the job program they move back 

more like the other youth were before while our participants 

were in the program. 

It is comforting to some. When you look at the 

ex-offender model You find again that when ex-offenders are 

provided work they ave db' rage a out n~ne months to one year 

in these programs. Th ere was no effect whatsoever on 

crime rat~s and there seemed to be some effect 18 months out 

after participation. At that point it seemed that there was 

some reduction in the amount of cr;mes h . • t ey committed, very 

_______________ ~ ________________________________________ ~ _______________________ ~1~ ____________________________________ ~ ____________________ .... __ .. ~ .................. ~ .. ~ 
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slightly statistically significant, but their conviction 

So you could not really say that there was rat.e was higher. 

a crime effect whatsoever. 

~1R. t-1ARTIN: Are these under 25 generalJ.y? 

MR. TAGGART: This group is older. It is mostly 

from 21 to 30. They are ex-o en ers. ff d Twenty-five would be 

the median age. 

MR. NOLO: A technical question, 18 months out 

this is the sample that remains on the street, I presume? 

M.~. TAGGART: Eighteen months out of the program 

they try to track down if they are incarcerated. 

MR. BRENNER: He wants to know how you found these 

people at all. 

DR. NOLO: No; no. I was just wcndering what the, 

never mind. I guess the issue was whether or not crime 

rates for·the group that was left on the street after 

18 months ~..,as 

~R. ,;[,AGGART: Okay, it was a random assignment 

control group experiment so they took one group of ex-offenders 

and did not do anything with them and another group; they 

'put them in a program. Eighteen months after they entered 

the door all of th~m were, all of the ones that participated 

were out of the program, and when they went back to interview 

them between the 18th and 36th month period they found that 

the arrest rates were slightly lower for those that had 
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previously participated in the program but their conviction 

rates were higher so that the net crime effect kind of washes 

out. There was no in-program benefit, that is when you 

looked at those who were out on the street and you looked 

at the ones who were in an employment program there seemed 

to be no difference for the eX-offender gr~up. 

MR. BLOCK: I just want to ask some questions about 

how much these demonstratees knew ahout the program. Did they 

knm... it was temporary? 

~R. TAGGART: Oh, yes, and the idea was to 

transition them into regular employment. 

MR. BLOCK: And what were the requirements for being 

in the program; if you committed a cr'ime when you were in the 

program did you automatically lose and drop out of the 

pro'gram or was it a beneficent pr,?gram which took you back? 

MR •. .'rAGGART: It varies from site to site, and you 

can read the case studies. 

Generally it was well maintained relative to other 

work experience programs. It was stricter, and if you did 

not perform they would go to bat for you (mce. They would 

not go to bat for you t, ... ice was their rule. 

MR. BLOCK: But there was a difference between sites? 

MR .. TAGGART: Yes. 

MR. BLOCK: Was there a difference in experience on J 24 

j 25 sites then in programs? 

,< ~ " .... " .. ""'""·,""-~·''''~'''''f~'I>t''''t:·:;~'n"'·' . 
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~1R. TAGGl;!.RT: The cut on that is beyond the power 

2 of the data, but it is a \.,ell run evaluation, and you can 

3 look at it and run it. 

4 For the ex-offenders there was no impact on 

5 employment, post-program employment. 

6 MR. BRENNER: They were just as likely to be 

7 unemployed':' 

8 MR .. ~AGGART: Yes, both programs; the work 
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experience did not create a benefit for ex-offenders. 

MR. BLOCK: Could they transfer this information 

to another potential employer that they were employed by this 

program? 

HR. TAGGART: AbsolutelYT but then the question 

becomes do other employers credit the fact that you have 

Qeen in employment training. 

All right, then ~)hen you look at the ex-addict 

group, the FDC group I might'note had the strong post-program 

employment and earnings gains. They did not even track 

the crime because there is such a low rate of it among the 

clientele and all post-program employment earnings came from 

employment in the public sector in unsubsidized jobs which 

would suggest that it is not an effect of work alone making 

them more employable but work leading as an OJT almost into 

a public sector assignment for a small portion. 

The ex-addict population there was no employment 
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effect, but there was a very significant crime reduction' 

effect and the crime reduction effect in their benefit/cost 

calculations; this is Manpower Demonstration Research 

Corporation, I think they did it with APT or Mathematica 

found that it a~counted for about -- it offset half the cost 

of the program. That is how substantial the reduction in 

crime was. 

Now, the question is when you read the evaluation, 

the question is whether or not the reduction came about as a 

10 result of work or whether it came about as a result of 

11 addict treatment and work' is a way to hold on to them so that 
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they can get addict treatment. So you don't know whether 

if you could just pay them the money and they did not w~rk 

but they had to come to get the money to get the treatment 

at the same time whether it would have had the same effect. 

MR. MC GAHEY: The crime reduction was within the 

program and post-program, too? 

J.V1lf. TA'GGART: Yes and post-program, but it was much 

stronger in program than post-progrrun. 

14R. NOLD: How did they select the people for the 

experiment? 

MR'. TAGGART·. . . I am not familiar enough to know. 

Well, they went to the treatment agenci,es, but in each site 

I don't know which trea'tmen t __ 

MR. NOLD: These are people who decided they wanted 

.' "\) 
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treatment? 

MR. --TA.GGART.:. Yes. 

MR. M..i\RTIN: Shall we all ask questions; just 

throw them in?· r want to ask him to shut .if off. 

MR. NOLD: Two questions, first Tom and then John 

and then we will all be quiet except for points of 

, I bit clarification because Bob is going to take a 11tt e 

was scheduled to speak in the afternoon, too. longer since he 

of 

, Yes, I would like to know what percentage MR. ~RTIN: 

the demonstratees went into the private sector post-

program? 

, . . 

]'lR. .Tl\OGART: Which- -group? The youth only 40 percent 

were employed post-program and 30 percent of those wer~ in the 

sector, not 30 percent of them, 30 percent of. the .. , p;t:ivate 

total. 

MR. MA'R~IN: All those who graduated, let us say, int9. 

the private sector, what percentage of those who had lower 

or higher or the same arrest rates from before? 

MR. TAGGART: I did not see a break out in 

evaluation. What r am trying to say i.s that you harve both 

I ' ofcontrols and a large sample size of a large samp e Slze 

k f 36 months with an experimentals in which you trac or 

so that you can answer any of your questions by intervention 

evaluator, Manpower Demonstration Resea~ch go~.ng to the 

Corooration and get them to run all ~hese things. 
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MR. MC GAHEY: They have,huge volumes. 

It is just sitting 'there, and no one MR. TAGGART:·· -' . 

is using it for the crime uurpose. The use it to find out 

what the value of the work intervention is. So, I guess to 

summarize the support of work, if you believe in our of school 

work experience, and r say out of school, work experience 

as a way to offset crime; it doesn't seem to work for 

dropout youth. It doesn't seem to w0rk for ex-offenders. 

It seems to work for ex-addicts and a very substantial 

redUction in crime but not improvement in employment and for 

AFDC. no reduction in crime but an increase in employment. 

HR. HARTIN: What is an addict, and \v'hat is an 

ex-addict? 

MR. TAliGArt'.i;: ~ An ex-addict is a euphemism for 

someone·who has gotten treatment and nmv they are doing 

something positive. They use the term ex-addict. They 

meant addict. 

MR. MARTIN: What is an addict in the study, in the 

program? 

They went to the drug trea t.TTlent 

agency in the city and got people who were there registered, 

and they can tell you what the drug Use is. They have it 

broken down by each of the types of drugs they used and 

each of the types of drugs t,hey used ;in programs. 

!-1R. MART;J:N: So ,they operationalize it by taking 

p,- 7 Na-· 
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the treatment agency's roster. 

MR. TAGGART:. That is right. 

~-1R . !'1C GAHEY.: In some cases. This is not a real 

cream sample in any of. these. 

. . 
MR. TAGGART: N 't 4S not a cream sample, and .0, ~ ... 

it is random assignment as to whether you get into the 

or don't get into the program. program 

MC GAHEY.: I did not say it was a cream sample. ~·1R. ['~ 

MR. TAGGART: I k On that we have the No, now. 

benetit that we kept track o~ all the procedures. I was not 

't I was looking at it from a interested in the ex-add~c s. 

youth perspective. 

MR. NOLO: Okay, two more brief questions. 

MR. TAGGART: Let me run thro':tgh the rest o.f these 

because I ha.ve got to get out of here. 

The second thing we did was eveluation of the 

summer employment program. The summer program is supposed 

to make the streets quiet during the summer, and that is its 

You have got to understand this that in primary purpose •. 

the summer 45 percen'i: of all ITlinori ty teenagers whc have a 

job are working in the summer program or some other CETA 

program. This is 14 to 19 year Qlds 

MR. BLOCl<: Used to be. 

illiR. TAGGART: Last summer it was still u~ to 

roughly the same le\1els and the private sector had alr~ady 

sM' 
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started laying them off. So it still accounted for 

2 MR. MARTIN: The SUITlrner of 1982 should be 

3 interesting. 

4 MR. TAGGART They still haven't cut that program. 

5 The summer ~rogram has been very weakly run so that it has 

6 not been in the past a model of quality experience. It is 

7 more of a holding action. In the last three years ther.e has 

8 been a dramatic improvement in that because of. monitoring 

9 hundreds of thousands of work site visits that have at least 

10 made it in the thing where only maybe 15 percent on any 

11 given day are playing basketball rather than 50 percent 

12 which is good from a policy point of view, but maybe you want 

13 something better. 

14 Nhat 'ile found When we monitored this is that the 

15 summer program serves mostly 14 and 15 year old, as 42 percent 

16 
0",= the enrollees are 14 and 15 year old, and then 35 percent 

17 
are 16 to 17. So it is mc..c;tly a very young group who ''lould 

18 not work otherwise. All of them are economically 

19 disadvantaged to get in the program; 90 percent of them 

are students, andthe other 10 percent are dropouts. 20 

21 MR. BLOCK: Nhat is economically disadvantaged? 

~ 22 

! 
MR. TAGGART: Poor. 

23 ~ 

i 24 

(Laughtex·. ) 

MR. TAGGART: You cannot say that though, low 

~ income or -- all right, what we found wa.s that the summer ~ 25 

,/ 
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program ha~ a very slight effect on return to school rates 

2 which it ''las supposed to do. It had a very slight effect 

3 on post-program employment while in school, that is part-time 

5 

jobs. It increased it by about 5 percent more work in 

part-t.ime jobs subsequently. r.vhat it did, it had no impact 

6 on post-program arrest rates, that is it did not change 

7 motivation and behavior as best we could tell, but it is very 
i 

a I hard to tell because a fe\'l of then get arrested, and you I 
9 cannot get statistical significance even with enormous 

10 sample sizes. 

11 What we did find \'las that -there appeared to be a 

12 reduction in during summer arrest rates. The best 

13 demonstration we had of this was a multi-site program run by 

14 OIC Incorporated in nine sites~ 1800 enrollees, 900 controls, 

15 and in seven sites they actually got the arrest records~ 

16 hey gave the rosters of all the participants and all the 

17 controls. 

18 MR. K'I\RTIN: Random as s ignmen t? 

19 !-1R. TAGGART: No, they got statistl.cal controls 

20 on the characteristics and tried to match them. As best 

21 

~ 21 

i 

we can tell from looking at the matchup, they did fairly 

well. The conclusion is it cut crime in half. 

2 23 

I 24 

i 25 

MR. MARTIN: It kept the streets quiet. 

MR. TAGGART: No, I would not go that far. The 

arrest rates only 3.2 per 100 were arrested during that 
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one summet' period of the participation, and it fell, that is 

of those who did not go in the program among experimentals 

it was cut to 1.5. So, it cut arrest rates in half for this 

group. tvhat you are talking about is 14 and 15 year olds 

who t a large percentage of them were not co~mitting crime 

in a l2-week period during the course of th e summer. 

MR. MARTIN: Did it keep the streets a little 

quiet? 

MR. TAGGART: Quieter, yes, it cut it in half 

from this particular group that was contributing. l10st of 

the effect was concentrated among 14 to 17 year olds. I 

say this because in contrast to supportive work it served 

mostly 18 to 21 year olds, dropout youth, and there we had 

no effec~ from work experience on a full-time basis. The 

summer programs are diff.erent from that, and what I would 

infer from it is that you can do -- and most of the effect 

was concentrated among the younger cohorts, and what it seems 

to say is the type of crime the 14 year olds are doing 

from idleness or at least some of them are doing is different 

than the types that 18 to 21 year olds are doing. 

In this same demonstration we served offenders. 

One-half of the group had to be adjudicated offenders. I 

think that is the right terminology. They were referred from 

the Corps, and we tracked that group separately to see whether 

the employment would have effect on them, and we had a light 
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control group 01; people "lho were not served, and there you 

2 got much closer to random assignment conditions, and there-

3 we had a drop from 6.7 arrests during that summer to 4.9. 

4 Noticeably it was not as great as among those who had not 

5 been adjudicated which is consistent with our other 

6 experience that once involved in the courts, gone to the 

7 point where you are adjudicated that you are probably more 

8 I hard core than otherwise, and you cannot deter i-I: quite 

9 as easily, but there was still a-drop in the summer 

10 employment. 

11 In the .rob Corps Program, the Job Corps is a 

12 comorehensive treatment program, residential. It has been 

13 around since the. \'Tar on Poverty. It serves 80 ,000 young 

14 people a year currently. It serves them for about.seven 

15 months a piece, and most of us don't pay attention to that 

16 program, but CETA at its height in 1980, served only ;wo-thirds 

17 as many; this is local CETA programs, two-thirds as many 

18 dropout youth recnived training in local CETA programs as 

19 were served by Job Corps. It is the only really treatment 

that you have of that type being offered, at least by CETA . . 20 

21 and is one of the largest alternative education programs in 

l g 22 
our country. 

Job Corps is, also, one ofour most car~fully 

studied programs. Thete i3 absolutely no question that it 

u 
l 23 
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J 25 reduces crime. It reduces crime because you take dropou.t 
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po~r youth off the streets and you put them in a residential 

center which is a positive environment structured to look at 

all aspects of t.heir life. It is not a prison. They are 

not locked in there, b~t what they are is put in a place 

where you have an :.ndividualized self-paced competency 

based system of e~ucation, of vocational instruction. Every 
one of them has to re.ceiYe health car.e. They have to 

receive counse14 ng. They h t . • ave 0 rece~ve guidance, a world 

of work exposu~e, work experience, OJT, anything that that 

individual needs in a st~uctured program. J b o Corps Centers 

vary in their quality, but Job Corps is a program for which 

there is no question that it \'lOrks. 

!·1R. VlARTIN: Is 2t residential? 

.MR. TAGGART: Residential for the most part. 

MR. MARTIN: Up count:;:y? 

MR. TAGGART: About one-third of the centel~s are 

conservation centers run on federal lands. About one-third 

of the ce~ters are urban centers, and then the other third 

are spread around rural areas. About 60 percent of the 

population is from rural areas, that fS not d' 
• so ~sproportionate 

to ttlhere our poor are, but that is where we get our kids. 

So, we have got a lot of good kids from rural -_ good kids 

meaning poor kids. 

MR. HARTIN: I am being a little facetious, and I 

don't mean to be, but we followed the same policy with 

~~.~ ____ ~~ __ ~ ____ .___.:... ___ ~ ____ .a._ ___ ~ _____________ .._._ ........ __ ........ _ 
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American indians. 

2 MR. TAGGART: A lot of the people that run Job 

3 Corps Centers also ran indian residential treatment centers, 
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and the success of our indian centers and Job Corps of which 

we have four now operating is nowhere near as effective as 

the other center, that is they have higher dropout rates, 

lower retention and low gain rates, but in Job Corps it is 

dealing with our population. Sixty-four percent of the males 

that go into Job Corps have been previously convicted of some 

crime. NOW, I cannot differentiate how they ask the 

question, but they" have been conv:.cted of something, and 

in fact, 38 percent of. the females that come into Job Corps 

have been convicted of something. I don't know how it 

stacks up with the rest (.fthe population, but it is a 

hard-core group, and I am not trying"to exaggerate ~hat all 

of them are off the urban ghetto streets. Again, Ttl e get a 

lot of rural youth. 

While they are in Job Corps the arrest rates in 

Job Corps while they are residents of the Center is two-thirds 

lower than the arrest rate of those on the street. That is 

not to say that there is not crime in the Job Corps Center, 

and if they commit crimes they get arrested, but the 

structured environment seems to reduce it. The incarceration 

rate is what is important, and that is, also, reduced by 

two-thirds, and so there is an enormous saving in court and 
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incarceration costs. 

In the first post-program year, and this is ,.,.hat is 

important once they get back out on the street, there is a 

one-third reduction in arrest rates. Now, I can break it down 

for you in types of crime. Murder, of course, is not 

affected at all. It is mostly crimes of vandalism, burglary, 

larceny. 

MR. BERK: Do you find differential effects by 

age? I mean does the Job Corps seem to work better or worse 

for 16 year olds versus 18 year olds? 

MR. TAGGART: It depends whether you look at 

12 status or gain in status, that is when we get a 17 year old 

13 in the Center, and we cannot place him in a good job, but 

14 he gains relative to others who don't go. It seems to be 

15 pretty evenly spread, and the one thing you do get is a 

16 higher 30-day dropout rate. That is a lot of the younger 

17 kids come in and they are out the door, a~~ we have tried 

18 not to take too many of them, but in terms ~f arrest, you 

19 hav,e in Job Corps a very, very substantial and statistically 

20 significant effect on those who previously had been offenders 

21 and in particular among females who have previously been 

~ 8' 22 offenders. Again, this gets to your point. We are not 

(.I 23 
.~ 

J 24 

J 25 

stressing different disaggregations. It is the female 

problem where arrest rates have been accel'sra ting and the 

crime rates have been accelerating, and we get a lot of those 
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in the Job Corps because we get court referrals in many 

2 cases. About one-tenth of our kids are cou~t referrals. 

3 MR. MC GAHEY: A good guess is that the females 

A are on status offenses, 'rather than -- that is just a gut 

5 response. Females usually get arrested at younger ages. 

6 MR. TAGGART: We are tending not to get runaways, 

and we don't tend to get -- that is what you mean by status 

8 offenses. 

9 MR. MC GAHEY: Yes. 

10 MR. TAGGART: We, tire not getting runaways, and 

11 we are getting criminals, ones who have chopped offsomebody's 

12 ear' or something like that. We get tough ones because 
f ,~ 

( 13 

15 

females don't tend to go to Job Corps. Only 30-percent 

of our population is female. 

After the first year there is 

I 

I 
\ 

16 MR. JOHNSON: Excuse me. Could I ask just one 

17 question? Nhen you are making the comparison of arrest 

18 rates is that compared to those in the program or some kind 

19 of controls? 

20 MR. TAGGART: Oh, I am sorry. What we did was we 

21 did a large sample (:>f areas where 'lJle under recruited Job Corps 

e 22 

j. 
23 01 

and then 'lJle went and drew a sample from those areas of those 

who were eligible, a stratified sample from those areas, 
S 

( ! 24 and then we did statistical controls subsequently. This one 

i 
CD 25 was done by Mathematica, and it is a reasonably good evaluatio~. 
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The problem that you have with. it on a narrow cutting edge 

is that those who go away to Job Corps may be In.ore motivated 

than those who don't, and that is always a problem because 

it is not random assignment. 

We find in the second year post-program the 

differential be·tween ' 1 
exper~menta s and controls is one-tenth 

in arrests, but it is because everybody's arrest rates go dO'IJln 

not because the Job Corps participants go up. 

Now, the Job Corps data is matched by the changes 

that occur in crime or 1 ' d b n~rrore _ y changed in reduced 

illegitimacy, delayed marriage, h' h' 
~g er mobility, changes 

-n social attitudes as measu~ed b h 
~ y psyc ometric scores and 

tests so that there is 11 rea Y something happening there, 

and this is a ref.lection of it, but again that is a 

It is aboul;: $16,000 a year nm" which sounds like 

a lot, but then you compare that with prison, and then 

another thing we did was a nrogram cal'led 
~ the Youth Incentive 

treatment .. 

Entitlement and Pilot ProJ'ects, and th;s J.'s .... the largest 

social experiment we have ever done in thJ.'s country. It was 

done very quietly, but what it did was guarantee in 17 areas 

every poor youth who was 16 to 19 was in school or would 

return to school, guaranteed them th rough that entire period 

of 16 to 19, guaranteed them a part-time school year and 

full-time summer job if·they kept their grades up in school 

and if they stayed in school and attended. 
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R BRE~NER And committed no crimes? M. 4'1 : 

2 MR. TAGGART: No, they could commit crimes. That 

3 '\<1as notpart of it. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

All right, in these 17 entitlement sites 'tve had 

33,000 enrollees. It amounted to about a seven-fold expansion 

in programming in these entitlement sites. One of the 

'{: Syracuse and in Syracuse we had what entitlement Sl es was , 

8 we called the YCS program which was National Youth Service 

9 variant and one of these entitlement programs. So \<1e 't<1ere 

10 hitting every out-of-school kid, as well as every in-school 

11 

12 

13 

k 'd It was as close to saturation 'as you can come. 
1 . 

On there there was no statistically significant 

change in the aggregate crIme rate of Syracuse or the arrest 

14 rates committed by youth even though we saturated that. 

15\ Again, this was a work experience oriented program,and again 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

most of the enrollees were not summer enrollees, but it was 

overweaned by the YCS enrollments which were much larger 

than the entitlement enrollments of school kids. So there 

, up,;t seems the effect of more like you are again picklng • 

supportive work. 

In the other entitlement sites there is a data 

base which will allow you to find out where that in-school 

and summer combination work experience reduced c~ime. 

