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i tra1n1ng, and estab11sh 11nks to the commun1ty

fﬂffparo]ees made Up the study sample

p——
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’ Th1s regort 1s an eva]uat1on of Proaect Jer1cho A one-year program'sﬂ;; j"
e des1gned to 1mprove the paro]e success rate of ma1e Youth Author1ty wards |

: v11v1ng 1n D1ogenes group homes xn Sacramento, Fresno and Bakersf1e1d %To

&

1mprove paroYe success, a resource developer was h1red for each of the threea7ff

'.g{grOUp homes The1r JOb Was to he1p paro]ees fxnd Jobs,3enro11 ‘in “school or

The purpose of the eva1uation ‘was to assess the 1mpact of the Jer1cho‘
‘Program on the parole behav1or of Youth Author1ty wards in - the program o
~ng‘Spec1f1c hypotheses tested were : l) the -more. ach1evements made by the
'fresource deveJopers the more 1mprovements w111 be shown by paro1ees on pro-‘ii&a”:”r
'v,;’fsoc1a1 1nd1cators, 1) the more prosoc1a1 1mprovements by paro1ees the IOWer/RYR
fscuthe cr1m1na1 act1v1ty 1eve1, and 3) Jer1cho paro]ees w11] show 1ower cr1m1na1;YYRj‘

= 2 act1V1ty YeVels than the base11ne and compar1son wards” rv“j_”f?ﬂ“fahs7f7‘*”’

The study used a qua51 exper1menta1 deswgn w1th a nonequ1va1ent oontro]”;j,rggsgpé

: *Y group. To der1ve the compar1son group, Youth Author1ty wards paro]ed tov;iﬁ

'oJer1cho were matched W1th other male Youth Authorlty paro1ees on the ba51s of‘fn'h

-age ,.ethn1c1ty, comm1tt1ng offense,<and paro]j

J",a‘mately the same t1me F1fty—three Jerwcho “graduates" (deflned as those who:

'ffjf_f:re51ded for a m1n1mum of 30 days 1n one of the group homes) and 53 comparwson;x’f

/InterrieWS quest1onna1res ana”*affithY, records prorided“'the data]{,d
: 733lﬁfResource deve]opers other group home staff and paro1e agents were 1nter— :
'vaewed Questwonna1res were f111ed out by Jer1cho paro1ees Off1c1a1 Youth

”é.jyii“Author1ty records‘ Prov1ded 1nformat10n gon‘ paro?ees" backgrounds prwor,°7'

t‘-the same area at approxw-f”a<*
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-f’records 1nst1tut1ona1 h1story, parole behav1or vio1ations: and' paroTe"outn'
"‘come‘ Youth Authorlty OBITS data base and the Emp10yment Deve]opment Depart-

‘ﬂ, ment prov1ded employment data.’f“

The Jer1cho paro1ees showed s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher rates of emp10yment thanwj

'the comparYSon group : There was 11tt1e d1fference between the two groups on»

1n coT]ege while more of the comparlson wards were enro]]ed 1n h1gh sch001

The Jer1cho parolees did not have lower rates of rec1d1v1sm than the compar1—

~ son group, Jer1cho cases nad more arrests. and more undes1rab]e o‘f1c1a1 dis-

' pos1t10ns than comparwson cases. Regard1ng a th1rd measure of rec1d1v1sm,:

. h1gher (stat1st1ca11y non s1gn1f1cant) than compar1sons.vﬁiFf“

TheYe was. support for the f1rst research hypothes1s 31nce ach1evements by" o

1‘, i

Yi’to promote stab1e JObS w1th career potent1a1 to 1n51st on schoo] attendance‘

'program res1dents

- number of wards enro1 ed 1n schoo] but there were more Jer1cho wards enrolled ,