I have not gone through the results. They are 

sitting jn a data base somewhere, but it is enormously 

1 
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valuable because we are talking about three surveys of eight 

po-erty areas around the nation, a total of 9000 persons 

and every as~ect of their lives and their family's lives 

is in that data base, including arrests, afid it is just 

sitting there waiting for somebody to mine it. 

~le ran a whole lot of other demonstrations which 

I said have all been analyzed with the same pre-post in-program 

testing, post-program follow-up and design. I only mention 

this because we have got a file on 80,000 youth and 40,000 

controls with 'tvhat happened to them in different interventions, 

structured interventions all in one data file. 

The questions that we asked at entry, at exit 

13 from the program, at 3~month and 8-month follow-up, we asked 

14 them whether or not they'had been arrested. NOW, again, 

15 we have arrest report problems, and we have tracked down to 

16 try to find. the validity of it, but in fact most studies 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

that we have questioned arrest, don't check the arrest 

data. So, this is not unusual, and we found high 

correlations between the individual reports of the arrests, 

although an undercount across the board when you ask persons 

whether they were arrested. 

On this datal,base we are finding almost no impact 

on in-program of any community-based treatments that we can 

pick up in this data base. 

Again, if you go a school work transition prbgram, 

() 
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not very many of them are arrested during the school year, 

and if you offer treatment tha-I:. is during the school day 

you are just not likely to have very much effect, and we 

don't seem to be having an effect, but this is, again, a 

data base which is not analyzed from this point of view 

if someone should just crack it open and track these peopl~ 

from the arrest point of view. 

We have funded some research on ethnographic 

research. We funded New York University to go to a bunch 

of ghetto areas and survey 600 kids and track them with a 

bunch of interviews and find out how much illicit income 

and crime involvement ther,e was and try to track it in some 

way. 

Hy r~~ding of it was that it was very poorly 

done and cost a lot of money~~and there was no feedback from 

it, because they did not have a statistical control over 

what they were doing and as even 600 ethnograph~c interviews 

they should have translated into numbers to tell us \'lhat it is 

that is happening. 

We have studies of the drug problem and its 

21 ' overlap. So, we got a whole lot of studies of how many of our 

I 22 

~ 23 

I 24 

i 25 

CETA clients have drug problems and how many of those are 

arres-ted during the, course of trea,tment, ,and(thell I will 

just mention very briefly what it was that was done in the 

latesixt-ies and sevent~es. Th t " · " ~ e ra~n~ng ~n pr~sQns, we ~oun~ 
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that as a summary of that there were 50 training projects 

where there was pre-post-fol10w-up with a control group of 

non-trained prison population, and there it found that it 

reduced the recidivism rate by about somewhere between 3 and 

5 percent, that is all, that the employment rate differential 

at 3 months post leaving prison was 77 percent for 

experimentals and 74 percent for controls. In six months 

it was 74 percent for experimenta1s and 80 percent for 

controls, that only 15 percent of those who were trained 

got training-related jobs. Generally what it is telling 

you is that in-prison training doesn't work very well. 

Those that got a GED during the training and 

after statistical controls; they were cream from among the 

p~pulation, they seemed to do better post-program, suggesting 

that'it is better to educate because they can use that 

credential but they cannot, translate the training credential. 

In six locations we had funded 'work programs in 

prison, and where we tracked that post-program ther'e was a 

very, very slight effect on post-program employment, no 

effect on recidivism. P-e tr' 1 . t t' d' • - ~a ~n erven ~on we ~d a couple 

of little interventions, the Manhattan court project and 

I guess that was done,by Ver:::> and I think'better evaluated 

was Project Thresholds;·in Washington, DC, and ~therethere 

seemed to be a fairly significant increase on getting hrgher 
(> 

wage jobs; 44 percent 3 months later were in $2 an ho.ur jobs 
(\ 
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versus 20 percent of those without help, and th~ recidivism 

rates were markedly different when you intervene before they 

get into the courts, coming into the jails. I guess if I 

were summarizing this it would be that the previous evidence 

is a little bit shaky except for the training effect. The 

su:portive work evidence is' pretty firm, and the Job Corps 

evidence I would put a lot of weight on that. The s,uItuner 

'd I w'ould put a reasonable degree of weight program ev~ ence 

the data ~s there, but no one has 'looked on it; entitlement • 

at it yet. 

I guess I would say that looking at it as a 

policy maker that you c,an affect certain types of crime,. and 

you ca-not affect other types of crime. Tha~ is important, 

and the b\~st intervention is early, and it is early before 
I 

they get involved with the courts ; that i:f:''"jou can combine 

work ~ith drug treatment you can get at that subset of your 
. 

crime population and tha't that is a holding a::ti~:m, and you 

can work on it and it is an important one because they commit 

disproportionate amounts of cr.ttna~. that if you look ,at 

employment programs or macro economic policies as a way to 

reduce crime your effects are just not stro,~g enough to 

ever justify that. "We cannot say that, work forestalls 

enough crime ever to justify. a ~ork program on the basis 
,I 

of its crime preverltion or its recidivism reduction. 

, On the other hand, the 'benefits if you serve a 
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hard core population, the benefits of the crime reductions 

that can be achieved can offset a significant proportion 

of treatment costs as in gob Corps where they offset almost 

45 percent of the costs in the benefit cost formulation 

that we have done and in the ex-addict treatment under 

supported work where they offset about half the cost of that 

program. 

So, I think I would reverse everything and say 

are',the employment programs justified or the training I 

education, is that justified and only then go back to the 

question of whether or not that has a crime effect. 

MR. NOLD: All right. There will be a series 

of questions for Bob. 

The order wasthis person first, Mr. Briar and then 

Harvey Brenner, Berk and then down the line. 

MR. ~EIER~ I guess my question is not really 

directed to you but to maybe Rick or, Paul about the 

relevance of I guess segmented labor market theor~ or looking 

at the kinds of jobs that ~.,ere provided and really the 

question is whether g01llern~ent employment efforts were 

fundamex:tally misdirected in that they did not try to 

create the right k~,nds of jobs. 

MR. TAGGART: Let me handle this one. One of"tae 

things tha,t we did, '" and this is int,eresting because we ,took 

a dropout population and kind of bent the regulations ahd 
cJ 
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we bought jobs in the private sector. tve said, liNe will 

2 " 

completely payroll it if you will hire one of our dropout 

3 kids." 

It is the only way you can get dropout kidsin the 

5 private sector. We did a random assignment experiment. 

6 We drew names out of a hat, and we put half the kids in the 

7 public non-profit sector and half the kids in the private 

8 sector, and then we tracked them for 18 months. They were 

9 9-month jobs in several sites around the country, justto 

10' find' out exactly what you are getting. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

What we found was as tested by the best psychometric 

measures that we could glean that tested vocational 

attitudes, sex stereotype attitudes, self-esteem'djob-holding 

skills, job-seeking skills and one other measure we could 

find no statistically significant difference between those 

placed in the private sector and those placed in the public 

sector in terms of their growth during the course of 

participation. "We found that the private sector laid off more 

than we would expect. We found that the layoff had damaging 

effects on those that were Uiid off, and we found that if 

you looked at their employment rates at 3 months or 8 months 
. 

after the program actuallY ended there was no differential 

in the employment rates between those who had been placed 

in the private sectgr and public sector. 
" , 

The view that work makes a difference if. you alrea,dy 
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find that work doesn't make a difference in recidivism or 

non-recidivism or very little difference whatsoever and no 

difference in post-program employment you cannot expect that 

the work set·ting is going to make that much difter~nce on the 

average, and when here we actually tested it, we found no 

difference whatsoever, and what difference there was was 

7 in favor'of public sector and non-profit sector. 
• 

8 MR. Me GAHEY: That is the best structure 

9 demonstration I have seen because the initial response 

lQ being not all private sector jobs are necessarily primary 

11 jobs. 

12 MR • 'l'AGGART : The trouble ia'you have to take what 

13 you can get. 

14 MR. Me GAH~Y: No, I understand that. 

15 MR. TAGGART: And it is a very staggering thing 

16 fo'r an administration that is trying to say, "Let us get 

17 jobs in the private sector." You cannot do better than 

paying 100 percent of the wages, and that was illegal to 18 

19 

.20 

21 

\) 

start wi th.o 

MR. Me GAREY: I understand those kinds of constraints 

:i l.iR. TAGGART: Paul can tell you that we cannot sell 

an OJT site. No'" employer 'will take these kids. No employer 

will take off.enders. We did t.hings with 100 percent wage 
') 

subsidy which we had under entii:.lement , the entitlement program 

Ne went to er,nployers. The takeup rate was only 18 percent •. 
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The job development in the priva~e sector where 

2 we tested it, it took us about six times ?er job generated 

3 what it took in the public sector even when you offered 

4 100 percent wage subsidy. 80 the idea that the private 

5 sector is going to do anything once you identify them as 

6 offenders and say, "will you take this io.d? It they are going 

7 to say, "Oh,· I don't want any offenders." 

8 MR. BEIER: The question wasn't necessarily 

9 private-public sector, but the types of jobs. 

10 MR. TAGGART: Okay, all these studies that we did 

11 break down, like the public-private one breaks it down by 

12 occupation, and it breaks it down by work sites size. It 

13 breaks it down by -- and so does the entitlement evaluation. 

14 MR. BEIER: What are the results when you do it 

15 that T.'lay? 

16 MR. TAGGART: They find very slight differences 
. 

17 . between them, that you are best when YOti are on a one-on-one 

18 
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20 

21 
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relationship with an adult and then you are in a supervised 

relationship, and it works much better. You are much better 

when youth are in mixed sites rather than' sites where it is 

all youth. You are better when -- things that we expect, but 

the statistical differences are not large enough to say 

they grind against the operational things, that is our 

summer program operates -- we could not run it '\·Ii th one 

person, with one supervisor because we cannot get enough work 
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sites to absorb the youth. 8 h 0, w at you believe basically 

holds. It holds enough statistical significance to say 

it holds, but it d 't h oesn old -- I don't know how policy 

significant is, this is even J.'f I got all one-person work 

sites it doesn't make enough of an improvement, certainly 

to be wo~th the effort, even if it was feasible to do it. 

~R. MARTIN: What are the plans for 1982? 

I am serious, after all of this k nowledge in terms of policy, 

what are you going to do? 

MR. NOLD: Excuse me., Professor Martin, ,let us go 

around the table this way. 

Harvey Brenner? 

MR. BRENNER: I am wondering about·the conception 

of these people as to what even medium term implications 
~ 

these jobs would have. Did they see the jobs as very shor~-

term affairs, as something that would lead to some modest 

kind of career, something that was reaily' intended rather 

deliberately to keep them off the streets? Did they have 

any sense of it that you werepicking up in this variety 

of very impressive programs and rather . J.mpressive results 

I must say? 

, 

MR. TAGGART: I am <jumping .. across the surface of 

it, and I don't know all the details. Nhat we did ~urvey 

was, we surveyed attitu,des o'f every y.outh whow:ent in the 

program, and we aSf~d what are your expectations and so 
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forth, and what do you want to do, and is this useful; is 

this going "to help you? What you find '''hen you ask them when 

t~ey are in program is that 80 percent uniformly say that 

h:. is wonderful. What ·they findlpost-program is how many 

of them actually believe that that helped them to get a job 

or to-get a job of their choice; it usually comes out in the 

Job Corps in support of work usually comes out to no more 

than 20 percent. 

So when they look at it ex post facto it does not 

seem to be as -- they still like the program, but they don't 

think it was useful in getting a specific job. 

rm. ROS'EN: Even your most successful programs' 

. 
the people who got jOQS don't think it really made that 

much difference." 

MR. TAGGART: Again, if you are talking about a 

10 percent rate of return, that is one person out of 10 or 

another way to translate it is one person out of 10 gets a 

job who wouldn't otherwise by surveying you only t'ind one out 

of 10 says that they got a job as a result of'my program 

intervention. That is enough to produce my 10 percent rate 
, , 

of return which is higher than the rate of return on a 

college education. 

So , it depends. On thee ortehand, you 'are not 
(I 

saying that we don't affect large numbers by our interventions. 

If you go through all or CETA and you track all those who 
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i ~7ent through classroom training, and you look at them 

') 
A. JL2 months later, 50 pencent of them are still out, of the 

3 :Labor force, anq you see that training works in the --

4 MR. BRENNER: What I am trying to ask, I am sorry, 

5 rather badly, is supposing the strategy were one that the 

6 job would definitely lead, it was a kind of apprenticeship 

7 thing; it would definitely lead to long-term employment, such 

8 as you see in Germany and Sweden and Japan and elsewhere. 

9 Supposing that were the strategy of it as distinguished from 

10 a stopgap affair, is there any way to tell from your data 

11 or from your impressions whether that might make a, difference? 

12 ", HR. TAGGART! I mean like ih .1ob Corps we offer 

13 'a .whoie spectrum' now. We put in a whole spectrum of 

14 advanced career training programs, so about 14 percent of 

15 our Job Corps enrollees are in these union programs. 

16 
Control Data runs one where it guarantees jobs as customer 

17 
. engineers at $14,000 a year for everybody"that completes. 

18 
Out of 108 kids we put in there, 91 of them completed a 

19 
two-year program to be customer engineers. They are not 

20 
dumb. They are reacting, and. they say, "I want $14/000." 

21 
So, theproplem is really th~ operational problem 

" 

of arranging thoEi~ good jobs, that is'all these programs 
, 

U~ 22 

~ we have ,tried to match up needs' for job slots, ~ut"if you 
I 23 " I II have got 100 job slots and you have got 10,000" kids arid you 

0.", 24 

I 25 'I, try to say which' do YOll want I ';'e~1'" three-quarters of my 
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job slots are raking the park. Now, how do you --

MR. OSTERMAN: Then there is the program that says 

that if you don't shape up, we will ship you to Japan. 

That one works, too. 

MR. TAGGART:, I guess our impression is that there 

is no question that they will react w~enever they see an 

opportunity. Now, what we don't provide is really 

opportunity structures. We provide short-term interventions. 

The average duri.ition in an employment program in CETA is 

5.1 months. 

BRENNER So the 'question then becomes is that DR. : 

an adequate test of the general hypothesis concerning 

employment? 

M.R. TAGGART: It· is an adequate t,est if you are 

saying \I?hat do we ever offer in your lifetime' or my lifetime, 

aturation, guarantied jobs, 100 percent wage 'subsidies;, 

all those things will never, ever occur again. So, again, 

I am just a journeyman, and all I am saying is I am looking 

from here to her~, and we have got a chance to saturate whole 

economies, to select employers. The CDC customer in your 

training program is $36,000 per partie,ipan:b.. 

MR. BRENNER: That is not much more f;pan prison 

a year. 

MR. TAGGART: The average person who does not 

go into Job Corps only earns $3000 a year in two post-program 
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years. The average g'ain .that is produced by Job Corps is 

about $600 a year in earnings. That is average, and what 

you are talking about is jumping all the way --- you pay 

it back in taxes alone. We figure you paid it back in fou.r 

years, in taxes alone, and like cusomter engineers there has 

not been a single less than junior college graduate trained 

by Control Data Institute anywhere in the country as a 

customer engineer, and yet you are talking about 108 people 

who went in the door who were high school dropouts when 

they entered Job Corps ended up getting th~~se jobs. It is 
, 

the only way to go. In fact, I would argue stop all the 

short-term interventions and start or .at least use them as 

screening devices so you pick out the one out of 100 who has 

got the ability to make the quantum leap, and that is how 

we should change which I guess is what you are saying. 
-, 

MR. MC GAHEY: Were the Control Data kids' screened 

very carefully beforehand? 

• 
MR. TAGGART: They were cremed out of Job Corps" 

but they had to be in Job Corps. They had to perform. If 

you do that you are okay, as long as they cannot ~ake them. 

in, you know go down to the church and pick ,the kid \o]ho is 

college potential and so forth. It wasn't that we took them 

right out of Job Corps. 

" 
MR. BERK: I just want to see if I can phrase what 

you said in another form and see if you agree with it. After 

,."'.·"'·....,.Wn'''''"..,~'m·' ... ''''''>, ,<" "·'''''''''''·';J~_,_~_",,,,,_~,,,_I<'~''''_'''''';;T~' 
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listening to all this review r di~'not hear a single study 

that made things worse. Some interventions seemed to have 

no effect. S"ome had modest effect, and some·had more than 

modest effect~, but none made things worse, so that if all 

we were talking about were noise, you would expect to see 

some programs actually increase the crime rate. So, it seems 

to me fair to say then that the expectation of these 

programs is a favoraole one, and ~he question now becomes 

which programs, which kinds of interventions work better 

than others, and which kinds of interventions work better 

for some kinas of people than others, but from what I hear 

you saying, you are not claiming that this is just chance. 

MR. TAGGART: Our evid~n6e is uniform that every 

soci.al interventiop that we investigated when you tighten the 

net enough you find both in program and ~ost-program gains, 

and that they are ~igger for some groups and some 

interventions than o·tlJ,ers, and you can actually say tliat .. 

this is probably a better strategy ,for this group, Whether 

any of them are justified in cost-benefit terms; Job Corps 

is; supportive work probably isn't except for AFDC and except 

for ex-addicts. The summer program probably is but not 

just. on a crime basis. 

MR. BERK: Sure, but .. even without getting that 

sophisticated it is clear that on the average you get a 
" 

positive effect, period without even worr¥ing. 
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MR. TAGGART:,: I am an advocate. 

MR. BERK: I did not hear you say a single program 

made things worse. 

MR. TAGGART: I don't see how it can. 

MR. BERK: It could if it was only chance is all 

I am saying. If it was chance there would be some programs, 

5 percent of the time at the null 5 level, those programs 

would make things worse. 

MR. TAGGART: ~10st all these things that I am 

summarizing are multi site demonstration programs or 

evaluation.s of 105 Job cOJ:'ps 'Centers or something like .that. 

That is not to say that there ar.e not some Centers that are 

so bad or some --

MR. MARTIN: Maybe I can clarify here with my 

question. There is some suggestion that sending people 

to prison does mak:(~ their criminal careers worse. 

MR. TAGGART: That is not the program he is talking 

about. 

MR. MARTIN: I know that, but I am trying to 

emphasize his point, that it did not ma.ke them worse, and 

sometimes it made them better. ~ve do have pretty good 
, 

'evidence that sending people to p~ison frequently makes them 

worj3e. 

MR. TAGGART: Absolutely, but the crime effeg,t is 

not enough under any pf these intervention.s to justify the 

'. \\ ,., "-"'""""'''"'''''''-<"4'''_1~'''''''''''_-'-''''''' __ <''''-
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cost of the intervention. Even in Job Cor.ps where it is 

extraordinarily large it is not enough to justify on the 

averc)(Je. 

MR. BLOCK: If you are looking for negative 

terms out of four or five programs, that is not the same. 
I 

MR. BE.RI:~ I heard him talk about a lot more than 

that. 

MR. ZEDL?~!3f<~: Bbb, were ,any of the results or 

any of the findings of these programs an insult to your 

intuition? 

Are any of these findings surprising to you? 

MR. TAGGART: I think the public private ones 

are surprising to. most everyone. If nothing else, it 

surprises you that more don't get jobs post program in the 

private than get in the public sector because at least, you 

know,' 10 of them "Till stay there and then get hired by the 

employer, whereas the public sector. jobs supposedly end. 

~m. MC GAHEY: I am surprised they are not taking 
.\ 

the wage subsidy. The public-private dichotomy we tend to 

think of public jobs as all bad necessarily and private j 0 9s 

as necessarily better. 
(r 

I think in gen#ral that macro employment strategies 

have run that way. 'I'hey are n9t allowed to create PSE jobs 
~) 

'that 'an the whole are better than the worst private jobs. 

So, in general there is some constraint there, but there are 
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a lot of private jobs that are not real qreat either. 

MR. TAGGART: Most of the ones that our populations 

get are not that great. 

The other thing that surprised me was how little, 

I mean I would lean in that direction, but how little work 

experience does post-program. t'1e have always tried to 

justify work experience as a way to overcome your iears, to 

find aut employer attitudes, job mores and all that. You 

cannot prove that it does that whatsoever. The only two 

cases it worked was the AFDC and s~pported work. It works 

in PSE as we ran it in 1976, and when you disaggregate the 

results you 'find that it was totally the resut¢ of people 

going into the public sector in unsubsi~ized jobs, again as 

OJT •. 

When you look at summer progr~m there are no 

changes in attitudes in the summer program as best ,.,e can 

tell, '~ut they work more; five out of 100'more are working 

par.t-time when they go baok to school, but that is probably 

the result of·· J' ust getting ~- J.' f theJ.· r ttl d a tu es don't change 
(, \> .. 

as be~( we can test them -- it ,;is pt:obably, the result they 

get used to hq,ving money, and so they want "to keep' working. 

They want, to keep on a' job. 

So, what I am saying is that ;r ,J:hink it is a negative 

finding in a"sense that: work experience does increase 
(I 

employability .. 
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MR. BRENNER: What perioQp Bob? 

2 MR. TAGGART: All these are different. The 

3 supported work was tracked over 36 months and we actually 

4 wemt back and did a 48-month follow-up of the Youth Corps 

5 work and found no post-program effect whatsoever. The summer 

6 program we have only tracked eight months, and there we 

7 found some effect. 
. 

8 MR. BRENNER: I was concerned over the ,longer 

--
9 term ones. 

10 MR. ZEDLEWSKI~ As I understanq your programs, One 

11 is the work ethic issue. 

11 MR. TAGGART: Not just our programs, li~e Vera 

13 is running one I did not mention because I have no results 

14 which is a random assignment control group experiment where 
" 

15 we actually take offenders or l~kely offenders, but they 

16 are in cohorts. They a~e identified, and you have to 

17 spli t them into pail:s or triads, and 'you put one of them 

18 in training, one of them in work and training and one of 

19 them in just work, and what we are trying to determine there 

20 is hot just the net impact. We are more trying to determine 

21 whether it is better to train them, to put them to work or 

what works best. 

NOW, where we have done 'that for other populations 
" 

we find that training pays off much more than just work 

which confirms these other findings that work alone does not / 
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payoff, but then when you look at the benefit-cost works 

pays back; some work, the AFDC work paid back 90 percent of 

its cost in the value of output as best they estimated 

by outside appraisers. So the net cost was extremely small 

compared to like classroom train.Lng where you are paying a 

minimum wage and the cost of the training. So, you have to 

amortize that total cost. So for a benefit cost you may 

have almost no net impact, in fact, for the ex-addict group 

we had no post-program impact, and we had a positive 

10 benefit/cost ratio because of the reduction in crime and the 

11 work was 70 percent valued. The value of the work output 

12 was 70 percent of the cost of·theprogram. So those two 
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things were enough to push it over to positive benef?it/cos't 

ratio, even though it did not do anything, whereas a training 

program may act-ually be good, but not be good in Qenefit­

cost terms. 

MR":Z.~·DL~WSKI: Aren' t you saying that generalist 

training in terms of future employability is better than 
., 

spec;:ialist experience which is not a terrible surprise? 

MR. TAG~ART: You don't want to say that. ~"1hen: 

you look at .. the NBTA findings those that were trained 

got a training-reiated job in the rison population, 'but the 

problem is there is a disjunctur~. What you can offer in 

prison, and the linkage mechanism is not th~re fre9uently 
~. 

enough to make i',) work. NOw, where you have training linked 
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with high sup,port p1aacement activities in the ES, Employment 

Service, pardon me, there you had high payoff of training 

that was done in prison. The question is the institutional 

reality, can you change it so that training is -- placement. 

is training related? In Job Corps 'only one out of seven who 

have gone to Job Corps graduates from a vocational program 

and is, placed in a training-related job. 

Now, in Job Corps the benefit is corning from 

very clearly a few that actually get that, and then the rest 

of them are becoming more mature and stable, and they work 
• 

harder. They don't get higher wages ~ they just w,ork harder, 

but the net benefits are a combina'tion of that."because as he 
. 

said prison has a negative effect~ Job Corps doesn't. Don't 

call Job Corps incarceration. Themtney are doing something 
" 

constructive. . 

We are having kids learning at two grade levels 
. 

fo~ every 90 hours of instruction., They have proven that 

they can learn. They are doing something positive. 

MR.; ,-ZED;LEWSKi;· What I mean is you remove them 

from their gen~ral environment. 

MR. TAGGART: Yes, and community treatments don't 

have the same effect. 

MR. ZEDLEWSKI: How long are' they in the Job Corps 

prograIn. 

MR. TAGGART: Forty percent d:r.oo out before 90 days~ 
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another 30 percent drop out on the average of after :9 years 

and then there is the 30 percent that we call comp1eters 

who average 1.2 years of training. All the net gains are 

realized by the completers and partial completers among 

males. The females it is shared more evenly, that is going 

away from home is apparently good for females. 

MR. FREIVALDS.,:. ~lhat is the optimum length of the . - . 
program? How long can they stay? 

-
MR. TAGGART: You can stay three years, four years. 

10 It is a two-year cap, but then anybody in an advanced program 

11 'g'ets a waiver so that these kids that were in customer 
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engineer training were in Job Corps at least 90 days. We 

required that because we were not creaming. 

MR •. FREIVALDS :. How old are the olqes t kids tl1hen 

they,gEit out? 

, . 
MR. TAGGART: It is date of entrance. You cannot 

be any order than 21 at entrance. 

MR. FORST: You said that it wasn't a controlled 

experiment on the Job Corps. but that there was some sort of 

attempt to artifically impose controls. Could you elaborate 

on that? 

MR. TAGGART: Yes," what we made up for in rigor ~ 

we had large sample s~zes, that is We samp,led 7000 youth who 
. ':::"-, " 

,~ent l.nto Job Corps, and then we went to poverty areas where 

our r('1"'!ruiting efforts' were not strollg for Job Corps so that 
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we were underrecruiting fr-om tose areas relative to population. 

We went into populations, screened all the households, picked 

out those households that had Job Corps eligible youth in 

them. Then we interviewed those Job Corps eligible youth 

and tracked them, and then we did statistical controls between 

those Job Corps eligible youth and the ones that actually 

went into Job Corps. It was the best they could get at it 

without random assignment. The old experiments have generally 

done no shows, that is those who sig;n up for Job Corps but 

never show up or early dropouts, assuming that. that has no 

ef.fect and compare those to the other Job Corps enrollees 

to measure effects, but thnt has I think more flaws in the 

methodology that was used than this. 

MR. FORST: Do you know why some cities were 

'selected for h~avier recruiting efforts than others? 

(Laughter. ) 

MR. TAGGART: As I indicated we recruited strongly 

from rural areas. The Employment Service is our recruiting 

mechanism, and so where Employment Service is good it does 

a lot of recruiting, and where it is not it doesn't, and 

where it has a lot of power more people were recrui t,ed than 

othe~\Wise. It is not a conscious policy. We are suppqs~d 
'.1 

to recruit evenly. If the system wprked CETA primed sponsors 

in every locality would equally refer kids off the Jo~Corps. 

b 

It just does not work that way by chance, and so recognizing 
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that it did not work that way we went to the. areas where 

they were not rec~uifing for Job Corps. Th~re is a bias, in 

that kids ~rbm rural areas think Job Corps is a better deal 

than kids from urban areas. 

The kids in rural areas know about Job Corps 

because their brothers and sisters and everybody else went, 

and they have friends there, and it builds up. It is like 

any migration pattern, and it in fact builds up on top of 

years of going off. They aLe not fearful of it. What we 

have tried to do with Job Corps is change the pattern of 

distribution centers so that we recruit within a 300-mile 

radius of the center rather than tryJ.· ng h" d s J.ppJ.ng, an we 

will change those mobility patterns. We are trying to 

recruit more evenly from ~ll elements, but it wasn't a 

conscious policy which gave us a bias in the control group. 

We did not playoff a conscious policy. 

MR. BLOCK: How did it get started? I mean how did 

you get more rural to begin with? 

i) 

MR. TAGGART: First, there are, more poor kids in 

rural areas; secondly, the:-eis no service treatment, that is 

only 2 percent of "the control group at any point in time 

while the kids were in .Tob Corps were 'enrolled in any C,F~TA' 

program. The~~are no CETA p 0
0 

, r grams. There' is nothingout 

there. There are no schools. There is pothing'that serves 

these kids, t3;nd,they are just sitting. " 
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HR. MC GAHEY: Our felony arrestee survey within 

Brooklyn, and out of 900, less than 10 percent had been in 

any sort of public or private training in the preceding two 

years before the arrest. 

MR. TAGGART: And you cannot believe these k:i,ds 

that corne in to like Breckenridge Center in Kentucky. They 

are shipped from -- the breadbasket of the Jobs Corps is the 

southeast, and those kids corne in, and I am characterizing it, 

but they come in, and they have had no store-bought shoes. 

They have seven, eight, 10 brothers and sisters. They have 

never been to a doctor. They have never been to a dentist. 

They dropped out of school. The average grade level tested 

in SAT scores in reading at the Job Corps Center in o 

Breckenridge is 3.6 years •. 

MR. OSTERMAN: When you control among just urban . 
() 

kids are the results good? 
. 

If you did all the follow-up studies just on the 

urban kids and just with the urJ?an control -,.. 

MR. TAGGART: They have done regression$, but the 

trouble with regression is it tak~s in education, and it 

takes in all the variables, (~Q.d it ends up that. all the kids 
• f \ 

( \ 

t 
'i:hat have only eight years ()f"~education are from the rural \;, '. 

I 

areas on average and so their education va:r;,iable picks' up'a . ~ 

lot of it. I) 

There is no qti~stion that the r'q:ral kj.ds gain more, 
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stay longer, think it is a better deal. Hispanics benefit 

more than any other group. 

MR. OSTE~mN: So it is possible that possibly the 

results are that this is a program that works really well for 

rural kids and may work less well for urban kids. 

MR. TAGGART: No, I ,would not say that the 

differences are strong enough to say that it doesn't work 

for ~rban kids at all. 

MR. OSTEru1AN: So, you feel confident of the urban? 

MR. TAGGART: I feel confident that on the average 

it is a program that works in terms of education, in terms 

of crime reduction and in terms of employment. It works 

well enough. 

MR. OSTERMAN: For l:Lrban kids, too? 

MR. TAGGART: Yes, for everybody. 

~R. MARTIN: Could you expand a little bit on the 

ethnic differences? You mentioned it works better "for Hispanic s. 

MR. TAGGART: If you look at the net gains, that 

is Hispanic kids do best; white kids do next best; and 

black K\ids do worse i males gain, more than -- pardon me, 

females gain more than males in the centers. It seems to 

be that from all our CETA training programs, that when you 

do training tho~,e who are most employable when they' enter 

the door benefit most in terms of net g~in, and if you are 

white you b~nefit most. ~f you go into a program that is g 
" ., 
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work-related program,those who would not get close to work 

otherwise are the ones who benefit most. 

MR. MARTIN: Are you referencing Job Corps now? 

I lost the reference on program. 

MR. TAGGART: First I was talking training; yes, 

I was referencing Job Corps. When I was talking work, I was 

referencing our work program, that is the only group that 

seems to benefit from work experience is' black females, 

and what happens apparently they get close to public 

employers and then get hired. No other group benefits 

MR. MARTIN: Training benefits Hispanics? 

MR. TAGGART: Hispanics benefit enormously from 

training, and in fact, of two types • One is there is a .' 

cul tlJ.rationthing. r-1ost of the peo,ple we are picking up 

when we say Hispanics. are from the Southwest and they are 

from the Southwest rural areas, and most Hispanic populations 

now are no longer there. We are still getting rural 

Hispa.nics, not urban Hispanics that among that group the 

language problems, we have complete bilingual programs; you 

can get over that language problem pretty quick, get them 

a little sense of mobility, a.nd those two things alone arG 

enough to get those people jobs. 

r-1R. MARTIN:' Are they Mexican? 

MR. TAGGART: Yes. I say Mexican; "why you have 
() 

is like your Cent,;I:'&l American migration flow doesn't come 
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up to the Panhandle. I think it loops around ~hrough Boston, 

and it loops around through Los Angeles. It goes two routes. 

MR. MARTIN: That group there is Mexican? 

11R. TAGGART: Yes. 

~1R. NOLD: Three more questions and then we will 

go to lunch. 

HR. GROPPER: At the risk of generalizing but 

knowing for this aft ' ernoon s topic you won't he here, with 

regard to ex-offender populations and the attitudes of 

employers towards ex-offenders, etc., do you envision any 

implication for public policy with regard to a standard 

kfnd of intervention; if so what, and what kind of success 

do you anticipate with and without it? 

1-1R. TAGGART: I wrot;: a little book in 1973 or 

something like that looking at all the evidence that I 

~OUld, and I guess everybody ~~s looked at all the evidence. 

I did not. see anything that worked for ex-offenders. I just 

did not see anything that work,ed'. Th , ere your batting 

averages are just not hic;rh enough. I mean you can do 

placement just like you can with, any other d' ' . ,~s,advantageq 

population. You can increase their placement rates by 

S' or 10 percent, but that" doesn't reduce reciai vism enough, 

that' is that 5 or 10 percent '"ill get 
y extra jobs. The job 

is a key factor in committing a crime in 5 to 10 percent 

of those, ~nd you multlo.ly the two tog'ether and you get a 
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. It may be worthwhile doing the intervention, small recidivlsm. . . 

but that is a high-risk group to do the intervention when I 

can take regular kids and get them to employ 25 percent. 

d them If you look at the I would rather spen my money on • 

ex-offender group, the only thing that offered promise was 

that thing in Baltimore where they tried just giving them 

money, and they walk out the door, and then wher.. they went 

to do it again that did not work, I don't think, I believe 

the second 'time they did it. 

~tR. MARTIN: Two out of three is not bad. 

MR. TAGGART: You forgot the Voc Rehab studies 

where they did that in a number of sites and it didn't work 

in the Voc Rehab. 

MARTIN Was that randomized? MR. : 

MR. TAGGART: No. 

If you are looking for impacts',' I am not encouraged 

. have done with anybody who has been off by anythlng we 

incarcerated. 

GROPPER Or anything we could even dream up MR. : 

short of permanent warehousing. 

HR. TAGGART: Yes, if you have got scarce dollars, 

the question is where should you use it. 
'\ 

MR. BERK: In California we have.a ~rogram that 
(l 

I will talk about later, but we re,duced reC;,idivism by about 

10 percent. This is an unemployment benefits program based 
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on job eligibility earned in prison, and we get a. recidivism 

rate about 10 percent. It is not compelling, but it is 

encouraging. 

MR. TAGGART: All these things ¥ou have got these 

mild benefits that are not robust; some use the term robust. 

Most of these things that are in prison intervention. That 

system so sorts' and creams,. that is you have to have the 

best behavior in order to get in the program, and once you 

cu.t below even the ~avorabl.e findings, you find very 

selected things._ 

MS. SWAIN: In terms of the discussion we had 

earlier about the need to look at other social variables 

and so forth, build them into the econometric rroeels, was 

there any attempt to elicity a Job Corps program to look 

at, to compare the chara.cteristics other than arrest rates 

of kids who dropped out at the various stages you indicated 

like the 3 month stage, 9 months and those who stayed for 

the entire program? 

MR. TAGGART: Sure. There is 'a whole set of 

data,predictive data as to who stays and who doesn't. For 

insta~~ce, those with children tend to leave more often than 
I}( 

thos~!\ without children. 'The 'benefi ts were l,ess' for f~~~~~ 

with chi~dren than females without children. YoU can look 

at v,fJry ~igni\ticant impacts post--prog:ram 'on illegitimacy 

.) 

. 7' marriage rates, num ers 
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post-program period that the effects seemed to correlate 

with the employment effects, that is what happens on the 

employment fror.t seems, also, to happen on the other fronts 

but whether they are causative or not I don't know. If I 

were looking at Job Corps, I don't think that is an employment, 

a lot of those results are not strongly employment motivated, 

~mployment driven. What you are really finding when you 
II 

talk to kids, when you actually see them and you go in the 

centers is there is a sense of yes, we can do something 

positive; yes, I can make something of my li~er yes, people 

are not kicking me arclund like they "~ed to; and yes, I have 

gotten away from home'. So, they don't go back to the same 

home; and that effect is ~ronger than the -- they are not ,n 

just there for· jobs. They may come for jobs or training or 

they might go back and work more steadily, but I think .it is 

really a socialization effect which is, again, in part 

demonstrated by the fact that Job Corps ~oesn't do much 

placement because they go home, and we don't have any 

placement mechanism to treat them and not doing 'plac~ment 

the way they get their jobs is not by higher wages; they 

get it totally by more labor force participation and more (\ 

work. 

So; they get the jobs on their own, and they keep 

them more steadily which would suggest greater maturity. '. t'\ 

Nhen you ask them questions they evoke greate.r mq,turity 
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in their response, less negativism, more love of family. 

I don't know how you value those things, but they seem to be 

a stronger effect. Now, that is different than other 

programs where you hive a placement component which is 

responsible for the progr ' ff am pay~ng 0 • Community treatments 

where we use the same measures and same tests, any community 

treatment doesn't seem to have a socialization effect 

anywhere near as great. In school con'lmunity treatments 

seem to have a greater effect than out of school community . 
treatments, and it seems like in that setting you are able 

to bang people around a little. Alternative schools have 

more than schools. 

MS. SWAIN: And you have that kind of data on a 

pre-program basis as well? 

MR. TAGGART: We have a program on their backgrounds. 

Ne don't have attitudinal tests before they get to the door 

of the program. 

MR. NOLD: Bruce? 

MR. JOHNSON: I would like to ask a future 

oriented question based on the data that you have given here. 

AS, I recall back about a decade ago Project Headstart b'egan, 

which you will recall, and there were .a series of studies 

which a't that time, at allY rate basically concluded that 

Hl3adstart had little or no effect and that recen,tly there has 

been a series of studies which ,~ave come out challenging 

[) 
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that netien. 

GGART One study was highly peliticized, and MR. TA : 

if yeu leek at the methedelegy I knew these technicians here 

weuld just chew it to' pieces, but yeur point is well taken. 
. 

MR. JOHNSON: I am just stating regardless ef 

whether that study is geed er net and regardless ef the 

pelicy implicatiens that Headstart --

MR. TAGGART: It speaks mere ef the badness ef the 

Westingheuse evaluatien. 

MR. JOHNSON: Whatever it is here yeu have eutlined 

a series ef evaluatiens ef varieus jeb pregrams and So' ferth, 

all ef which have shewn nO' negative effects, and many which 

have shown very substan·tial pregrammatic effects. 

In seme cases yeu have nO' shert-term effects is, 

alsO', a very cemmen eutceme ef many ef the ~tudies that yeu 

have in additien to' the larger ends~ My questien is what 

do yeu suppese the effects ever the lenger run are and I 

knew yeur studies have net sO' far addressed any ef these 

issues, but I am talking five and 10 years dewn the road 

on seme ef the centrel greups. Especially impertantweu~d 

be the Jeb Cerps kinds ef situatiens. I think that private 

versus public empleyment thing may be ef interest. Yeu 

knew, in the shert term'the effects may er may not be great, 

but what is it ever the leng term, and. that is esp~cially in 
'I 

light ef the case that we new nav~) a change "in meed ef "the (, 
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times, yeu knew, the CETA pesitiens are geing to' vanish 

for the mest part. I den't knew what is happening with Jeb 

Cerps. 

MR. TAGGART~ Jeb Cerps lives. Republicans leve 

lecking these kids away. 

MR. JOHNSON: I am wende ring abeut the leng-term 

issues because many ef the things that yeu are reperting 

are dealing with seme ef the mest difficult greups ef kids 

in American seciety to' deal with and even small gains will 

prebably be better than they will de etherwise. I wender 

if yeu care to' address that issue. 

!4R. TAGGART: One question is whether if yeu .l,bek 

later in the future yeu are going to' find a different picture 

than yeu see new. The ether question is whether peeple are 

going to' use that evidence new er later to' make pelicy, and 

I did net mean to be'facetieus abeut Republicans. In fact, 

I think ~he~e they would want to' gO' --

MR. BLOCK: . Seme ef my best friends are 

Republicans .' 

MR. TAGGART: N:e, I weuld net gO' that far. 

In many ef these studies there are, some interesting 

things,,) thatyeu haye dene l2-menth, l8-menth, 36-menth 

fellew-ups, andyeu can actually seethe pattern ef 

benefits, and if you a Markevian(?) analyst yeu could gO' 

and de the chains and leek where everybedy is moving, but the 

"'~,1l"';"'*~.-:o.:"!>I."'V'Jk~?'%I:~~=~"'"-jit~no<·ry~,·~~ 
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programs such as Job Corps which have their effect by 

2 I changing attitudes and awarenesses and so 'forth have a 

3, different pattern than something like work experience which 

4 we said when we went to measure what happened in work 

.5 experience there were no changes in attitudes, awareness 

6 and socialization. 

7 TE there is no change in program that you can see, 

8' even with your crude measures, and there is no post-program 

9 

10 

11 

12 

change, you know, in the short term, I don't think there is 

going to be any in the long term. So, I have no 'doubt that 

work experience, I would expect it to pay 'off in program. 

I would expect it to payoff slightly post-program and so 

13. I would have expected in the public-private experiment 

14 'that 5 percent of them would have been picked up more in the 

15 private sector than in the public sector and for that 
, 

16 5 percent I might be able to track some impact lang. run, 
I' 

17 but it would decay'because most people only hold jobs for 

18 six months, you know, most youth that age. So, I would expect 
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it would wash out very, very quickly.. In Job Corps what 

you find is through the 36-month follow-up you find that the 

net impacts increase with time. You sta,rt having" payoffs 

from reduced childbearing, from delayed childbearing, from 

reduced illegitimacy, from higher mobility, from getting in 

the armed forces. So that is actually a program which' 

increases with time.. Classroom training benefits are higher 
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in the second post~program year than in the first post-

program year. OJT benefits while very significant in the 

first post-program year are only half as large in the second. 

So, when you get them a job some of them lose the job. Others 

catch up. You have not really changed anything. You have 
. 

just made them better off instantaneously. 

I guess employment training interventions where 

they do intensive remediation, I think the evidence is 

going to show that gains hold up and sustain and do not 

decay. There is a lot of debate in our ~iter.ature abou'i: 

the decay rates and net gains measured post-program and for 

training the best estimate they have had in the past is that 

you have a 15 percent decay rate a year for males and that 

you have no decay rate a year in the net gains for females 

from training. 

MR.MC GAHEY: These are not unemployment 

MR. TAGGART: Now, I am going back to data from 

1969 to 1972 and then tracked the people subsequently. 'That 

is the best estimate we got from Ashenfelter and some other 

people. 

MR. MC (;AHEY: Is it possible it is economic 

opportunity and crime1 that is very helpful on the labor 

market programs; is there any k~nd of gneralization you can 

make then about the labor market impacts on the programs on 
". crime? ~. c • " 

I know you mentioned thJ.ngs about it. 
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We seem to be tracking those out on the labo~ 

makret effects exclusively of the program, and since we often 

have focused in on labor market -experience and crime; is there 

any way to pull that? 

MR. TAGGART: Again, I don't think that the labor 

market is the driving variable in crime or at least it is not 

a policy significant driving variable. We cannot do anything 

in the labor market to affect crime enough to make that a 

. . 
lever of change, and I would completely reverse it and say 

what makes sense or I think it makes sense to put somebody 

to work doing a day's work for a day's pay and that all these 

summer programs pay them $2 an hour a~d not $3 an hour but at 

least employ them, and it is good because it returns them to 

school, because they work a little bit more and because it 

redl.1ces crime a li ttl(~ bit but not enough to justify anyone 

alone. I think you need to pull all the people together that 

believe the. same thing, and we all come out.the same place, 

and I wish w'e could just align and not work in separate 

corners. 