‘et1me Spent outs1de of conf1nement wh11e on parole, Jer1cho cases were 311ght1yﬂ*A

uf’che resource deve]opers dad oroduce s1gn1f1cant 1mprovements 1n paro]ees‘dl?lif'
,?emp]oyment and co]Tege enrol]ment Hypothes1s tWO,b that more prosoc1a1¥7”
':ffach1evements wou]d 1ead to 1ess cr1m1na1 act1v1ty,§had to be reaected s1nce,fn
f:QJer1cho paro]ees showed s1gn1f1cant]y h1gher 1eve1s of prosoc1a1 ach1evementsfﬂff
1?{€39t nad higher or equ1va]ent 1eve1$ of cr1m1na1 act1v1t1es S1m11ar1y, theiiif
{f’;gfth1rd research hypothesws was not supported s1nce Jer1cho paro]ees showedff?u
‘J7h{fe1ther h1gher or equ1va1ent levels of cr1m1na1 act1V1t1es The magor ach1eve-da’,f
'Lament of Progect Jer1cho was to 1mprove the rate of employment for paroYees :
VY“thOUQh th1s d1d not br1ng about fewer cr1m1na1 aCt1V1t1ES Caut1on wasn } n’
‘Yhsuggested 1n 1mp1ement1ng s1m11ar programs un1ess mod1f1cat1ons are 1nc1uded-«

. 3\ '4
among unemp10yed res1dents, and to exerc1se more contr01 on the act1V1t1es of L

T

CHAPTER T

"-vInthoduction

'_:YThe Jer1cho Paro]ee Transwt1on program was a one—year proaect des1gned to sig-

,n1f1cant1y 1ncrease the paroYe success rate for Youth Author1ty wards 11v1ng

in the Diogenes: group- homes in Sacramento Fresno, and Bakersfield. A grant

from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning provided funds to hire resource

- developers whose jobs were to find referrals for. training, employment and edu-

cation, to establish Yinkages'to the community, and to locate community service

“opportunities. ~The project was conducted between October 1982 and September

1983, The evaluation started in December 1982 and ended September 1983. This

report’eVaiuates_the impact of the,Jericho Parolee Transition project on the

~parolenbehavior of those 1in the program. ,It does not evaluate the group home

| fitseTf.

kVProjectdBackgrOund'

.YThe hwgh fa11ure rate of Youth Author1ty paro]ees prompted D1ogenes Youth Ser-
'“"_v1ces to look for ways of 1mprov1ng chances for paro?e success. Recent,stud1es
> ‘by the Youth Author1ty (W1ederanders 1983 1981) and by other reseanchehs (Cook
,~3.k1975 Pr1tchard 19/9 Stephens & Sanders 1978) 1dent1f1ed emp10yment as-a keyk~
*dfufactor in paro]e success Ind1rect support for these f1nd1ngs come from sey~
R ‘eraY econometr1c studwes wh1ch found a re]ataonsh1p between unempYoyment and i
{'Acr1me (Brenner 1971 1976 F1e1sher 1963 G]aser & R1ce 1959) W1ederanders
f~f‘(1983 1dent1f1ed educat1on and prosoc1a1 att1tudes,eas.fadd1t1ona]i fac£Ost_'

“tre]ated to parole success. f': :

 BR-2AORTE




,'_ Basedkvon':these‘~research~kfindihgs' D1ogenes deveToped a program to 1ncrease

B i o e U A

~ parole’ success pr1mar11y through empToyment and educat1ona1 referra]s

D1ogenes sought fund1ng to h1re staff to f1nd JObS, tra1n1ng and educat1ona1 :

opportun1t1es and other resources for res1dent paro]ees

In the fo]]owihg'johapters;',the 1mpact of the Jer1cho ParoTee Trans1t1on-
‘project'on'paro]ee;behayior‘wiTT~be'descr1bed The organ12at1on of the: reportg»
is ‘as 'foTTows:~»-Chapter IT desoribes?»the program,, Chapter‘III_ exp]ains;'thes

researChirdesignV and methOdo]ogy5nghapter'IV ‘presenfS,rresearch7’f1ndings;';and;

Chapter V offers conclusions.

’75y1n JuTy 1981 the Fresno home in JuTy 1982 and the Bakersf1e1d home was opened~' '

CHAPTER II

Descr1pt1on of Program

‘The Jer1cho Paro]ee Trans1t1on proJect was- deveToped to suppTement the serv1ceswf7
;D1ogenes Youth Serv1ces were . prov1d1ng paro]ees Dwogenes was under contract‘