There a.re very few people who are familiar with 

this literature tha.t we have. You don't know. the whole because 

you have not seen it yet, and you say that this is all 

garbage, but when you see it it is at l~ast a lot Of data, and 

it could lend -- I mean why do data sets, for instance, using 

-- yoU are using the victimization data. Why do that when ~lhat 
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I have got is tracking all these people referred from the 

court, and then we are tracking them at 3 months, 8 months, 

36 months, and the data set is just sitting there? Why 

gather data? Why cleanse it when it has all been gathered 

for other purposes? 

MR. Me GAHEY: Yours is about the only sett".that 

have that. The National Longituainal Survey has no --

MR. TAGGART: If anybody here has got money give 

it to people like Paul. to run these data sets, and when you 

10 ,have got them why keep doing longitudinal evaluations out 
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th~ ears when you are sitting with huge amounts of data, and 

why not do follow-up? You have got a data file of people 

that you served in 1978 and it is sitting there, and you 

have got characteristics about who was arrested and ,who had 

different backgrounds, who has motivation and who doesn't. 

Why don't you go back to them like I,azar did on the Headstart? 

Why don't you go back to them five years later and spend 

your money on thiit and track down what happeneq to them 

in between? Then you have got a pre-post, and you have 
\, 

. . t' d fo th There are no funders here, got part~c~pa ~on an so r • 

right? . 

MR: JOHNSON:, That is not true. I would like to 

ask .you and maybe ask spme govern~ent people, and I hav~>thati 

same feeling in the dru,g field as well, \'lhy is it that 

governments want to keep funding more data cOtlection, and 

. 
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they stop funding once they get a report. 

MR. TAGGAR':r:.'Like drug use and the addict project 

and supported work or in the Job COJ:ps where we ask the exact 

same questions for the same evaluators. We ask what drugs 

they us e, what frequency and the r€!s t of it. Why don I t ~.,e 

track on that? In the drug use th:Lng that they are funding 

up in Michigan they have got more :information than anybody 

wanta. 

MR. JOHNSON: There is a. simple explanation for 

it. 

. 
MR. TAGGART: That is not txue. Lazar found for the 

Headstart program 16 years later, they found 95 percent 

trackdown rate. That was not their problem in their study. 

You are able to track people. 

~L~. NOLD: Let us return to this question after 

lunch. I think there are some explanations for why data sets 

get replicated having to do with monopolies that have put 

researchers in, and it is not so easy to spring data sets 

from the people who collect them, if yop have ever tried. 

MR. TAGGART: We have required that all ours be 
. 

put on a public use tape. So, everyone of these th,ings, 

with a iab o£ the 12 months that it takes is on a public use 

tape, all that entitlement data. That is a ton of data. 

I mean that is 9000 people in eight centra,l qitiep. It is 
1;-

the ;Largest private account you have got, like the National 
(, 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

I 22 

f 
23 

24 Q! 

f 
CD 25 

" ~~'~""""-'a-""""~''''''~'~'''~'''''''-<'''~.'"'''"t 

1 

131 
Longitudinal Survey oversarnpled tw~ce 

• the poyerty,' but you 
still end up with only 3000. 

MR. JOHNSON: 

MR. TAGGART: 

You agency, also, funded these. 

No, not my agency. 

MR. NOLD: 
Let us br,eak for I unch ~ and we will 

return to the discussion that was 
to follow on the second 

section afterwards. 

(Thereupon, at 12:40 p.m., 
- a recess was taken 

until 1:40 p.m., the Same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 1:40 P.M. 

MR NOLD: Let us res~e. 

Actually the thi.ng that surprised me is that there 

seems to be more of a co~sensus than I thought~bout what 

programs work and the structure and maybe about what we really 

found, but I guess we will have to wait until we wrap that 

up to find out exactly how much we disagree, and what I will 

probably do is at the end just go around the table asking 

people to make some summary comments about what they think 

has been revealed by all this, if anything, and without 

further discussion now turn to Richard Berk to continue what 

was going on this morning, the youth employment opportunities 

and crime, and also, I think we will just interleav~ the 

pro'gram interventions and experimeni:.5-, wi th that and make . . ...... 

presentations somewhat longer and cover, both topics. 

Let us know when you shift. , . 

MR. BERK: Actually I am going ,to talk about them 

both completely wrapped together. Actually I can do i.t 

pretty briefly, too, because most people aro~nd here have 

a pretty good background in some of the prcgramSi I want to 

talk about. 

I want to focus on something that was not talked 

about this mor ing, particularly transfer payments and crime, 

whether or not if you give people money they ste~l less, and 

I know that raises some interesting moral dilemmas for 

people, buE. le,~ us put ,that aside for a ~oment. 
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There ~eally are three major studies that I am 

intimately familiar with. There is the life experiment in 

Baltimore which basically involves random assignment, the 

treatment and control groups where the treatment basically 

tolas $60 a week for 13 weeks, roughly that which is like 

unemployment compensation, a d the question was did it 

reduce recidiv'i.sm, and the answer is yes for property crime, 

probably for property crimes, probably not for other sorts 

of crimes, but it did not make things worse, so that one of 

the arguments that one can make is if on moral grounds you 

think that there is reason to help people as they get out of 

prison, at least you know you are not making things wors'e. 

That parl::.iculaJ:' study however, had, like all 

studies a certain amount of flaws. Th 8 e percent reduction 

in recidivism for the property crimes was haraly overwhelming. 

The T v.alue was' J'ust abcllt 05. You could quibble about the 

results. 

Some re-analyses though have basi ally supported 

the conclusions. So it is not as if someone else 
c.;~me along 

and re-analyzed and got a different story. Charlie !1uller 

of Ma~herriatica re-analyzed the data and came out with 

pretty much the Same story, and ~t is a randomized 

experiment. That is the Lanahan. 

Ken analy~ed the material in a straightforward 

way that was subj}3~t to criticism for failing to consider 

r 
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certain things. Charlie Muller came back and did it state 

of the art, at least two years ago, state of the art. 

HR. GROPPER: Are you saying that there was a 

5 percent reduction of ?ro~erty crimes? 

HR. BERIt: Eight percent. 

MR. GROPPER: Eight :gercent for the subject 

population or overall? 

MR. BERK: No. It is a randomized experiment. 

~f you compare the people who' got the treatment with people 

who did not, get the treatment, rearrest rates for property 

crimes was about 8 percent less f.or folks who got the 

t tment ~ e the money. $60 a \'leek for 13 weeks. rea , .... ., 

MR. GROPPER: Just gave them the money? 

MR. BERK: Yes. Ther~ was, also, some job 

counselling in there, but that was yet anothE=r factor, and 

the factorial design did' not show anything, but quaiUtative 

data on what the nature of that treatment was indicated that 

it wasn't a very potent treatment. The job counselling 

effort was half-assed. It was not really a fair test of that, 

bu'!: basically if you give people money they are, less ,likely 

to get in trouble, but only for property crimes, and the,~e 

is good economic theory to suggest why that might be the 

case. 

Based on that 'particular set 'of findings, however, 

which were not entirely conclusive there was a larger study 
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launced called the Tar? study. This was two randomized 

2 experiments, one in the state of Texas and one in the State 

3 of Georgia, about 1000 people in each, again randomly 

assigned to treatment and control groups. In th~s case the 

5 treatment' ~nvolved, again, money, but treat~nt was a bit more 

6 complicated. There ,'Jere se'.1eral different levels of income 

7 support provided in terms of t e number of weeks,13 versus 
I) 

8 26 and, also, in the tax rate for earnings so that it was 

9 like unemployment compensation. However, in some instances 

10 there is 100 percent tax on earnings and in S01m:-: cases only 

11 25 percent tax on earnings, 25 cents on the dollar you give 

12 back. 

13' The randomized experiment in both states showed 

14 no effect, that is if you compare ~eople who got money to 

15 people who did not get money, and if you' look within groups 

16 to see if whe~her a different amount of money made a difference 

the anS\'ler is no, neither property crimes nor personal 

18 
crimes. 

19 
HR. GROPPER: Nhere 'was the site of the fi,rst 

20 
expe:r:'iment~) 

21 
r,m. BERK: Baltimore. The second experir:nent was 

statewide. The first experiment, th life experiment was 

done in the·Ci ty 6fBaltimore basically. The other two we:t:e 

fijt~te\,lid~ experiments in Texas ~nd Georgia'. Those states 

were, chosen, incidentally because they W,~re the ones an 
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REP went out, and those are the states that came back 

~repared to invest the tiMe and ~£f.ort to provide the data 

that the researchers \'loula need, but the ryrogram itse~f. and 

all the research was funded by the Employment Toraining 

Administration. 

HR. GROP1?ER: Nas this f.ocused on offender group!:."! 

MR. BERK: The Baltimore ~opulation was a sort of 

middling group, that is there \'Tere no first otfenders in 

At the same time I don't think there were any addicts 

ei ther. Baltimore! am less familiar viith because I \'lasn' t. 

directly involved in that, but Texas and Georgia'Y'ere 

random sample. When I say random, these were all ex-offenders., 
- . 

Basically at the tirr.e of release for a cel:'tain number of 

weeks p.eople were assigned to one of these different 

treatI1"ent groups and a control group, 'and they 'ere followed 

for one year. You walked into the unemploym~nt office just 

as if you were an unemployed l?erson, and if you were 

unemployed at the time, if you were in an experimental group 

you qualified for this program. If you got a job you did not 

get the money • So, it WfJ.S unemployment benefits basically. 

MR. ~OSEN; And they weren't eligible for 

unemployment behefits because they had worked?-

MR. BERK: NO, that is right. 

~-1R. BLOCK: What kind of crimes w-ere -they in for? 

MR. BERK: Oh, everything. It was your random 

L-________________________________ ~~----------~"~,------~ 
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bad guy population. 

2 
!-lR. BLOCK: What \,las the difference in the sample 

3 bebTeen this and the Baltimore one? 

4 
MR. BERK: I don't think that is the difference. 

5 We \Y'ill talk about the difference in a second. It was just 

6 more heterogeneous. The Texas and Georgia group was more 

7 heterogeneous, but I think more to the point the labor market 

8 situations in those two states are very different from each 

9 other and in turn different from Baltimore. 

10 MR. ROSEN: That was the point that I was really 

11 leading to is that you have got three locations that are just 

12 vastly different and I aln not sure you can draw any 

13 conclusions. 

14 MR. BERK: Remember within states it is a 

15 randomized experiment. So within states there is no problem 

16 in at least inferring about main ef.fects. Now, whether or 

17 
. 

not the program works in some states rather than others 

18 ,because of the location, that is right. 

19 'This gets me to the third study which is the most 

20 recent one, and we have not publishe~ the results yet. 

21 Cali£ornia has a program. That is aO.t an experiment. It is 

a real live flesh and blood program which it is kind of 

interesting politically came about because some people in 

California, some legislative aides read. Ken Lenahan's writeup 

of. the iife experiment and thought gee, that is an 
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interesting result, let us have some legislation and do it 

in California. So, we have a law SB 224,; Senate Bill 224 

which provides unemployment compensation to released 

offenders based on work done in prison, and someone mentioned 

you need four or five quarters of eligibility, and if you have 

been locked up for five years you are in big trouble. You 

are not eligible. So the idea is to provide eligibility 

based on prison jobs. It seems like a perfectly reasonable 

thing to do except that is not what is done routinely, and 

this is what that law pr~vides for, that if you have'a 

prison job or you do vocationaJ. training that counts toward 

your eligibility. You get out of prison; you cannot find a 

job; you can walk into your unemployment office and claim 

eligibility based on your prison work, and also, in the 

legislation was the requiremell.~ to do an evaluation, I felt 

a pretty enlightened effort. 

MR. BLOCK:.Did it matter whether you were fired? 

to, 

(Laughter.) S 

MR. TH0r1PSON: Call it involuntary separatio.n. 

MR. BERK: If you are fi~ed from prison you go to cthe 

,university of California, the next step down. 

Anyway, the problem, of course, is that it is not 
" 

a randomized experiment. What we havedone is, I think pretty 

clever. 

The evaluation we have .done goes as follows. Ne 
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compare people who apply and get the money to people who 

apply and don't get the money, and we will talk about the 

creaming issue in a moment. 

So, among the people t'le are only interested for this 
. 

moment now in the people who apply. Since we know the 

eligibility criteria which' 500' ~s _llours of work in prison, 

\ole know precisely the rule by which people are selected 

to experimentals and controls. We have an absolutely 

perfect, continuity and design,which means that we perfectly 

control for select-on eff. t ... . .ec s. In other words, the proofs 

are around. 

So, we have an unbiased treatment effect that 

we can set at with resp,ect to these part'cular ' .... ~ndividuals, 

that is among ,those who apply for the program, they get out 

of prison, they walk into their unemployment office; some get 

the money When they apply; some don't. It is based on Whether 

1!7 they worked the requisite hours in prison, and bhen we can 

18 get guaranteed statistically unbiased 'treatment effects if they 

19 

20 

21 

I :: 
i 24 

i 25 
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are there. 

MR. ROSEN:' Isn't there a selection bias? 

MR. B'ERK: That is what this control is for. 

Peopl~ who apply, a lot of them didn't work 500 hours. 

MR. ROSEN: But then you are assuming that the 

people who applied but were not eligible have the same 

ch~q:'acteristics as those people who -- of all))' those people 
~ 

". "'V~.!~-""'J'!',,,,.,~-,~ " - • 
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1 tolho worked less than 500 hours. 

2 M..~. BERK: No t this only ",orks for the people who 
( 

3 applied. Within the people who applied some worked 500 hours 

4 and some not. 

( 5 MR. NOLD: So you randomized one l?art of it. 

6 MR. BERK: That is right. The creaming problem and 

7 
the biases that result from that selection we do not handle. 

8 I will get back to that, but that is a good point. 

9 
MR. ROSEN: The other poin\t that I would make along 

10 
the same lines of selection is what percentage of people 

c 
11 

who worked the requi9ite number of hours actually apply in 

12 
the first place? In other words, you have got X number of 

13 
people who work 500 hours and get out and actually find 

14 
jobs and never need to go to the unemployment office in the 

15 
first place. l'lhat happens to those people? What ,is their 

16 
experience? 

You have to do something with that group, too. 
17 

18 
MR. BERK: 'Right. These are only people who applied. 

l~. NOLD: wbether they had the 500 hours or not. 
19 

20 
His point again is if they had 500 hours they may not apply. 

MR. ROSEN: There is another group that might be 
21 

unemployed and worked the 500 hours and because they are 

too thickheaded don't apply. 

MR. BERK: 't-'7e addr-ssed that, but that is at best 

a situation where one can quarrel with the specifications. 
" 
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In other words, you get into' the ~EC~m(?) type models and 

someone says, IrYour selection equation sucks," and I would 

say, "Yes, maybe," but in the ~irst instance for this one 

problem there is no quibble because we kno~ the selection 

rule, and under those circumstances we do find that the 

f.olks who get the money get in less trouble, both prop'erty 

crime and personal crime, 10 percent less rearrest rate. 

That is consistent ~ith life~ It is inconsistent with TARP, 

and the question is why. 

I don't like it particularly f.rom a value point 9f 

view, but it looks to be -- by the \'/ay, if you then work out 

the little bit of arithmetic you save about two to three 

thousand dollars per person by having this program than. 
. 

the cost of incarceration. If you calculate 'the expected 

costs of not having this program compared to the expected 

co-sts of having the program the differenoe l,s about two to 

three thousand dollars. 

500 hours. 

MR. BLOCK: How long do you have to be in jail? 

MR. .BERK: However long it takes you to earn the 

MR. BLOCK: The question is whether you go to jail 

to get"tunemployment. 

MR. ROSEN: Two thousand hours a year, 40 hours a 

week 
,. 

MR. BLOCK: No, I was just wondering have you 

, 
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talked about gOing to jail to --

!-1R.BERK: Representativ'e Smits raised that same 

point, whether we were encouraging people to commit crimes 

to go·to prison to get involved in this program. 
() 

MR. BLOCK: You have cost calculations. As silly 

as that sounds, you have got to answer that if you say what 

you are saving. (\ 

MR. BERK: Absolutely. 

MR. BLOCK: If you are just working on what the 

effect is, you don't have to address that question. () 

MR. BERK: You are absolutely right, and ~here are 

some real discounting problems, too, working this out for 

the future and so on. 

It seems to me that if you believe these results, 

and there is certainly a lot to argue about you have to 

account for why we get effects here and not in TARP ~nd ~'lhy 

Ken Lenaham found them in the life experiment, and there are 

two interesting factors about this particular program, and 

this is where a bad program may have had good effects. 

One is that it takes about six to eight weeks to 
\ 

get the money. So after you apply' you sit on your duff, an~ 

so if. you believe in discounting it says that this mo~ey 

is worth less, than you think because you have .got to wait 
() 

a while for it. 

The second thing is that the money isn't a lot of 
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money. It turns out to be 45 or 50 dollars a \'leek. 

Now, that is not a bunch, and the question is what 

does that compete w4th? Th 1 d • e on y ata that I have seen says 

that the average take that a burglar gets is about 200 to 300 

dollars a month, and it seems to compete, if you do the 

arit~metic, it seems to'compete with the average burglar 

take per month·. It does not, hm'lever, compete with 

unemployment quite as well • 

So, it seems to by 

SPEA~ER: Employment. 

MRu BERK:' ~mployment, I am sorry, yes. You can 

make more than 200 bucks a week work~·ng. • So, it seems that, 

and this is just fortuitous, you need to explain these 

effects. You can explain it just fortuitously by the fact 

that you are givi,ng peopl 11 e a sma .. amount of money that they 

,have to wait f.or, and if you work out,and it is very rough 

estimates, what you can ma.ke from taking a job or What 'you 

cart make by being a full-time burglar I for instance i or an •. ' 

average burglar, it seems to fall right in the middle. That 

is why we think it works ., but the more general pqint is, and 

.I think this is something that was:;true from Tagger.t's 

sumt\lary in nOh.e of these experimental' studies where you give 

,People money does it make them commit more crimes, not in" a 

single case. 

MR. ROSEN: What happens to these people after the 
D 
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26 weeks? 

MR. BERK: We followed them for one year, and we 

were 'tvorried about that. Actually we broke it up and said, 

"Gee, as the money is abou.t to run out, do these peCJple 

start getting back into crime?" Are we postponing or are 

we preventing? And we did not find any evidence that we 

were postponing, but we only have a one-year follow-up. 

MR. NOLO: You know, it is a little surprising 

that result. If YOll gave most people who are in the labor 

force some money they would not withdraw their ser,,:i:ces. 

They would just consider it a windfall. They would not 

adjust their work patterns. They might not even adjust 

their consumption that much. 

MR. ROSEN: But you are talking about something 

that is really a marginal incJ:'ease to their current income. 

In this case you are talking about people who are starting 

from zero income. They have been out of the labor force, 

coming out of prison. So the income effect is totally 

different on the two populations. 

MR. NOLD: Let us take it then to a place wp,ere 

you say a person is earning, say, $12,000 a year. You offer 

them $1000 a month for five months. Would that change their 

-- would they leave their j9b? 

MR. ROSEN: But they don't have the choice because 

you s,ee it is an all or nothtng thing. They haveto leave their 

, () 

I,) 

o 

o 

o 

" 

(\ 

145 

.2 
job and give up the $12,000 ~n order to keep the $1000. 

MR. NOLO: 
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13 

No, suppose I just give them the $1000. 

This is a question of whether ,or not 
they 'commit less ' cr~me. 

t.1R. OSTERHAN: 
I think you have to ask the question 

again. 
I am just speaking again ~rom ignorance, as we all 

are. 

(Laughter. ) 

HR. OSTERMAN: I would think that the decision 

to engage in crime is a discontinuous decision. 
It is not 

choosing, in some sense a criminal I' 
~fe style. It does not 

get modeled and separated 40 hours 

words it is kind of in or t ou . 

versus 35 hours. In other 

MR. NOLO: nut if you are a se r . c e'l:ary., say, you 
14 have to be there 40 hours. 

Ybucann0:E;?;~ ... it is an off/on decision" and the 
15 

16 decision is exactly the samet 
and the only ques~~on that is, 

17 I think, or the point that Michael raised~1 is a good dne. 
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It is a risky o:,:>eration, and it, tells you 
something about the 

occupation perhaps. 

in fact. 

MR. 11C GAREY: !t is actually quite breakable, 

not an occupation you can burgle now and It is 

not bUrgle'later. 
It is like saying I will work an hour 

next timt:3 I, don't work because I don't like 
now, and the 

the wax it 101Oks. In f t' 
" ac , we conceptualize these things 

1\ 

as careers, but they ~ay'not be. 
This shot is bettex' than 

r 
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this one. It is more selective in some ways than the labor 

supply decision. 

MR. NOLO: My point is that maybe they have a 

lower failure rate, not because they are not committing 

crime which is the assumption you are making, but they are 

taking their shots better. 

~R. BERK: That is right. They c~n look for the 

better crime. That was one of the possibilities in the 

Tarp study, too, which we talk about. 

MR. NOLO: Much as I hate that whole line of 

research, do they ever do any self-reporting? 

MR.BERK: No, this is all official. 

MR. NdLO: It'would be interesting to see if they 

actually were committing crimes. 

MR. BERK: That is something that has occurred to us, 

and I would love to have data. The only additional data 

I can add is something that was just mentioned which is w.e 

do have some in-depth followo-up stuff on about 50 people, 

and the labor activity and the crime activity is transient. 

The ones we have seen, a large.~majority of them work a couple 

days a week for their uncle who is a lan~scaper and wash 

dishes for t,hree or four days," and they get out of the labor 

market, and they might burgle for a day or two,and then they 

will take a little vacation, they will go visit the~/V 
,'.ill) 

It. is a h/ery fluid relatives in Tucson and may burgle there. 
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sort of thing, and in contrast when they can get into a 

steady job, take a job, for example, in a cannery or 

something 

HR. NOLO: That takes up too much time. I think 

this monetary effect is an interesting one, and it wouldn't 

be hard to imagine a situation where they are all still 

involved in crime to the same extent ,. and you are just 

dealing with much lower failure rate because all we have to 

judge her~ is the failure rate. 

MR. ROSEN: Yes, that CQuld easily make up the 

10 percent difference that you are talking about. 

HR.BERK: That is entirely right, except remember 

I said that this affects both property and person crimes, and 

t:Q,at makes it a little b;tt trickier to h,andle that. 

MR. BLOCK: I guess you can look, 'too, at the on.es 
. . 

that are captured and see whether their crimes are larger 

than well, you don't have a control. 

r..fR. " JOHNSON: Let me add one additional note on an 

alternative hypothesis toming more successful is that what 

may have happened is that people who carne out of prison 

" 
are generally, in there fort1relatively serious offenses, that 

is there aren't many peop.le who are in prison on shoplifting 

charges, for example, and yet many peopl~ who, say, may be 

in on a b'tlr9,:lary r~p may in fact have a rather extensive 

pattern although n()t well measured 1:>Y arrest .statistics in 

I 
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shoplifting, and o~e of the effects that you may be seeing 

is because they get this extra little income several times 

a week instead of going out and committing a major burglary 

or something they are committing smaller events, shoplifting 

episodes for which there is a very low probability of arrest. 

~1p. BERK: It means we can have a better class 

of criminals. 

MR. JOHNSON: No, your better class of criminals 

is being deterred somewhat from committing more serious 

offenses. 

MR. BLOCK: They are substituting taxation for 

theft. as a way of trans.ferring income. 

MR. GROPPER: They are not more successful in the 

'sense that they are doing the same old things better. They 

are doing lower level things. 

RK They may caSe the gas station for an MR. BE_ : 

extra couple of hours. 

l-lR. Me GAHEY: The guys that do gas stations do 

this sort of thing. 'rhey say that ;r have got a little 

unemployment insurance this week and I am going to take an 

extra hour and case this. 

MR. NOLD: Don't you think they could say, "Hey, 

listen, I don't need this money that bad, and if this looks 

risky at all, I will just bag i-t." 

MR. BLOCK: Think of the exper.iment of giving 
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college students. Think of people with variable work habits. 

Think of college students that have to work; if you give 
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them an extra couple of thousand dollars a year, they will 

probably work less. I guess that is the same mechanism 

that you are thinking about in the criminal case. I mean 

you are Faising their income levels and because of the way 

that makes them feel they will steal less. 

~1R. BERI{: There are two things. One is they 

need the money less. 'llhe other is you are .raising the 

opportunity costs of being caught because they lose that 

subsidy. 

HR. NOLD: That is nice. I like that part of it 

better. 

~R. BLOCK: That does change ,the nature of it. 

MR. BERK: You see that is important l:?ecause that 

handles the person crime, as well as the property crime. 

MR. NOLD: If it' were just operating that ~"'ay, then 

towards i:he end of the time when they c3.t'e about to corne o'if 

the program, the crime rate should increase. 

MR. BERK: l.ve have inqt seen that, but our follow-up 

period is only one y~ar, and some of these people got ,26 'tI,7eeks. 

MR .. HOLD: What is their entitlement? 

r·m. BERK: Tweni:y-six weeks. \\ 

MR. ROS.EN: In terms of recidivism mOS1:'people 

who .. are ,going to commit crimes a:t;ter corning out: of ja-l are 

---------------_I ____________ ~;~~-/~/ r 
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going to do it within one year anyhow. So, if you followed 

them up for one year, and your data looked pretty good, I 

would think 

MR. NOLl): You are talking about bunching. 

MR. BE~K: This should be bunched towards the 

back. You should see the recidivism rate drop in a little 

spike. The rate of decline flattens out when the money 

runs out or something like that, but we did not see that. 

MR. BLOCK: Because the entitlement business as 

long as you have this entitlement it is like an asset. So 

the closer you get to completing the asset the less there is 

to lose by committing the crime. 

MR. BERK: There are two other minor things that 

could be added although these are not compelling for a 

variety of reasons. One is we do find a hint if we break 

the sample up that folks who got more money had lower 

recidivism rates, although that is soft. 

The other thing is we found, also, that it does 

not work nearly as well f.or the youngsters. By youngsters, 

theee are people out of Folsom and San Quentin and stuff. 

So by youngsters I mean 22, 23, 24. It does not work as 

well as 35, 36, 37. 

MR. NOLD~ You have a sample problem there. 

Somebody v/ho has managed to get to San Quentin by the time 

they are 22 has really been working hard for a long time. 

I 

I 
r 

() 

o 

2 

3 

4 

.5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

J 22 

.~ 23 

124 
j 25 

151 

MR. BERK: That is absolutely right, and that is 

what I am saying. These are softer findings. That'is where 

the regression does not do the job. 

MR. ROSEN: To what would you attribute the difference 

in terms of age? 

~1R. BERK: It beats the hell ''.It of me. I really 

don't know. 

MR. ROSEN: I thought if you brought it up you 

must have some kind of reason. 

MR. BERY.: There is one sort of universal truth 

about crime. It is like acne. r-1ost people grow out of it., 

and we don'~ know"why, but they do. 

MR. BLOCK: They do. It is young people. Crime 

takes some energy. 

MR. THOMPSON: They don't get'whipped fast enough. 

MR. BLOCK: In terms of reconciling the results, 

do all of the programs have this entitlement aspect to it 

tha..f;:. Georgia and Texas had in the entitlement? 

MR. BERK: They are different in two fundamental 

ways. In the Georgia and Texas ~rrangement. the money was 

greater. It was about 50 percent more money, and you walked 

i~ the door, and there was a check. 

MR. BLOCK: If you went ,to jail what happened? 

MR. BERK: If you went to jail you l.ost it, not 

convicted, J"ust arrest·~"d. Oh I tak th t b k ~ , e a ac. The way 'I:he 

, 
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Texas and Georgia experiments worked it was just like the 

way the unemployment office would work. So, you have got to (.! 

go and get your check,I guess. 

MR. GROPPER: How likely is it that you would get 

arrested, convicted and put away within a year, even if you t ' 

are a parolee'? 

MR. BERK: Where'? 

MR. GROPPER: In California, say? 

MR. BERK: Let me backtrack a second. All these 
. 

folks in California are on parole. So it is pretty quick. o 
In Te~as and Georgia if var~ed, but most of the people were 

on parole but for shorter periods. 

MR. GROPPER: What would be an adequate follow-up 

time to get th:i,s gold gradient effect 91us the filtering 

through the system as fq.r as arreaq:ts, trial and --

MR. BERK: Two years. What I originally wanted o . -
, ' 

to do with the design was get two-year follow-up, and V 

I wanted to get intervie'tls on these folks and ·we did not 
o 

have the support to do that. 

MR.ZEDLEWSKI: Two ,qti'estions ~ one, my readings of 

Tarp suggest that there were effects. (1 

MR. BERK: That is right, there are, bu't not from 

the randomi'zed exper.iment part of ,it, but our model there; 

I guess I am assuming more people know about this than I o 

thought. Nhat we found there was a~cno net,trea-emel'lt effect~ 
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t.vhat we found was what we call a counterbal ancing model that 

2 two things were going on at once, and it happened in both 

3 sta tes. You give people money. To say ita bit crudely, you 

4 gi ·.re people money; they don't work, and if they don't work; 

5 they steal. So that is one effect, and it is a negative 

6 effect. 

7 On the other hand, holding that pattern constant, 

a if you give people money they have more invested in staying 

9 out of trouble, and those two just about cancel each other 

10 out, that if you model it with structural equations you 

11 get these two counterbalancing forces so that the whole 

12 intellectual thrust of the Tarp thing is how can we give, if 

13 we wanted to, give people money so that the work disincentive 

14 would be ?ut and yet the opportunity costs of being caught 

15 would stiil behigh, and by accident,it look~ like this 

16 California program may have done that. By giving them a' 

17 modest amount of money and making them wait, it happened to 

18 

19 

20 

21 

compete quite we~l with crime, we think but not with 

employment. 

MR. ZBOLEWSKI: What you are suggesting then is that 

the individuals are oper~ting on an income satisfying model 

and not an income maximizing model. They have all this 

leisure t.ime. They can add to their income. 

MR. BLOCK: People cut back. I mean there is no --

MR. NOLD: It is just a wealth effect.. 

~/ 
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MR. GROPPER: It is a.little paradoxical, but if 

yC?u have got a lot of dead time, I mean we all: think of 

leisure as like going to the lake or going to the boat or 

stopping work, and if you have got less than a subslstence 

level income it may not be leisure but enf.orced idleness 

I guess is the term that we toss around sometUnes. 

MR. NOLO: I think that is ratheJ;' true. It is 

an interesting experiment. How would you structure the 

payments optimally? 

~-1R~ BERK: This is soraething for guys like you to 

work on. 

l'iR. BLOCK: E!!ssentially if you made it grants, .not 

unemployment; if yeu mc;tde it just a grant of $5000 payable 

in installments as long as you are not arrested and 

convicted elat would be perfectly substituting in some sense 

the taz system for theft or one type of transfer ft'r another, 

and probably reducing if you did not consider the 

second order effects, probably reducing the misallocation 

of resources of the process. 

The second order effects of this stuff is all 

MR. NOLD: You vary the desirability of going to 

prison. 

MR. BLOCK: Yes, the whole business abgut setting 

up a system that transfer.s income, .admitting'ihat this kind of 

transf.er is going to go on and what you ~ant to do is 

~----------------------------~~--~;--'--------------------------~ 
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regularize it. 

MR. BERK: I guess I ~'10uld ·start out one step back 

and ask the question a little bit differently, but maybe 

it comes out and' say that it now costs us, at least in 

California about $15,000 a year to put somebody away, and 

that is assuming we don't have to build any more cells. 

That is just operating costs, and it is now, \.,hat, $60,000 

a cell or something like that, but let us just take 

operating costs. Could 'we do something better with that 

$15,000? That is +eally what r am asking, and one of the 

possibilities is that we take that money, part of it and 

go halves with you. Here is 7000 buck. Dole it out in some 

reasonable way. 

MR. NOLO: The only reason it costs so much to 

incarcerate people is because for a variety of reasons our 

penal system has chosen not to have these people have 

reasonable work or productive work. I mean you have got a 

work force there. There is no question about absenteeism 

and a lot of other ~roblems that employers face. One 

can do things simultaneously, cut the c~st of incarcerating 

people, and you can, also, provide them w~th h t . ... w a , ~n fact, 

they ha'ITe earned or something reflecting that as some sort 

of balloon payment a,t the end of one y.ear and one-q.alf out of 

prison .or ,;something' lik.e. that, to give them something else 

to lose. It has always surprised me, and! don't unde~stand 
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the genesis of it, why we have prison systems like that. 

2 SPEAKER: SUre you do. 
c 

3 MR. NOLD: Well, I have a suspicion that organized 

4 labor would not be happy about it, competing against prison 

( 5 labor, but organized labor is 20 million workers in an 

6 economy of 120 million. 

7 MR. BERK: In the early history of California 

8 there were all sorts of contract labor, and in the South 

9 I guess that is true, also. 

10 There are a lot of problems with it, including the 
( 

11 fact that the workers are gro~sly exploited, and in fact 

12 they get almost nothing back in their pockets. 

( 
13 MR. BLOCK: When you aasked that comparison about 

14 prison and this transfer system, the assumption there is that: 

15 there is no deterrent effect of prison because this system 

'( 16 really dqesn't have a deterrent. I mean it has just the 

17 specific. deterrent effect on this particular individual. 

18 
It is not going to have a general deterrent effect on other 

( 
19 

individuals. In fact, if anything it has an incentive 

20 
effect. That is not quite the right question to ask~ 

( 21 
MR. BERK: I would be very surprised empirically 

if it turned out that -- I believe you could probably give 

people, let us say you give them a fl~(:~e year of income I 

( 
$15,000. That would still be enough to serve five years in 

prison or three. "The average sentence in California now is a 

(, 
o 
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little over two. I just cannot believe that that 

2 1-1R. BLOCK: TAle give out very few prison terms. 

3 We, it used to be, give out few prison terms in California, 

4 partly because it is so ex~ensive. So it is not clear to me 

5 that this is a way to deal with that problem. 

6 r.1R. ROSEN: I think if you try to generalize it, 

7 it is going to fall apart. 

8 MR. BERK: Generalize which? 

9 MR. ROSEN: The idea of paying people. I think 

10 that you would find people who could not earn those wages, 

11 couldn I t earn the equi valen·t wages in the private economy 

12 would go out and commit crimes to get into jail, to get out, 

13' especiallY if you only have to be in jail for two years. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

I 22 
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You just said the ~verage length of stay is only two years. 

MR. BERK: Remember now this is 26 weeks at the 

outside of $50 a week. It is not a lot of money. 

MR. BLOCK: What it does, if you look a't the 

expected cost of prison, now look at the first offender, 

the expected costs of prison 'are now greatly reduced. 

MR ROSEN: A counter argument is if it is only 

$1000 how come it has any effect at all? If it is such a 

little amount of money in the, first place it should not make 

any difference. 

MR. BERK: N?, but the point is for the folks at 

the margin presumably it doesn't take much. 

u 
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MR. NOLO: It doesn't take much to deter them 

{ 
2 in thdse that give out a two-year one-month sentence. 

3 MR. ROSEN: If it is not symmetrical, then you 

4 think it is good. 

( 5 MR. BLOCK: Just like saturation bombing with 

6 money in the central cities. It seems optimal and then some. 

7 If you are out you get it; if you are not out you don't get 

8 it. 

9 MR. BERK: It seems to me that ~roperly phrased 

10 what this, if it works, speaks to is again the small group, 
( 

1 1 probably smaller portion of people who are teetering at the 

12 margin -- there are lots of nuts out there whom this is not 

( 13 going to deter, and ,there may be some nuts who might 

14 commit crimes to get into prison to get this, but I jus.t: .. --,, 

15 MR. BLOCK: I was factious in saying that people 

(, 
16 would actually crimes to get in;if you raised it high .. 

" . 17 enough they would. What you are doing is reducing the cost 

'18 of imprisonment. You are working against the prison system. 
( 

19 MR. BERK: That is right. 

20 MR. BLOCK: What you are doing is saying as a 

21 qualification for this system, for this business you have to 

, 22 

(J 

~ 23 

be i~ jail, prison. So when someone thinks about committing 

a crime for the first time and going ~o prison, there is a 

( I 24 reduction in the cost of imprisonment. 
~ 

j 25 MR. NOLO: That is not quite right. Everybody around 
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this table is entj,tled to the same support without going 

to prison, if you don't have a job. It is called unemplo ~ent 

compensation. All that we are doing 

HR. BLOCK: You have to have had a job. 

MR. NOLO: You have to have had a job. So, if you 

are unemployed, looking at the choice of looking for more 

work or committing a burglary, you have a rough notion of 

well, commit a burglary there is some chance I go to prison, 

and I don't want to to go prison; it is miserable there, but 

when I get out they have got a program and I get $1000. 

MR. BLOCK: So, it is not a free lunch. 

MR. JOHNSON: I think the important part of it is 

going back to the costs of imprisonment. I mean that is 

one thing that rhetorically is overlooked in the anticrime 

rhetoric that politicians provide us with. They are going to 

take care to be sure that people get their just dues and 

so forth, and $18,000 in New york for' just straight operating 

costs per prisoner, not to mention an equivalent amount to 

build a ne~ prison cell these days. 

mr. GROPPER: The prison bond New Y crk State is 

putting out this year is projected roughly at this bond market 

it will cost 1 .. 5 bil.;J.ion over time. 

MR. NO,tO: What makes a prison so expensive? 

MR. GRd~PER:, Security; 90 percent of the stuff 
., 
\\ 

is security" It i&. a very specialized kind of construction-
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business. They don't use the same wallboard we use. 

MR. NOLD: What is necessary about prisons to be --

you know, it is an 8 by 10 cell. So you multiply that out, 

and you are looking at costs of, you said, $60,000 for a cell. 

MR. GROPPER: It is not just a residential housing. 

They have got their own powerplants. They have got food 

service delivery system. It is a self-contained thing. 

MR. BLOCK: Wha t is the compar is on ~vi th hotels, 

I wonder? 

MR. ROSEN: We have a parking garage over at 

Union Station that cost $50,000 a parking space. It is 

about the same size as a cell. 

HR. BERI,,: Another reason why the costs are going 

up is because you are getting inc~ea~ingly becau~e of these 

longer sentences for repeat offenders; you are getting a 

\V'orse class of prisoner. 

MR. NOLD: \i1e are ranging off, and I should not have 

brought that up about why it costs so much. Let us turn to 

Jim Thompson and talk about the stuff that is going on and 

maybe Michale Block can make some comments and then we will 

have some coffee, and then we will try to summarize,. 

I have a better idea. Let us go to .Paul Osterman 

and then to Jim Thompson. 

I want to see why Taggart suggested that we should 

all open up bur checkbooks and sigh over our grants • 
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MR. OSTERNAN~ As long as they use his data base. 

As I'keep repeating, I really don't know; I have not done the 

work on crime'. So, it is not clear what my contribution is. 

What I have done is a lot of work on youth employment. 

So, I will talk about 2 or 3 minutes about what I have done 

on youth employment and then I wil~ tell you since last night 

I decided to think about what the relationship between my 

work was and crime since I figured I would have to talk. 

My pe'!: theory emerged late last night after a great deal' of 

thought. 

My work on youth employment has been twofold. 

One is I am tempted to kind of understand what happens to a 

normal kid, normal in the sense of someone who makes it 

okay in life by the age of 25 or so from th·e time he or she 

leaves school to the time he or she kind of looks like an . 

adult in terms of their work patterns and behavior and I"am 

talking about non-college kids, and in c6nstructing that 

story I did a lot of interviews with both youth alld firms 

and the, story that basically emerges is one that has two 

sides. One is the kinds of attitudes and behavior of the 

youth toward work which ~ would argue changed rather 

dramatic~lly from the time they leave high schoo;I. to the 

dropping out or graduating. I think they' are basicciJ.ly 

target earners, basically much more interested in sex 
".0 , 

adventure,and so forth than work and hold a series of odd 
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jobs to kind of work their period of time, earn their 

target income and leave the labor force, drop out, engage 

in whatever,come back in, drop out, corne back in. 

I think that that is a pattern that characterizes 

most kids up to the age of twenty ish. On what you might 

call the demand side of that labor market are a set of 

secondary firms, low wage, high turnover firms whose work 

arrangements are structured to take advantage of that kind 

of labor force and for whom that kind of labor force is 

desirable. 

With age b'e kids themselves move out. They get 

married. They becJme more mature. They want to work 

stably, and with aged primary firms, firms that offer 

careers, p:i:oviae internal training and so forth who are 

willing to hire kids. Primary firms shun the younger group 

of kids because if you make an investment in training the 

kids will turn around and leave and you will lose that 

investment. 

So that is kind of a brief story, I think, of how 

the normal labor market works. The other piece of my work 

is trying to understand what hqppens to minority kids, black 

kids in partincular, \V'hy they have so much trouble.); and that 

s ide of my work which has tended to be more econoI11etric and 

has tried to' sort out various explanations rangin,g ·f'rom .. 

inadequate education, minimum wage, sUburbanizatio:n of .. jobs 
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changing regional pat"terns and discrimination, and I 

basically attempt to divide it all up, and I have a series 

of -- I can assign ?ercentages or orders of magnitude to what 

I think are the various factors. 

So, given that tha·t is the work I have done on 

youth, what Qses that have to do with crime is a question 

I asked myself late last night, and it occurred to me that 

to the extent that it does have anything to do with crime 

it is basically a story, I think, about crime for many youth, 

not all youth. I want to be very clear. I would never claim 

this is a story about all youth, crime for many youth being 

a life style, life cycle phenomenon. I think this goes to 

the point of why crime rates decrsase with age. Fo~ some 

youth \V'ho are in this kind' of early $tage, this kind of 

high turnover and what I call moratorium stage working in 

these secondary jobs crime, I think is simply an alternative 

way of earning some cash. It is equivalent to working at 

a bad job pumping gas or equivalent to working at a 

19 . McDonald's or equivalent to whatever and crime, also, I 

20 

21 

-I 22 
u 

23 

think, does not interfere with participation in that labor 

market, that is to say the firm themselves have geared to 

high 'turnover workers, workers who just disappear off the 

face of the earth for a while and corne back in, and the 

firms' themselves are not inter~sted in the work history of the 

people. 

• .. _"f- , ..... 
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So crime is really on par for these kids with that 

kind of work, and it is a life style, life cycle phenomenon., 

With age, as you want to settle down and work in a 

different kind of environment where you have to be there 

regularly and where your work history counts crime for most 

kids, I think, becomes inconsistent with that life style. 

'l'hat is to say if you want to have a primary job and you 

want to be a stable worker you cannot, also, have a criminal 

life, and therefore I think most kids are willing to make 

the transition, just as they are willing to no longer pump 

gas and leave the labor market and go back and forth, they 

are, also, willing to make ~he transition out of kind of 

casual criminal activity. 

If that is true then I think what it means in 

terms of going back to the question we had this morning, 

what is the relationship of unemployment to crime, the 

relationship, I think, is not that all jobs, the availability 

of all jobs reduces crime because the availability of 

McDonald's jobs and gas pumping jobs .doesn't necessarily 

reduce crime, but rather the availability ?f primary ,jobs 

that enable you to make that transition will reduce crime, 

and the trick then is to establish a labor market in which 

people are drawn into changing their life style and their 

life cycle, that is to make crime inconsistent with other 

forms of behavior, and if crime becomes inconsistent, then 
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I think you can argue that crime rates among young people 

will fall. I think that is why for most young people crime 

rates do fall. 