' fw1th the Youth Author1ty to operate. three res1dent1a1 programs for- ma]e Youth"
"Author1ty\paro]ees. Thesekprograms prov1ded’a pTace‘to,Tuve, transition ser-
’vdcesg cOunSeIing‘and supervision.k Each program was staffed’with aoprogram‘
‘manager, house manager and three part- t1me counselors Student~interns and
“voTunteers augmented the staff~ These programs, at any one t1me were designed
;to serve an average of - six paroTees for a stay of 90 days The programs were
ddesugned to heTp homeTess paroTees make the trans1t1on from 1ncarcerat1on to

h v‘paro]e,;,
’thhe'Qroup’homeSaare~Tocated'in single*famTTyvhomes'invmiddTeAto-workingyclass '
Tareas of Sacramento Fresno and Bakersfier The Sacramehto home was openeds

: s1n January 1982

fq'The Jer1cho Parolee Trans1t1on progect prov1ded funds to h1re a resource deveT— S

17

'7ooper for each home F1gure 1 shows the organ1zat1on chart for the program,f
,The ma1n tasks of the deveTopers were to estab11sh commun1ty 11nkages get

:‘\jreferraTs for emp]oyment traxninq and educat1on and to offer counse11ng

"f@The Sacramento and Fresno deve]opers were h1red 1n October 1982 and stayed w1th,1

‘fhsthe proaect through 1ts compTet1on The Bakersfae]d program exper1ehced rap1d

'"‘fturnover 1h deveﬂopers h1r1ng three 1n four months The th1rd one was: h1redf

gh;1n de January,and stayed wwth the progect uhrough complet10n

SR A
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,Organizatipna] Chart*

Program Director

Worker: ORI e
(House Manager) ff.f;

- Full Tine Vouth e -ﬂfg'r'?;fﬁéSergéyDéyéﬁopér’"‘

Vo]unteer Staff

i &
Sl Student Interns
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FIGURE 2: PERCENT OF BLUE COLLAR AND WHITE COLLAR JOBS

,vY0uth1Auﬁh0ritykparo]e-agent§1~Wene primarﬁly respbnsib1e for assigning parol-
ees t: Jericho | ms 1thou t d S d t s hom 1ess : : e
4‘ee o dJder cho progra A gh he program was' de 1gne o serve home | | | SACRAMENTO SHSA 1982
:~wards w1thout fam11y or resources, the maJor1ty of wards ass1gned to the pro~ ' . i :
o " gram weremnot 11tera1]y,,orphans but were ‘those who cou]d not.. or would not

‘1iVe'at home.. A swzab?e number cou]dn t return to thewr county of comm1tment

~fbecause of strong oppos1t1on by d1str1ct attorneys po11ce»and re]at1ves of

BLUE COLLAR WHITE COLLAR

yi t1ms; Some case were . ]aced at Jer1rho to t th maw fr co flicts . :
C , s were. p ge 8| ay om n : 088 J08S

WTth arents. Add1t1ona1] . some arents were cons1dered negative 1nf1uences,
e g I, JMe R i 39.26 60.8%

R e e T ey e

‘such as those 1dent1f1ed as drug dea1ers,'and the agent wanted the ward in a R

_more 1aw—ab1d1ng environment. In some cases, parents were considered unab]e _

SN

tOzcdntr011the ward and thenagent p1a¢ed him in Jericho for better supervision.

;In a number df'cases,rthe famiTieé\didnft want their son back home. This was

S S

especia]iy_true~offdrug nffenders. ‘FinaTTy,‘a fewvwarde 11vﬁng in small agri-

“cultural hamlets Werev laced in the Jericho'Pro ram to try to help them find a | [P R TR e .

1TRHTAL NAMIGLS Were place he Jer 9 £ P | ~ BAKERSFIELD SMSA 1982~ FRESNO SMSA 1982
job in town. ‘ o I e e D T

Labor‘Market

The Tabor market in each area d1ffered and 1ts conf1gurat1on affected emp]oy-

BLUE COLLR | NHITE COLLAR i [ BLUE COLLAR WHITE COLLAR
Cgoss JOBS J;«”;']i"*mﬁ‘ J08S mf,,,'"é_; joBs
54.5% 8 : 45l5% S [ o .55.1% ,-‘~44,9%_,;*"‘

k‘ment opportun1t1es for Youth Author1ty paro]ees Geograph|ca1 differences were e

contro]1ed by se]ect1ng compar1son group paro]ees from the same area However,
‘1abor market d1fferences wou]d affect d1fferences between programs and wou]d¥}§§ ;

"‘;requ1re d1fferent strateg1es on the part of resource deve1opers F1gure Zaﬁf.;?‘~