It, also, means in terms of employment programs 

that you want programs which mimic primary, not secondary 

characteristics, to penalize casual behavior, showing up 

o~e day and not showing up the next day and which places 

behavioral constraints on people so that in fact crime 
. 

hqs a consequence there, too, and I guess my basic story 
, 

is that crime is a life cycle phenomenon, I think Brenner's 

earlier observation that it is the ratio of youth to adult 

unemployment rate is right because it is that ratio that 

determines whether people ,are able to make that transition 

out of sort.of,casual secondary work to primary work. 

MR. BERK: That sounds pretty sensible. The 

only thing i~. that part of the leisure activity,the sex and 

and drugs part could be compatible with either or not 

criminal activity, and that is more characteristic for. some 

reason or another of young populations as well. 

MR. ROSEN: There is another conclusion that comes 
, 

out of what you said, at least to me, that there is nothing 

you can do about youth crim~ because both the regular 

labor market which is sort of geared to part-time odd hou:r-s 

in and out and committing crimes ar,e really very similar 

activities because you can either commit a crime or not 

l 
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comru t a crJ.rne. , 'So, the only difference is that one is 

illegal, and one is legal, you knmv, so that let me say one 

other thing, too, about the unemployment rate. I have done 

regressions of youth unemployment rate against the 

unemployment rate of adult workers, and you seem to think 

that the ratio bet,.,een the two is an explanatory variable, 

but I can predict the youth unemployment rate if I know what 

the rate is for all workers 20 and over. It does not vary 

that much from place to place at a state level, so --

MR. OSTERMAN: That is not true. It varies very 

sharply over the cycl.e. There is a cyclical varia.tion, 

but on your first point I think you are right. I mean I think 

about the crime thing the same wayI would think about youth 

unemployment. There is a minimum below which you are not 

going to get youth unemployment rates no matter what you do,. 

, , h t I t'hJ.'nk tnat there is I think it is built J.nto t e sys em. ~ 

a minimum probably below which criminal youth crime probably 

-- and there is, also, on top of that I think a cyclical 

effect. 

MR. ROSEN: My gregressions are based on cross­

sectional statewide data, for example, where I had a host 

of explanatory varJ.a • 'bles You kno'w, the, dependent variable 

was the youth unemployment rate, and my independent 

variables would include such things as the unemployment rate 

for adult workers, percentage of white collar jobs, percentage ',' 
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of employment in.construction industry or manufacturing. 

The single ~ost important variable in that equation was ~he 

unemployment rate for adult workers, and on that variable 

alone we give you an R2 upwards of 80. 

In a steady state the relative difference between 

the youth and overall rate just isn't that great. I would 

admit that there are cyclical differences but then you have 

a lot of measurement problems, too, as to whether you 

take ratios or absolute differences. It can give you 

varying results, toO. 

MR. NOLD: That isn't the whole story because 

you have an interceding labor force participation and perhaps 

Paul is suggesting that these ~eople are not even recorded 

as u:q.employed or employed but rather a part of t.h~ labor 

force that i~,n' t counted. It may be true that those people 
. 

who are in the labor force have unemployment rates the same 

17 ,way v but the participation rate has to stay relatively 

18 

20 

21 

122 

j 23 

I 24 

j 25 

constant and not be pro cyclical. 

MR. ROSEN: You just brought out a different point 

to my way of thinking which really bears mentioning. Is the 

labor force participation rate a phenomenon because youth 

labor force participation rates are only about 50 ,percent 

which means that only 50 percent of 16 to 19 year olds are 

going to be either employed or out there on the streets looking 

for a job which meaps that half of them ar~ totally out of 

--~----'--------------~~~'~~'--------~--------~~---------------------------------------------.--------------------
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the labor force. 

MR. OSTERMAN: At a point in time •. 

MR. ROSEN: That is true. 

MR. ROSEN: Also, that 50 percent has ballooned 

upwards because of three months in the summer, too. If you 

take out June, July and August the participation rate might 

only be 35 percent for the ot~er 9 months. 

MR. FREIVALDR:What about if you break it down by 

minorities. Isn't it true that for black young males the 

unemployment rate is 

MR. ROSEN: Yes,but basically the youth 

. abcl,·'t tw·J.' ce the overall rate, and the unemployment rate J.S ~\ 

rate for black youth is about twice the rate for-white 

youth, and that is just about the way it stays right now. 

MR. 'BLOCK: So, your argument is witih Brenner's 

comment about the ratios. The ratios are stable, would 

always be a constant. 

MR. ROSEN: Yes, to my way of thinking that ratio 

is fairly stable. You can have some isolated experiences 

in a particular city, Detroit rn.::tybe or Ne\'l York. 

MR. OSTERMAN: This is way off my point, but 

I mean Brenner's argument was that in the mid-sixties the 

relationship shifted, and in fact, in the mid-sixties, from 

the mid-sixties on the baby boom bulge came into the labor 

market, and the ratio pf youth to adult unemploym~nt experienced 
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a shift. 

2 MR. JOHNSON: You are -talking about the ratios of 

3 the rates,not just the numbers of people, I assu\'~e. 

4 I want to tie together some things that you were 

5 talking about with some of the things that you were talking 

6 about and some of -the experiences that we have had looking 

7 at kids out on the stn3ets. 

8 I particular'ly like your description of what you 

9 call the moratorium period of employment as one of essentially 

10 from the adult persepctive an uns~able life style in which 

11 most of the social activities revolve around leisure or the 

12 pursuit of interests that are not, quote, employment 

13 oriented basic~lly. The basic need is essentially for cash 

14 to pursue various forms of leisure activities, assuming 

15 that parents 'are still wi~ling to put up with some kind of 

16 basic overhead cost., Le., shelter and food. That model 

fits very w~ll, I think the realities of the street. It 17 

18 fits very well, I think, with the model that Richard Berk 

19 was discussing earlier with the behavior of what I call the 

20 imprisoned population. i'1e certainly see a lot of those people 

21 out on the streets, and what we call employment here and what 

~ 8' 22 
people eJcperience and this is true I I think, in almost all 

the evaluations of the supported work programs is very short u 
~ 23 

I 24 

j 25 

term temporary jobs, you know, your uncle gave you some 

money for helping him urlload a truck or helping ~~m move or 
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you managed to get a job on the car wash for ~ couple of 

weeks, and then you had a falling out with the boss. This 

is what is meant by employment to people who are ex-felons. 

It is what is meant by employment to most c; the kids on the 

street so that when you talk about a job and when you talk 

6 about employment the whole scenario, the whole imagery of 

jobs and employment doesn't even begin to look from the 7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

t · l~ke what we in the primary lapor market youth perspec ~ve • 

consider a job to be, and as a result jobs are simply a 

way of achieving cash. 'Cash is the primary mechanism by 

which these kids function, although there is, also, a very 

important understudied, and totally as far as I can ascertain 

neglect'ed analysis of what I call barter system amongst 

the barter s .. vstem has many components to it. Some kids, and 

of the more important elements of the component are 

various elements of activity in the druST distribution system 

that a person can frequently end up with a form of 

employment that is directly competitive with high turnover 

low-cost jobs by dealing marijuana, by going out in the 

streets and selling sticks of marijuana or by serving as the 

local dealer in your local high school or there is a whole 

. f 1 1n the system especially in New York other ser~es 0 r.o es • 

City which we call steering, touting and copping. .steering 

is essentially referring people who want to buy dr'ugs to 

somebody who can sell them. Touting is essentia;11~i being an 

'j ,.,¥>a-t'~m1:9~ ... ~,I:j;Y~ 
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emp~oyee of the dealer and going out and finding customers 

for him and copping is serving as an intermediary for drugs 

,and money between buyers and sellers who never meet, and in 

each of these cases the person is receiving some form. of 

payment, be it money or be it drugs. You know, there is a 

transfer of value, an exchange of labor for a valued 

commodity, be it money or be it drugs. Especially amongst 

females there is a tendency to barter sex for money and/or 

drugs and more for drugs because money is seen as out and 

out prostitution and hence not generally acceptable. 

There is, also, the mechanism I was referring to 

earlier about women or young girls with.babies who have 

welfare checks who e~sentially provide food and shelter 

,for these mobile male friends in return for affection, in 

return for some protection, in return for a lot of other 

,you know, a few dollars now and then, a gift for the children 

on occasion. You know, there is a lot of'bartering going On 

in th.at marginal subsystem that you are referring to and 

in that low employment thing commitments to jobs, commitments 

to stability alte simply ignored. There is no real pressure 
. 

for a person to behave consistently. There is no real 

guarantee of any assistance to stabilize these kinds of 

things, and it tends to be self-perpetuating. Now, those 

who get more seriously involved ',in criminal behavior pursue 

that very much along a long period of time, but for most 
• J 
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kids, especially those who are unwilling to get into serious 

·r""''''' 
y 

1
··1 

r 
-- and there are a lot of good reasons in the American 

moral centers above and beyond the actual imprisonmerlt 

experience to avoid getting involved in robbert, mugging, 

assaults and perious personal crimes, crimes against persons, ( .~ 

so that the vast volume of crime is theft, small larcenies 

that so far are not well measured at all, I am convinced 

by arrest records,that is shoplifting and petty larcenies 

probably occur at say 10 or even 100 times the rates that 

are actually recorded. 

HR. BERK: They steal from each, other. 

MR. JOHNSON: They steal from each other 

constantly, certainly. Kids are very high risk of being f) 

victims, and the people who do the stealing are at the 

highest risk of being victims at another time. As a matter 

of fact, it is very much a question' of who is a victim and 

who is the offender in some cases, you know, just a question 

of who hits "first is really what it comes down to. 

Now, there'was an interesting study that grew 

aut of the Lenahan study that I don't think anybody has 

seen. It was a PHD dissertation that was done using 

Lenahan's data, and the fellow who did it was~up at City 

College, and his name escapes me. 

MR. BERK: Lou Genevieve. 
\1 f 

MR. JOHNSON: Lou Genevieve, right, and Lou 
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~enevieve has a very interesting thesis. He took the 

Lenahan data and he asked --

MR. BERK: That was the life experiment. 

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, that was the life experiment 

study, and he asked the question, what accounts for recidivism 

amongst~these released offe~ders, and there was the randomized 

controlled experiment that he had, and he went through a 

very systematic process using regression analysis of 

background factors, the number of prior arrests that these 

people had bexore their i~prisonment experience, length 

of time that they were in prison, some of their behaviors 

and their employment opportunities and so forth after 

release from prison, and he found that there were only two 

factors that had a serious impact on reducing recidivism 

r~tes an? the sUbsequent employment time, prior histories, 

family structure, even the number of prior felonies and 

seriousness all had no real effect one way or theonher 

on the recidivism rate post-prison release. What had the 

biggest effect was whether you had two different kirids of 

jobs. One was could you get some kind of legitimate 

21 employment and have .some kind of cq,sh flow and continuing 

~ 22 monies from the legitimate sector bt.'lt, also, he found that 

o 23 there is a whole ieries of what on the streets is called 
j 

I 24 hustling which does generally not include what are ca.:J:led 

j 25 common law crimes, burglary, robbery and theft and auto theft 

Ii 
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but being involved and essentially emp'loyed in street 

drug dealing, 'numbers running, serving as a partial fence 

or selling stolen merchandise and a variety of other such 

low level hustles, prosti~ution, other victimless crimes, 

all of which generate cash, served to actually reduce the 

recidivism rate for rearrest for the more serious common 

law' violations and that the effects of both legitimate 

employment and what you might call hustling employment were 

about the same on reducing the recidivism rate, and I think 

that some of your findings are somewhat in that same kind of 

area. and that it appears that what seems to be happening 

given some of the data that are here is that some kind of 

stable low cash income on a regular basis coming to kids on 

this) transient market and, also, even older offenders' bas a 

I think, somewhat of a reducing capacity on more COnLTllOn 

kinds of crimes. That is just a cOffilllentary. 

14R .. 'ZEDtEWSKi':'--~ It seems to me you have raised a 

notion that certain types of theft and certain types of low 

level employment were pretty much substitutes. 

MR. JOHNSON: Substitutes or complements, and they 

go back and forth. That io.the' interesting thing is how 

independent these two things seem to be. People can be 

working at McDonalds and stealing hamburgers from McDonalds. 

I mean they can be doing both. 

MR. THOMPSON: That is a very important point. 
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Almost overwhelmingly with th e younger population they are 
2 ~ot substitutes. C' , 

r~me ~s supplementary to I emp oyment, and it 
3 can inc~ude crime in the workplace. 

.4 .MR .. ZEDLEWSKI : You must take the two together. 

5 MR. ROSEN: It is a trade off for the young. 

6 MR. THOMPSON: No, that is not the point. 

7 MR. BLOCK: How do you determine that that ;s .... not, 
8 becauee you observe people doing both at one time? 

9 MR. THOMPSON: 'ro the degree that we have managed 

10 to get access to kids and in one of our 
earlier pilot studies 

11 older ex-offenders and got them to talk at length about ' 

12 their crime ac·t:i vi ties, and this is obv.iously', ' a . : tIny.. :grou p , 

13 not a sample at all, but anyway in those con.versations that 

14 we end up believing which went on for often an hour o~ an 

1 hour and a half, we h th • 5 ave, l:!a er exhaustive inventories 

16 

17 

18 

19 

of crime Opportunities at the workplace, crime opportunities 

off the workplace, some cases where employment in fact was 

Successful in averting crime, other cases where employment 

really was the necessary condition for the kind of crime 

20 a person was doing, other cases where a drug hustler for 

21 example would seek out employment in orde,r to ge't a stake 

122 
.~ 23 

I 24 

J 25 

to start out again in th~ drug business, having bankrupted 

himself by seililing too cheap and t, 0 h' f' 
.l!S,'. r~ends, some'ching 

like that. At th 'd' 'd e ~n ~ v~ ual le:vel when you are talking 

almost biographically about street kids the relationships 
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between employment and crime end up being very complicated, 

2 very much textured in ways that cannot be accounted for in 

3 terms of a simple all or none transition from one to the 

4 other. 

5 MR. ZEDLEWSKI: Absolutely not. The point is you 

6 see a mix. 

7 MR. THOMPSON: I think what Paul Osterman was 

8 talking about, to the degree that ~n employment setting 

9 offers significant opportunities over a long run and in which 

10 for life style reasons it is inconsistent with hanging out 

11 with pe~r groups being on the street in time budget terms, not 

12 having the ability to be out on the street, then I think you 

13 have got a different kind of pattern, but for the 15, 16 year 

14 olds especially it is a much more fl.uid situation. 

15 MR. NOLD: This is why they are precluded from the 

16 formal job market, among other things by regulations that 

17 keep them away from heavy equipment and other things. 

13 MR. THOMPSON: In New York City, for example, 

19 factory employment you have got to be either a good liar or 

20 18 to get factory employment and that really is one of 1!he 

21 barriers that seems to be effective in terms of the kids. 

~ 22 MR. NOLD: It is not 'che minimum wage. 

i 
!J 23 MR. MC GAHEY: In tha.t case it'.::.would have to be one 
~ ! 24 of the ways they pay illegal aliens which is supminimum. 

I 25 I think some of the accounts corne back that that is who some 
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of the kiCls in Brooklyn' see ,as their competi ti ve labor force. 

It is not the minimum wage because there is already a 

subminim.am wage that is paid to illegal aliens. 

MR. THOMPSON: Your_employer punches the time clock 

for you. The hours you work and the hours he punches are 

not the same. 

MR. BLOCK: I don I t krlow too much about the 15--[:0-

l8-year-old labor market. It sounds quite informal, but is it 

true throughout this youth employment market that kids are 

alternating between crime and legal employment without any 

apparent substitution? I mean what you are sqying essentially 

::i:s it does not really matter wh'ether 'you .steal or not 

:hba:t:..:daes::_not: ad3feb:t -.J:egaJ::',opPOl:tunities very much and it 

does not take much time. So there is really not much time 

constraint and what you are really looking a·t here is sort 'of 

a portfolio decision about how much risk to take. 

-~-1R. NOLD: It sounds like a lot of the theft may be 

in markets that they are kept from operating in, like drugs' 

but, also, stealing liquor, pronogr?.:phy and other things that 

they w~nt, but for various restrictions cannot get ~old of. 

I will bet a lot of illegal activity circles around that other 

part of the market. 

MR. B,ERK: I think the phrase that Paul used was 

talking about target level of income. That is the proper 

concept. You need'a certain amdunt of dollars in your vocket 

............. ..... f ill: 
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to lead the life style they wish, and whetheryou get i.t.: from 

working at McDonalds or selling stolen goods doesn't really 

matter. 

. MR. BLOCK: That is the pOJ:,tfolio approach to 

income earning. I guess what I am objecting to is the 

evidence. If you find people working at informal jobs and 

stealing simultaneously it doesn't mean that as an overall 

choice crime and illegitiMate activi'ty are not substitutes. 

What you have chosen is a package, your package that 

involves crime and some legal work that is consistent with 

it, but there is an alternative, I guess. I am' just posing 

this. There is the alternative of going straight. 

t-1R. OSTERMAN: Your level of analysis is one of 

life Gtyle, macro circumstances. Then I think there is the 

circumstance of being young, operating in the secondary 

labor market, engaging i.n some t'lork and some crime in which 

they are complementary in the sense that they are intermixed. 

They are linked but which they are substitutes and you have 

a target earner; you have a target income and you may, in fact, 

if you are doing well in crime work a little les's, if you 

are doing well at McDonalds do a little less crime, but you 

are still doing both, but in the larger sense they are 

complementary. You are doing both. 

Then there is anotheJ::' life circm~,stance which if 

you are lucky you are in a straight life and yo~ are doing 
\' 

I 
n 
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3 

119 

qne to the exclusion of the other, and the stright life 

precludes in some areas the straight life is precluded by 

doing crime. 

4 MR. BLOCK: Right, the trick is to enab~e oeople 

to make that transition without a sc.arring effect f.rom the 

6 first circumstance to the second. 

5 

7 MR. GROPPER: Part of the trouble, as much as 

8 I like the primary, secondary distinction, I mean, Paul, one 

things you said sort of implies that they are fairly 

10 much age related, that is we have a picture of kids in 

9 of the 

11 secondary markets who, also, do some crime, and as they 

12 transit into primary markets they stop doing crime so much. 

13 One intexesting thing to look at is there are 

14 clearly older people who are in secondary labor markets 

15 who are stabilized and my guess just of.f the aggregate 

16 numbers is they don't dO' as much crime as kids do I even 

17 though there are income returns, and they are in the same 

18 labor market, and that is then a puzzle for a segmentation 

19 approach. If we posit it ~a4~. ly . -.~ stra1ghtforward economically, 

20 that is low returns, secondary labor market and crime is 

21 seen as a quote, complement, it would be a0complement in the 

i 22 
sense if you had a target income, t~en they are necessarily 

dependent. If one is inadequate you have got to do something u 
.~ 23 
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else.. But for older secondary workers who don't, do as much 

crime, wh~tthappens there} Pre~umably th~ir income needs 

~------.------------------------~'~~--------~------------------~ 
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did not decrease in some way. 

MR. BERK: There are consequences having to do 

with the life style that you mentioned earlier. There are 

differences in tastes as people grow older, and we cannot 

measure them well, but they are there. 

MR. ~EDLEWSKI: Let me try to complete my question. 

You suggested that there is this mix of secondary labor 

market employment and crime and there is this eventual 

target of a primary labor position, and you, also, noted 

that those positions are hard to get. Employers don't want 

to give those positions. They can cream skim. They can take 

the 22 year old. There are plenty of 22 year olds looking , 

for those jobs. 

~1hat it suggests to me is that proper policy 

interpretation is you need more secondary market jobs, not 

primary market. You just plain .cannot get those. There is 

a much greater supply of people for those jobs than you could 

ever possibly hope to fill, and let us turn the question 

around and say what would happen to youth crime if there were 

no secondary labor ma.rket and only a primary labor market? 

Wha~ would their income sources be? I think the answer is 

fair.ly obvious. 

MR. GROPPER: Isn't that what Tagqert was describing 

of that kind of job, a series of them? 

11R. BERK: Summer employment was on that philosophy. 
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Get them off the streets. 

2 MR. ZEDKEWSKI: And secondary employment serves that 

3 function. You would, in fact, find a negative --

4 MR. OSTERMAN: I think that is right, but I think 

5 there are two other policy implications. One is for programs 

and tha:t~is you want programs that 'look at' cer a~n way, namely - , 6 

7 that encourage people to show up every day and discourage 

8 them from not showing up d every aye Secondly, I think you 

9 need to think about for certain target groups, particularly 

10 minorities how to get them into . pr~ma~y labor market jobs, 

11 and this is really well outside the scope of.this meeting 

12 or the topic here, I b .~, suppose, ut there remains the 

]3 crucial problem of black teenagers or Hispanic teenagers 

14 when they are 20 who have a real hard time, and that I think 

15 
is really in my m~nd th . • e'most ~mportant issue. 

16 MR. ZEDLEWSKI: Nould it be fair to say that giving 

17 the vast s,upply of youth ·that seem to be out there right now 

18 that you are wasting your time looking at' ~rimary labor 

19 market opportunities for 17 or 18 year olds? 

20 
MR. OSTERMAN: I don't think you are going to get 

21 
16, 17, 18 year olds into it. 
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MR. Me GAREY: 

less of those jobs. 

In any case the economy is generating 

The growth in employment over the 

isza t « 

last decade is 

dead end jobs. 

in s~condary, by an~ large minimum wage fairly 

McDonalds employes what, th:r'ee times more ...... 

--'~, ~--.--~~-------------------------------~ 
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people than us Steel now. 

Those are the growth industries· in the economy 

right now. So there are more of thos~ jobs. As you said, 

there are probably a lot of people who would prefer to have 

primary jobs, but in the sense of their ability to handle 

those jobs, it is probably the other way around. There is a 

7 huge supply of people for secondary jobs. 

8 Fortune did an analysis once of the entire want ad 

-9 section for an Upstate New York area one Sunday and they 

10 broke it apart and found two parts. There w.ere some jobs that 

ill seemed to need very high levels of skill or some stability 

12 in the employment. You had to have some experience with it, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

and those employers had to advertise week after week. By and 

large those jobs went begging. Then there were some jobs 

'which basically had nd entry requirements and all the 

employers reported being flooded for those. They had five 

to 10 times as many people as they could hahdle. So there 

are these little pockets in the primary market that are not 

being filled. I mean that is one small policy thing to think 

about, locating those and then trying to target people 

21 

e 22 

i 

towards them in that way, just as again an employment I 
strategy now the question still has to be what might or might 

not that have to do with crime rates'. 
~ 23 

I 24 

i 25 

MR. GROPPER: A small comment on your observation 

just now,' I t'dnk in terms of our interests and the scope of 
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this discussion that the problem of minorities and entry 

into the permanent primary labor market isn't really beyond 

our scope of interest. Now, the question of how to carry it 

out is anothex' thing, but the fact of predicting and 

modeling Wlat the probable effect of failure to enter that 

primary market on their crime rates is clearly within ou:.:' 

interest and in terms of the probability of their perception 

of those in term s of their life decisions earlier on 

it is clearly within our. interest. Now, what we do about 

that is something else. 

HR. Me GAHEY: I think that one of the problems 

with the program is that in some ways they want primary labor 

market behaviors; that is you just described a secondary 

market where people don't have to show up every day_ They 

can be casual and not do it, but in a program they are 

encouraged to have primary market behaviocs although the 

rewards may not be seen as primary rewards. In some 

ec~nomic sense it is irrational to behave like a good stable 

primary worker if there is no payoff. 

MS. SWAIN: But I think as far as youth are 

concerned there is another issue here as far as increasing 

secondary labor jobs, and that is most of the literature that 

I hav.e se'en looking at the relat!ionship between unemployment 

and self-reported delinquency indicates that kids, I am talking 

about the 14 to 17 year old range, place a lot more emphasis 

bi .. ..... a g ... 



(: 

(' 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

j 22 

E 23 

1 24 

i 25 

184 

f ' b satJ.'sT.actJ.'on, their interaction on the importance 0 JO 

with peers on their job; all of those kinds of things seem 

to be at least as important, if not in some cases more 

im?ortant than the economic gains. 

LD T'7hat you are sauing is the labor and ~·fR. • NO : ~ .l 

leisure distinction is even fuzzier. 

tis. SWAIN: Right, and the iml?lication is that 

by getting these kids into secondary jobs you may be doing 

h d ~_hey have a bad exp_erience and then more harm t an goo . 

h Now, I have not found a study yet that \'lha t happens to t em. 

has followed up kids in this situation long enough to really 

be conclusive about it, but some indications that:you may be 

if creating more of a proble~ as they get to pe 18 or 19 

they have had ~ bad experience in the labor market, and 

then perhaps the question comes up at that point if they 

need to be more sel'€-supporting, maybe crime is a more 

attractive alternative. 

r·1R. NOLD: Let us let Jim Thompson make a few 

comments if he wants to, and then we wtll break for coffee 

and then continu~ the discussion, but continue the 

discussion in a \'lay that is pointed towards sununarizing. 

MR. THO L'.): MPSO"l Since I am competing against coffee, 

and it is the end of the session, let me first of all 

say that a great deal of what I had a't one time thought to go 

d 11 'cely Especially I would over has been handle rea y very nJ. • _ 

{ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

185 

recall everyone to Bob Taggert's, what I think is 

astonishingly good summary of the program literature. It is, 

also, an astonishingly sobering summary of that literature. 

Vera's work has historically crossed many of the 

things that Taggert was talking about, including the first 

program in supported work for ex-addicts and ex-offenders in 

the mid-sixties and, also, of employment programs for younger 

kids \.,ho were hope 'fully to be diverted out of the system. 

The results that we found in those programs are 

very similar to the results that have now,come from the 

national replications. 

The question then becomes not to summarize more 

precisely what have programs done because that is known, I 

think well enough but really what are the factors behind the 

limited successes that have been observed and how could one 

man.ipulate any of those factors to get marginally better 

results in the '€uture, and I think that is the question \vhich 

is really very difficult to answer even with a day's 

ruminations on all of the dimensions o'€ the economic 

opportunity and crime problem. 

What have we heard? !1e have heard, for example, 

that primary employers for love or money will not hire yoUth. 

We, also, have heard some participant COgts which are rather 

high, given the econQmy and polit~,C~~l climate in which we . 

are moving. 
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The other issue then is to, I think, probably 

go back from the grand design to some very, very simple 

notions which can possibly be accommodated to much smaller 

budgets and much more modest goals. For example, if it is 

the case that a substantial part of the impact of a Job 

Corps program that costs $36,000 a head is due to the simple 

=act of geographical mobility, ot taking a participant out 

of either inner city or rural hinterland, putting him into 

a program setting and then at the end o~ the program -- by 

the way, I should make a clarification here. Taggert was 

in the cost/benefit analysis that he was basically relying 

on, was talking about substantial in-program crime reductions. 

There are, in fact, also, substantial post-program crime 

reductions. They are not as great as the in-program period, 

but nevertheless there is a continuing effect. 

That effect, in my reading of the Hathematica 

research is in part due to a very simple issue which is that 

when participants leave Job Corps they don't go back home. 

They go into other labor-markets, other cities, other 

areas, and they, also, of course, go with an increment in 

their human capital stock and so forth. It is not clear 

to what degree the sheer mobility aspect contributes the the 

reduction in crime and to what degree the human capital 

productivity enhancement contributes, but there is some 

contribution f.rom a very simple factor ,.,hich is sort of 
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capital model of hmv a program should work'. 
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Ano~her example is time budgets. ~ h vve ave talked 

about various contexts today' 1 . ~nc us~vely, namely, there are 

only 24 hours tothe day, and if you subtract time from any 

involvement especially if that is time wh;ch ... is spent hanging 

out on the streets, time spent in peer groups and so forth 

and sUbstitute anything else, there is going to be a very 

understandable impact in terms of the issues that we are 

concerned with here, crime. 

Another example is what could be called, again, a 

social dislocation, ta~ing kids out of their 

immediate peer group settings and t' pu t~ng them anywhere else 

sort of 

would probably answer some of the d h nee stat we have in these 

programs. 

There are no panaceas here. What I am getting at 

is that very often within very expensive programs there are 

little fragments of ideas or little pieces of the program 

that seem to account for some of the results, and yet they 

20 were not nec!dssarily part of the theoretical rationale for 

the program in the first place. 
21 

J 22 
u 
~ 23 

I 24 

j 25 

One obvious candidate for do;ng f ... some 0 these 

things is the 'Schools, and that ;s another' . ... ~nstitutional 

area which I think we probably should have spent a bit 

more time wi th tdCday. 
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Nhen we acknowledge, for example, as Richard 

Rosen vlas :that labor force participation rates can be at 

50 percent for kids, what we are really talking about is a 

much more complicated variable in which we are talking about 

school enrollment or participation in the labor market or 

various other kinds of involvements which mayor may not 

have payoffs in terms of the kids' future. It is very 

hard, in other words, to take adult-oriented labor market 

statistics and apply those to the behavior of a young 

population and then expect to have the same kinds of 

relationships or in fact to go to those data with the 

same kinds of theoretical models. 

If there could be an enhancement of the effectiveness 

of the school interventions then possibly many of the 

out-of-school program efforts would themselves be no longer 

needed or at least no longer needed at that kind of level. 

No one suggests that we know how to do that, eXgept that 

once again some o~ the data that we have on things like the 

crime averting impact of a smmner job program or the 

crime averting im1?act of a low level s'l:ipend gives some 

ideas. 

One example from our own work in Brooklyn, a kid 

essenti;;t1ly when he confronts employment o~tions, crir.:le 

pptions and school options has to consider how all of those 

options relate to his own ability to win help from his 

c: r. ,: 
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family. 

A kid who stays in school very often will be, in 

effect, paid a subsistence allowance from his family. He will 

continue to win family support. It may not be much because 

tve are talking about a poor population, but it is a place 

to stay. It is meals. It is some money for clothes. ~t is 

some money for targeted earning oriented things, some money 

for peer culture consumption. 

When he drous out of school for whatever reason 

it very often happens that the family retaliates against 
. 

him as well. They have, from their point of view, he has 

somehow cut off his right to continued family assistance. 

Let us say we are talking about kids in the age range of 

15 to 17. The kid then finds himself on the street with 

suddenly a new need for subsistence added on to the time and 

interactive changes that have come about by the fact that 

he is now out of school. 

His peer group friends, for example, who were 

simply there before for leisure activities are now hi$ whole 

world or the street is his whole world. 

~This is something which radically changes the 

en'''ironme~~t in which he wcrks, in which he is operating and 

changes t~e kinds of decisio~s he is making in terms of 
,', 

cri~~. 

employment. is another example. We talked 
,~ 
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about this enough so that it only has·to. be alluded to 

here. 

Employment for a young kid can be very episodic. 

It can contribute only for targeted ~arning purposes if he 

has continuing family support, but if he now has a common 

law family arrangement and perhaps a child of his own, then 

7 he suddenly has a completely transf.ormed attitude towards 

8 what that employment is to accomplish, and it is very hard 

9 to work out obviously in an abstract way and at a a "great 

10 distance what those specific needs are. 

11 I guess what I am getting at is though we have an 

12 enormous population at need, \"hat we probably have are 

13 a fairly small number of combinations of institutional 

14 condi.tions and statuses which need to, all, of them, be taken 

15 into account in parceling out limited resources, the school 

16 status, the employment status, the family status, parental 

17 or conjugal family status of an individual. 

18 One of the problems that we have in terms of our 

19 own approaches is that we normally have keep them in school 

20 programs. We, also have anti-crime programs. Me als h 
I'V, 0, ave 

21 pro-employment programs, all administered through separate 

~ 22 efforts, and 

j 
anti-drug programs, and when they impac·t on a 

~ 23 given kid in a given situation they only take one dimension of 

i 24 his behavior an.l only try to operate on the whole kid via 
~\ ~ that dimension. 
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There is not going to be in our near-term future 

-- Bob Taggert said we would not see it in our lives, programs 

like the ones that were attempted in the last few years. 

+ guess then the question forus has to become what can we 

do with limited resources but with perhaps a less limited 

theoretical perspec~ive. That is what I would hope we would 

need to accomplish. 

MR. NOLO: Let us break for coffee." 

(Brief recess.) 

r·m. NOLO: I will let ?-1ichael Block start and then 

these people who want to summarize what they think. we 

concluded and what they think we need to knm" about the 

relationship between economic opportunity anq crime and 

maybe some notion of why we need to know it, what are the 
, ., 

policy implications of this new knowledge that shoul~ be 

generated that we need to come by,: Let me just add as an 

introductory comment that" it appears, maybe this isn't 

entirely right; maybe I just orovide a strawman for everyone 

to laugh at, that a couple of t,hings emerge . from this. 

One is that employment programs that don't 

genuinely generate hUman capital are likely to depress 
. 

crime, is at all, durin.g the period when the income is 

being granted to the people, but have no long lasting ef.fect, 

and so t;hose programs are not very important. Then on the 

aggregate side there do~sn't appear to be a very reliable 

1'1 
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or strong relationship between economic activity and crime, 

and finally whatever the diversion programs have demonstrated 

at a very large e~pense, they have demonstrated that 

employment opportunities have a small effect on crime, if 

any and that if they should be pursued it is because they 

do something about the pC~30n's human capital, his 

employability and other desirable social goals that have 

very little to do \vith com.1'llitting crimes. 

consequently those points argue for not a great 

deal of effort to be spent on looking at the relationship 
. 

between unemployment and crime. Now, that is a sketch, 

and I would prefer that all of you attack that proposition 

and then I 'viII get a chance for a rejoinder. 

MR. BLOCK: You took my thunder. 
. 

Let me say that I am greatly'comforted that I found 

out today that rationality is alive and well. I think 

most useful from my perspective are the summaries of various 

experiments and programs in terms of their effects, the 

Department of Labor program especially, their effects on 

recorded criminal behavior. 

I wanted to pick up on Fren's ~oint of where do we 

go from here in terms of what we have learned. I think 

there are two points to be made from my perspective, and that 

is there are two ways to approach the' area of employmept 

opportunitie~ and crime. One is just havl!ng some knowledge 
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of the relationship between wage rates and crime rates 

for its own sake and the other is that interventionrust 
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I think that to~ay's session was a very strong 

argument for using enforcement and punishment as a way to 

control crime or a~ least looking explicitly at the relative 

cost, and that is something we did not bring up at all 

today. 

The second point that I want to make is something 

that we started this morning to discuss, and that is there 

is ahlays a lot of discussion about what the economic model 
. 

is like, and I th.ink that after a brief interchange this 

morning we did a pretty good job of staying away from the 

noise about the economic model and really dealing with the 

subs·tance of the economic model, and I think there was a lot 

of discussion this afternoon about how rational young 

criminals were in terms ot earnings and income subsidies, and 

a lot discussion about using the ec6nomic model without 

admitting that you were using it, and I find that comforting 

also. 

Let me pass on the summary_ 
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MR. THOMPSON: I more or less smnmarized things 

So, let me confine myself to rebutting Michael's 

It is true we haven't discussed the alternative 

of deterrence and imprisonment, but I think some of the 

references today, at least, suggested to me a consensus 

among the people here that that is, also, an extraordinarily 

expensive alternative and probably, also, an inef.fective one. 

That is something that perhaps is more likely to be tested 

over the pear term than'further employment options are, but 

at least that is one thing ~hat should be kept ~n mind. 

In terms of Bob Taggert's summary of the evidence 
'-

from employment interventions, the thing that must be kept 

in mind is that though, in ~act, in the agg,rega'l:e that was, 

a costly interprice to the tune of about thre~-quarters 
, , 

of a billion dollars, in ~erms of the world vi~w of the 

individual participant it was a terribly short-term low wage 

unstable opportunity. 

We are not talking about, except in the deviant 

case of 100 kids who were offered jobs at Control Data, we 

are riot talking about anything like primary sector employment 

opportunities, and so in many ways some important questions, 

how to get kids into the primary market and: so forth 

remain unanswered, even though we did spend all that money_ 

So, the real issue probably should have been given 
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2, 
that there had been a decision to spend that amount of 

money perhaps a wider range of tests of the employment model 
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ought to have been attempted, not wider are in the sense 

,of dispersing the money geographic~lly but wider in the 

sense of trying among the alternatives, trying some kind of 

more effective ~,rimary sectOl:!. option. So ttere is chat 

issue that remains unknowable in terms of the recent 

past. 

MR. BERK: I, also, came away more optimistic. 

I guess maybe now thepolitics are showing, I don't know. 

I read Taggert's summary as saying nothing was harmful. 

It was expensive. Some did not work well. Some worked 

better than others and it seems to me now the question is 

finding out for what sorts of people'what sorts ~f programs 

work better than others, and it seems to me before we get to 

the question of what is cost effective and not we really 

have to find out where things are differentially cost 

effective. 

Some of them are obviously not cost effective, but 

I am not convinced that other kinds of treatments for other 

sorts of people, in other words, other mixes of. people and 

pro.grams would not be cost effective. r think we just don't 

know I sJ'ld then I want t,o emphasize'the flip side which you 

,just emphasized, which is that I would make the same summary 

about the deterrence li,terature. It works somewhat som~ of the 
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time for some of the people under some circumstances, and 

the question is when and how much does it cost, and I don't 

see that literature as arriving at a much clearer summary 

of what works and what doesn't. 

MR. He GAHEY: I guess \'1e are going around. I 

went to maybe just a little more time on these summaries 

but not too much. One thing that always comes back to me, 

again, we know in a fairly general way that some things 

seem to be related, at least, in time in the lives of ?eople. 

We know that crime rates decline with age or at least arrest 

rates and fairly sharply at a certain age, and it is, also, 

about the same time that household formation, marriage and 

family formation and attachment to the labor force pick up, 

and one of the things that continuing to work with the s,tuff 

and listening to this we s,till don't know very much about 

how those things interplay. 

Some people say it is just simply aging out. 

Other people would posit a direct economic impact or we can 

see that someone got a job, therefore stopped doing crime. 

Other people would say it is a status thing. People 

decide to stop doing crime first, get a different kind of 

imagE', of themselves. I am not sure when we will ever get 

at that, but that seems to. me the co.t:ei on the one hand to;" 

say that these things seem weakly or not related neft.hea:!::in 

terms of aggregatle economic conditions or in terms of the 
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program evidence. At the same time we know at least in time 

there is something going OJ.'! there, and whether or not we can 

capture through these forms of research something that is 

relevant both for our unders,tanding of what those rather 

complex processes are and I think important from policy 

viewpo~nt whether or not there is anything you can do in 

terms of policy to effect those changes. It is one thing 

to say that they happen. It is another thing to say that 

we could change those policies. That I don't know. 

The principal form of the economic model, I do 

think has had a great deal of dominance in recent jnvestigation 

of this. 

I think there are some weaknesses with that model, 

but not to rule out entirely •. It has been too often posed 

that either people are rational criminals or they are not, 

16 and I think most of our discussion today has indicated that 

13 

14 

15 

17 we are getting past that inIDme sort of way which I think is 

18 good, some attempt to think, from my perspective, how more 

,19 structured economic conditions which may not simply be the 

20 sum of individual cho~ces althougb it operates through 

21 individual choice ; ,everything does" but there may be 

I 22 structural ",conomic factors that we can build into this. 

~ 23 particularly the discussion about primary and sec~;>ndary 

J 24 ~arkets, I think is the key. 

j 25 '~hat leads me to think a Ii tt.:).e bit about what I 
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weuld s'ay aJ:::?eut the pregrams. In a curieus way I, also., am 

semewhat pessimistic abeut the pregram interventiens that 

have been tried, but I guess my explanatien er petential 

explanatien might be a little different, that the sert ef 

pregrams that have been tried have been, as Fred indicated 

primarily human capital type pregrams. The~:assumed that we 

weuld raise semebedy's human capital threugh werk experience 

er direct ferm ef training er impreved attitudes. That 

impreved human capital was assumed to lead to. better jeb 

perfermance and then the better je~ perfermance was 

presumed to. be traded eff against crime. So. it is really 

a twe-step sert ef thing.. The pregram impreves human 

capital. Human capital raises laber market returns and then 

the increased laber market returns are traded eff aga~nst 

crime. 

One angle, the desegmentation appreach weuld say 

that perhaps the first part ef the link did net happen, that 
" 

is pre grams did not change peeple's laber market status 

and that, in fact, seems to. be ene ef the results ef this, 

that there are seme temperary infus~ens ef inqeme. As far 

as changing permanent laber market status, I think by and 

large the evidence en the sixties type pregkams is that 

they did net de tha~. 

New, that either says that there is semething 

intractable abeut the pepulatien er it may suggest -- bne ef 
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the things ;t ' ... petent~ally suggests to. me, and I den't 

want to. be cenclusive en this is that the human capital 

.medel may have limitatiens fer describing the way the 
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laber market eperates, especially fer the target pepulatiens 

that are in these pregrams. 

I think mere weuld need to. be done en thinking 

abeut that. 

Aleng with these kinds ef structural ecenemic 

f.acters'there has been a let f e. talk abeut ether impertant 

secieecenemic facters that I th;nk ... need to. be taken into. 
acceunt. 

I weuld echo. the comments abeut the deterrence 

13 medels that while being impertant to. leok at, they are 

14 extremely, extremely cestly. I mean all this stuff is 
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cestly. There prebably are no. cheap alternatives. 

I just cenfess, I guess 
'. . , to. some preblems in again 

thinking hew to. use this stuff fer pel;cy'. T,T h ... rve ave a tendency, 

I think, during secidl research to. f ' argue a~rly pelar kinds 

ef ways. I made an analegy ef the Lacker curve earlier and. 

that is en the empleyment side if'yeu d~d t ... no. pay a wage 

prebably peep' le ld t weu no. werk; if yeu paid everybedy 
9 

extraerdinarily high wages yeu would get a let ef werk effert 

and similarly the d~terrents. If there were no. prisons yeu 

weuld prebably get a let of crime, altheugh I t am necenvinced 

thateveryene weulld do, crime. 
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If you had 100 percent really severe deterrence; 

if you shot people for double parking you might eliminate it, 

although you might still get some, but those are theoretical 

poles, and Galbraith once commented on the Lacker curve that 

between these two theoretical pointu the curve is largely of 

freehand origin. You don't exactly know where you are in 

there, but for policy it is a problem because the policy 

problem is where are you in those curves? How do you know 

about the trade offs that you might make? What would the 

marginal impacts be? 

That I think illustrates about the difficulty of -_ 

on the other hand, you cannot, I think, do this sort of 

research without some kind of theoretical model that you are 

looking at. So, I am pleased in a way by I think the 

plurality of the theoretical model .that has Qeen presented 

here, still within economic focus. I will leave it there. 

MR. LAUB: I would like to start off by disagreeing 

with you, Fred. Even though our work shows no relationship 

between juvenile crime and juvenile unemployment, I guess I am 

not yet 00nvinced there is not a relationship at the 

aggregate level, and the reason for that I think particularly 

after Paul Osterman ~poke I thil1k that perhaps at least;. maybe 

we were and maybe other people, too, are really asking the 

wrong kind of question •. 

Maybe it is not as simple as juvenile unemployment • 
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and juvenile crime; are they related? 

In fact, there may be, say, three groups of kids, 

kids that are, ill fact, employed in what he referred to as 

primary jObs and then there are other kids that are employed 

in marginal jobs, and then there are unemployed, and in fact, 

there may be a relationship between marginal employment, 

juvenile unemployment and crime, and that may be the better 

way to ask the question in terms of whether or not there is 

a relationship between economic conditions and crime. 

At the same time I would, also, like to disagree 

with Michael Block. I am not . 
conv~nded that the economic 

model fits -J'uvenile behav;or. 0 f h 
• ne 0 t e things that we hav.e 

not really touched on that much, but we know that juvenile 

crime is often collective, often . 
~n groups, and I am just 

not sure if an individual decision-making model can be applied 

to collective behavior among kids, and I think as a last 

kind of final point I agree with Richard 
B~rke in that the 

most encouraging thing that out of Taggert's talk was that 

programs are 
not doing any worse, and that is enc0uraging, 

and ~ am not sure that you could say the same thing about 

deterrence models or models of moresanctio1,). at this 1)oint 

in time. 

MR. BLGCK: Couid I make one comment on the 

question of not doing harm? n 

That is not strictly true. 

They rather ejcpensively take high tax rates to support. 
It is 

;, 
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not clear that they don't do any harm. They don't do any 

harm in the narrow sense, but they are-expensive, and they 

take high tax rates to support. 

MR. THOMPSON: But the graduates pay taxes. 

I mean Taggert1s ooint was that though the crime effects are 

small from these pre'grams, he was not saying that the full 

range of effects were small from at least the programs that 

he was reporting on positively. Certainly there are programs 

that are expensive and ineffective, and everyone can 

agree about those, bpt the ones that are exoensive and 

relatively effective in a range of areas but not effective 

enough in anyone area like in crime to pay for-themselves, 

those are the 

HR. BLOCK: I think they have to. be effectiv8 in 

their external effects; otherwise you have to say, "Why do 

you need them?" They have to have some sort of third party 

effects that justify the investment. 

MR. NOLD: This is supposed to be a summary. 

We are moving in the wrong direction. 

MR. BLOCK: Listen to his' statement about their 

being harmless. 

MR. NOLD: Unfortunately, there .is or de!!' in this. 

'Peter? 
.. - ,. ,~- ;). 

MR. FREIVAJ ... DR: Some ra th7r interesting things, 

" occurred to me throughout the day~, Toward the latter part 

~--------~----~(,~~} 
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it seemed like we were putting it somewhat ;n a 
.J.. sociological 

frame, really get back so.mewhat to the opportunity systems 

theory, particularly when you st'art talking about a little 

bit of money making some difference and then the secondary 

labor market helping some kids to some extent in illegal 

opportunities being pursued as well. 

This has some irnpl ;cat;on. Th 
_.J...J.. e second part was 

that perhaps mOre so here than in the literature generally 

there seemed to be some small ga;ns b 
... Y !:.'ome amount of money 

being made available, let us sayan economic factor helping 

produce delinquency, perhaps somewhat helping reduce 

recidivism by a small percentage. 

If you start to look at other things. you will find 

that other interventions if you look at other factors, such 

a,s deterrents or rehabilitation or preventive efforts, none 

of them see~ to show a great deal of effectiveness, anyone 

of them. So. the question becomes' is there a possibility for 

one, and I think this is a research question. Since many 

of the programs t'lere gone o,\rer quickly and some of the 

outcomes eeemed'indicated, it really was'not indicated to 

a large extent what it was'in the program conteilt itself' 
, '. 

that either did or did not make the difference and potentially 

could make a difference, and not only that but what we find 

from our oth~!' research is that it is nevrtr one thing atone 

but it might 'be some ' interveptidh economically, other 

1\ 
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interventions sociologically programwise, servicewise and 

in thatcombination there may be a possibility of an approach ,I , , \ 

I ' 

I 

that we are talking about reducing delinquency may work, and 

some of this may be somewhat at the level of community 

organization.. Is it possible to improve the secondary 

labor market so that some more systematic involvement is 

possible? Is it possible to get the educational system 

involved with the community, with emnloyers who have 

secondary labor opportunities. I think it is in probably 

the community organization approach that we may find some 

possible solutions. 

MR. NOLD: Thank you. 

Pamela? t') 

MS. SWAIN: ~ would like to say that I think this 

discussion ·today has confirmed at least one opinion that _ 

I 
came in with, and that is that as far as policy development 

goes the policy of. developing employment programs to prevent 

juvenile crime is on relatively weak grounds empirically 

but on the other hand I think there is some strong 

theoretical support and what this suggests to me is that 

we need to probably pursue two lines of inquiry in the 

future. One is in terms of monitoring aggregate trends and 

probably some of that work from what I have heard here needs 

to include some improvement of the measures th~t are used, and 

the second level wou~a be to pursue individual level or 
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micro level studies, pref.erably perhaps of a prospective 

nature, in other words, starting with youth, S&y, back at 

the age of 12 or 13 perhaps even earlier and following them 

through to see how the transition from junior bigh, high 

school and beyond wherever that is, how that happens, bring 

in factors not only from economic theory but from. social 

control theory, subcul~ural theories, other psychological 

theories and try to improve our identification and'our 

measurement of those characteristics and that that might 

hold some promise for determining whetheror not employment 

can have an effect on juvenile crime both o\fficial and 

delinquent behavior and if so what those kinds ofprograms 

need to look like. 

MR.NOLD: Richard Rosen? 

MR. ROSEN: Thank you. I carne in here not being 

an expert on the criminal aspect of the discussion but much 

more of an expert on unemployment, and I will try to confine 

my comments to that scope of it as well, although I found the 

discussion very interesting to date. 

Basically unemployment is really just a proxy 

measure for a whole host of things that are going on here 

when you try to explain criminal behavior by v§l"riations in 

unemployment rate, measuring economic opportunity really, and 

I guess it is a fairly incomplete measure which may explain 

why some of the res,ul ts .. using une1J1ployment data arel.Qot 

. . 
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very encouraging to date. 

I think you have to look for some other measures 

of economic opportunity, an.d I would throw out labor force 

participation rates as a major factor, too, because 

unemployment rates tend to vary wi thin a fairly narrO'.Y' 

range unless you are looking at major swings in economic 

conditions, and you just might not be seeing anything 

significant there. 

One encouraging thing in terms of the youth 

population is just demographics. I am sure that everybody 

is aware that the youth population has peaked and is now 

declining. 

So, it may be that the whole problem will, if not 

disappear, will become less noticeable over time. 

Another curious thing that happens with the 

unemployment statistics is a.function, as I say of how 
. 

unemployment is defined. Unemployment rat~ is the number of 

unem~loyed as a percentage of the labor force. The size 

of the labor force is determined by su~~ing up employed 

and unemployed persons. 

Now, participations rates for different demographic 

groups are much different. It is lower for blacks. It is 

lower for teenagers. Even though the unemployment rate, say, 

for persons 20 to 24 is much lower than for the 16 to 19 

group, the actual total number of unemployed in the pool is 
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about the same. The size of the labor force is much 

bigger in the 20 to 24 because there are more people engaged 

in employment. 

So to say that unemployment rates go down as you 

get older and crime rates go down as you get older can be just 

a very fallacious argument at that point in time. There are 

just as many unemploy~d people out there. It is just that 

those are the kinds of things that you have to think about 

9 when trying to develop these kinas of measures. Th~t is about 
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all I have to say. 

MR. JOHNSON: I am going to start out by saying 

that I don't like the -- and I think if we arrive at the 

conclusion that you suggested earlier that' employment does 

not have much to do with reducing our impact on c~ime, I think 

based upon much of the data that we have so far collected 

we a;re in danger of a serious fallacy of reimpiication of 

a single indicator as a measu'~e of . ... .. cr~me. I would like to 

suggest a very imP9rtant reason why I think the studies that 

have been done by the Labor Department which are very good 

in many. respects are fundamentally mistaken in the substantial 

'policy conclusion which may be drawn f.rom them, and I am going 

to argue the following, that the major indicator of. 

criminality is an official record of arrests for recidivism, 

that is 'what is rec~rded dh the official dockets in police 

departments. 

'----------- " 
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I suspect strongly ba?ed upon my perception of the 

behavior of older heroin users, my perception of much of the 

activities a:~d kinds o:E crimes that kids actually commit on 

the streets that you are seriously misled when you consider 

only those activities and act.ions which result in an arrest. 

There are several reasons. There is a considerable and 

growing literature that for every arrest t.here are at least 

50 to 100 acts for every arrest of different kinds, that is 

when you get people to self-report what crimes they have 

committed over a period of time and the proportion of those 

that resulted in an arrest you have a very severe under-

counting of th~ number of, quote, crimes that occur. ' 

Moreover, the arrest phenomenon is severely 

14 biased in the police reporting system against precisely 

15 those kinds of crimes that juveniles and young adults are 

16 most likely to commit, in this regard shoplifting, petty 

17 theft, larcenies from friends, larcenies from family and 

18 then that gets into the whole question of whether you are 

19 borrowing and so forth, not to mention various forms of 

20 buying and selling drugs and a variety of other things that 

21 simply do not end up, and I would argue that for things like 

~ 22 

! 
shoplifting, ~etty theft that the· ratio of offenses to arrests 
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is in the neighborhood of one arrest every 200 to 500 offenses 

and that for drug distribution offenses it is in the vicini~y 
iJ I 

one arrest in 1000 or more based upon various thi~ 
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t'le have a whole vast volume of. crimes occurring 

for which there is no arrest data, that arrests are a· very 

mistaken and fallacious measure of the volume of crime being 

committed by juveniles. 

Then there is a whole other level and that deals 

with the economic impact of these crime variables that 

we are talking about. 

Many of these crimes, the thousands that go 

unreported and unarrested are not large in dollar amounts, 

$10, $20, $50 maybe per offense. NOW, that is not much per 

offense, and there is a good reason why people should not 

be incarcerated for such petty offenses, even assuming a 

1'3' better arrest ratio. It is not worth that much; the cost 
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of processing vastly outweighs the cost of the actual episode 

itself, but when you multiply that over all of the 0ffenses 

that occurred, the economic impact is very large. 

If we somehow or other had a perfect reporting 

system that could figure out how to measure all these 

kinds of phenomena, we would probably discover if we had the 

perfect translation factors of number of offenses to actual 

number of -- number of arrests per given type of offense, 

'the actual number number of offenses of that type and then 

the average dollar amounts involved in such offenses per 

typical offense and you multiplied all of that together that 

a decline of. a significant difference reported between, say, 
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an arrest rate per time of six to three, and it does not look 

2 like much when expressed in those terms, but if you could 

3 multiply that out into dollars you would have a staggering 

4 savings in terms of the economic costs of crime from the 

5 modest initiative that in terms of the cost/benefit ratios 

6 would begin to a~pear modest indeed, and so I think that 

7 we had better be very careful about the kinds of conclusions 
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we reach from the fallacies of relying on official arrest 

data as a major measure of crime. 

MR. GROPPER: I feel the usual problems of being 

almost anchorman, as far as some of theideas have already 

been expressed so playing catchup. A coupld of points that 

have not been covered, Harvey Brenner's point as far as 

fundamen~al differences in orientation of discipline that 

brought us to this common area and the desirability of 

clearly keeping a difference and a distinction between multi 

disciplinary studies and interdisciplinary studies.' Quite 

often we have multi insofar as guys with different 

orientations look at the same population for the same period 

of time o~ share the same data bas~, but the crucial 

difference is getting these things to cross feed so they 

address the issues and each of the explanatory variables, 
,', 

so that YOll do~'t simply ,nave chapter one on l?sychosocial 

variables, chapter two on ,economic varibles, and Gqd forbid 

there should be a ohapter on~, and one~half. I am trying to 
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see if ~e 'can clearly try to develop some ways to address 

the issues anfr each other so we see if there are any 

implications across them. That is one point. 

The other is as far as the value of looking at some 

other populations, for example, the idea of the fallacy 

of simplistic thinking that goes into some of our policy, some 

of our legislation, lUmping, say, drugs cause crime is 

something of a parallel between unemployment causes crime. 

When we distinguish between the nature of the drugs I soft 

drugs, hard drugs, etc., and the dynamics of the use and the 

cost, etc., we find that not all drugs have similar properties. 

There are clearly some that it'is more valid for than others, 

and similarly with crimes, which kinds of crimes, crimes 

of seif-expression, economic crimes, et.c. 

Similarly when we look at employment issues, if we 

look at unemployment and then implicitly lump employment 

17 we are falling into that fallacy where many.;of our studies 

18 

19 

20 

21 

'. 

are trying to disaggregate. So, we look at kinds of. 

employment, characteristics, the variables v the nature of the 
\'\ 

job, the expecta tions,. Not all jobs are the same, and 

think Taggert clearly brought out that in .terms of the 

~ policy implications that if you assume unemploymen·t: causes 

! '22 crime then clearly 
23 . 2 

the i:qlplic~tion is that employment will 

I 24 
solve it. 

I. 25 
It is ,not tha't simple. 

~'" 

1 

!' , 



(' 
v 

( 

( 

( 

( 

c· 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

J 22 

a 23 
oS 

~ '" 24 

j 25 

-------------------------------------.----------------------------------------------------~------------------------

212 

Lastly, in terms of the value of some of our 

studies or perspective research, I think he, also, pointed 

out that the days of fat ca~ large studies, if we cannot 

design these things intelligently, then \'le will let various 

forces come into play, such as .poli tics, such as opportunism, 

etc. 

We will have a multiplicity of chances. So this 

study will learn from that study, etc. We will try these 

things in the aggregate. I think the knowledge ~ase that 
. . 

science, research, etc., gives us is going to become far 

more important even if it is not going to be funded as 

heavily because we are going to have to try to integrate it, 

try to talk to each other, t~y·to do' it right the first 

time becauset~e:.~ are not going to be that many more 

opportunities the way there were in previous years. 

So th~~inds of things that Dick Burke indicated 

that there is sucqession of these studies' which built on each 

other and learn from each other., we are going to have to try 

to build that in. We a~e going to need that feedback process 

more than we ever did before, at leas.t more in the last 

few years. 

MR. NOLD: i~'9ick,you should have done it right the 

first t,ime. 

MR. ~.1!:DLEWSI\JI:· I got very pessimistic at the .. end of 

the day. I carne to a very Republican, position or forecast. 
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My pessimism is on a theoretical basis. I think a lot of the 

discussion about what we know or what we don't know boils 

down to or what an economic model ·tells you or what it 

doesn't tell you or what it includes and what it doesn't 

include comes down to data problems and measurement problems. 

So, you say, IIWe cannot measure unemployment very well, 

because we cannot measure, there is unemployment; there is 

underemployment; there is just plain quits. II Then you say 

that thr economic model does not even need that. It needs 

that and it needs a few other things like opportunity 

structure. There is family opportunity structure. You get 

kicked out of the house. You n d th t 't ee a opportun~ y structure~ 

and you need the human capital opportunity structure and 

you need secondary la~or market opportunity structure. We 

cannot measure any of these things very well, and there ~re 

other things. in economic variables. 

We have never even tried to measure the propensity 

for honesty which is a nice und~rlying reason for cr.ime, and 

we are not going to havethe money to do these .things in the 

future. Dick Berk was suggesting that we have learned a lot 

and what we need to ~o now is' learn what works with what 

population. i would argue that in the next several years . . 
that opportuni:ty is not going to present itself, and what 

see -- I would like to see these problems solved clearly, but 

in the abs'"ence of so,lutions I see that policy will have to be 
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based on very crude first approxima~ions. 

It is called ignorance. So, you take a first order' 

effect. If it looks like a lot of people working me~ns less 

crime, by God you produce programs that put a lot of people 

to work, period. If that doesn't seem to work, then you 

take a different approach which you you put a lot of people 

in prison, and I really see us generating, if that is the 

word, in the next couple of years to some very simple 

policies. They may be expressed by President Reagan. His 

very simplistic model is stand on your own two feet, and I 

think that can empower the kind of policies we are going to 

see. 

So, I think we are going to come down to estimating 

magnitudes of effects with crude data an'd I guess that is 

my short-term forecast for the next four years and it may be 

marvelous. I don't know, but that is what I see as going 

and maybe in another five or 10 years we will be back to the 

grand experiment. These things tend to swing back and forth. 

MR. NOLO: Save your old proposals. 

(La,pgh ter . ) 

~1R. NOLO: Let me wrap this up" .if I can. I must 

say that there is much more consensuS in this area amongst 

. a group of people whom 1" think come from disparate, 

sometimes desperate persuasions. I was struck by the degree 

to which Brenner and I share many opinions. That surprised me 
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because I have disagreed with him on substantial issues 

before. 
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Rather than return to the three things I brought up 

originally, let me return to a couple of notes that were 

sounded by other people and s th t th ay a ey are an interesting 

collection. 

Jim Thompson mentioned that we look at this system 

in a very partial way when we look at unemployment and 

employment opportunities, and I think Bruce Johnson feels 

largely the same way and perhaps ma~y of the rest of you. 

In some sense it is rather remarkable that we should 

spend three-quarters of a billion dollars trying to shore 

up the problems generated by an education system which 

appears to no longer provide people with the basic tools to 

go out and earn a living, and that we should have come to this 

state at a time when w .. e are spending a great deal of money 

on education; even historically in the 1970's we spent a 

great deal of money. There are ·t 't' oppor un~ ~es for diversity 

in education that maybe were never larger. It, also, strikes ' 

me that many of our social programs have bad. incentives, 

just on a general basisl like AFDC, 'that lead to fragmentation 

of family structure or have strong incentives for people not 

to marry and form lasting kinds of liaisons in order to 

qualify for AFDC ~ithout the earnings of the male being 

taxed. It strike's me that many of our regulations that are 
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designed to protect some ir\dividuals like programs, government 

programs for not allowing children or young people to work 

in factories or work in substantial jobs keeps people who 

in previous generations may have dropped out of school and 

joined a company and served as an apprentice learning a trade 

and really developinq skills that were substantial as opposed 

to diversion programs that were paid by the government 

basically for doing nothing. The incentive effects there 

are phenomenonally bad. 

Further, I think Rick McGahey pointed out that 

the minimum wage law was subverted, at'least in New York 

and I believe in many other plaoes in the country as well 

because there is this large labor market composed of illegal 

aliens who are precluded from having real jobs ¢?tlspite the 

fact that ~hey may have skills bec,ause they don't have 

'proper government certification as being here and being able 

to work. 

~t would seem to me that in many respects "the 

government could do an awful lot to improve the prospects 

for youth employment simply by changing some of the regulations 

that it has installed in order to protect them from 

unscrupulous dapitalists. I don't think we will ever go back 

to a time when child labor laws will be gone complete~y nor 

do I want to suggest that, but it seems to me that the 

government, at leasb; has a role in some of these problenls 

:1", -
, -::) 

\ 

() 

'j 

If'} 

I 
i 

"( 

jo 
1 r., • 

i 
1 

() 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

217 

that it does not recognize or may come to recognize over 

the next few years'. 

Further, Bruce raised a very good point about the 

number of c~imes and the kind of petty crimes that children 

. 
tend to commit. A lot of these crimes have to do with just 

growing up and proving your manhood, I suppose. That is a 

very non-economic model, but again a lot of the commodities 

that these children want and these kids ~"ant they are 

legally prol:libi ted from buying. I don I t know how many times 

in California one can go by a liquor store and see teenagers 

out in front try~'hp.g to bribE) adults to buy liquor for them. 

I guess the point is that the laws keep children 

from getting some iiquor but it forces them to basically 

pay a higher price, for it when they can get an adult to buy 

it for -them or to steal it, and once they steal it they may 

orma.y not be arrested. it certainly drives up the price 

17 " of liquor. It certainly has an effect that if they are 
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a~rested they are 'labeled as kids who are on a bad track and 

have a certain part of their self-image de~troyed and their 

Felationship with their. peer groups seriously eroded, so that; 

a~ide from the considerations purely of economic conditions 
Ii 
r 

~special1Y for youth there appear to be a lot of' other way~ 
in which the goyernment and itsc.yay of operating affects 
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people in such a way that it makes it harder for tpem to 
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gainful ~mployment and 
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NOw, to return just v~ry briefly to th~ three points 

that I raised, I painted them bleakly. I think I agree wi~h 

the general sent~ments , . here that employment opportunities do 

affect crime. They do affect criminality. How we go about 

measuring that and how we go about affecting those 

opportunities I t ~ none 0 u h 'nk f s really have a good feeling. 

I agree with Pamela Swain that a lot of research needs to be 

done in this area. 

However, the research is expensive, and the 

programs are 

been able to 

expensive, and the magni~udes that we have 

ascertain at the aggregate level appear to be 

relatively small, so that while I heartily support efforts 

k t bl sk~lls, I don't think that the to give people mar e a e • 

engine upon which the drive for providing those skills can 

rest can be a consideration of crime. 

I think it has to rest on other reasons to give 

'II th t have to do with not creating the people marketable sk~ s a 

" permanent un erc ass. 'c d 1 ~n so~,.l.'ety that is shipped off into 

secondary labor market 'Zlondit.ions where they will be forever 

banished from the things that th~s society has to offer, 

great though they are. 

Anyway, if:, anybody e.lse wants to take a. -­

MR. MC GAHEY: If you think ,that youth labor 

market conditions and crime are not related, go back and 

read ~~our Dickens. 

UQU 

t 

o 

, , 
I 
1 . , 

J 
g 
I 
j 

1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
, 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
I) \\ 

219 

MR. BLOCK: I thought that the analysis of the 

government as a creator of crime was delightful. 

MR. ImLD: Thank you all for participating, and 

I learned a great deal and I really think that these kinds 

of get togethers although they are hard to set up and hard 

on everyone, especially people who have to travel great 

distances on the current air system, thank you for corning. 

(Thereupon, at 4:16 p.m., the meeting was concluded.) 
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