- 1,,’}“ *shows the percentage of blue co]lar and whwte c011ar JObS 1n each area thten"

co11ar JObS 1nc1ude profess1on21 managerwa], sa]es and c]erwcal nos1t10ns
| ,B]ue co11ar JObS 1nc1ude 1aborer mach1ne operators,'sePV1ce occupat1ons and7'3
 craft (EDD.1982). Since pa m y © t b] | o1 r jobs due S S T B e e e T
| Jcraft (i 1 ) ep FO]EES are ore Tnke y o ge ue Tar jobs ue‘;.. NOTE: SMSA refers to Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area . -
- }to genera11y Tow educatnona] ach1evements, Bakersf1e1d and Fnesno wou]d appear,fla ‘ R e e e L e S
:,,erGR;246Riiip"

;:,é060784' 110383 IR-236R-19




"'~to have a h1gher percentage of parolee-su1tab1e JObS Sacramento W1th a h1gh

e R A R TS0 e e gty el

’ ﬂ'Iproport1on of 1ts workforce 1nvo]ved wn government and educat1on, has ‘the -

.IOWESt percentage Of b]ue collar Jobs and m1ght be expected to present more ofy]fv'

;.‘.a chal]enge to JOb deveIopers than the other two areas, h}f‘ff e

060784 o

;‘Unemployment rates mlght aIso affect the Iabor market 1n each area.» Unempon-de
:ment in all. threo areas was h1ghest 1n February and decijned steadt]y there~;'“
i'afier, reach1ng the lowest rate- 1n September The average unemp]oyment rate» ;
in Sacramento for the per1od January 1983 through September 1983 was 10. 37:Ifh
‘ Fresno s average unemponment rate for, the same ‘per1od was 14 3V and'ﬁ

,Bakersf1e1d s was 11. 85 (EDD 1983).

e

t;fbest known pred1ctors of paro]e behav1or;g

CHAPTER III

Research Des1gn and Methods

’ffi;The purpose of: the eva]uat1on was to assess the 1mpact of . the Jer1cho Paro]eef: o
IITrans1t1on proaect on the paroIe behav1or of Youth Author1ty wards 1n the pro- jg"
c‘vugygram Spec1f1c nypotheses to be tested were 1) the more ach1evements made“fva
"laby the resource developers the more 1mprovements w11] be shown by paroIees onJII
v,f prOSocna]d,wndtcatOrS; ’_), the. mgre 'PIOSOCIaI’“mPIOVEments,_by ParOIEES,:ithef

~ Tower the criminal activity level; and 3) Jericho Program parolees will show

lower criminal activity levels than baseline and comparison wards.

: Research;DeSan,:;‘,ﬂ'

‘kThe study used a quas1 exper1menta1 des1gn w1th a nonequ1va1ent contro] groupx,h
'(CampbeII & StanIey 1966) ParoIees adm]tted 1nto the Jer1cho Progrmn were
"matched Wlth other Youth Author1ty paroIees who were paroIed at approx1mate1y';

| '721the same t1me to the same paroIe areas The matchngiwas done after the paro]-"

: Iffees were ass1gned to Jer1cho Parolees Were matchedvon age ethn1c1ty, comm1t— III’~V

'”{*t1ng offenses and number of prﬂor cr1m1na1 conv1c ‘ons These factors are theg:.’” :

\“
2

‘,placed 1n group homes 1t was not poss1b1e to match the Jer1cho Wards w1tthI
‘f‘wards 1n other group homes Random ass1gnment of paro]ees to Jer1cho or to a‘yi‘(;:,f

i contr01 group, necessary for a true exoer1menta1 des1gn was not p0551b1e

H EarTy 1n the research 1t became obvwous that some parolees wou1d not be. stay1nghth
at Jertcho for the ful] 90 days In fact a few d1dn't stay 10ng enough tO”ﬁ'v’
‘lff unpack In order to faery evatuate the effect of the Jerwcho Program on]y&ﬂtf

f’parolees who had stayed a m1n1mum of 30 days t1me were cons1dered Jer1cho““

S opgorea g b RpMORIE

e e

-

sDue to the sma]1 number of wardsir’k
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' zreSearch“eases' Paro1ees who stayed 29 days or less were cons1dered out of the;.
'”’study and were not matched Those who stayed 30 days or more were cons1dered
';'research cases even though some of. them were subsequent1y removed from the pro-

f_‘gram for noncomp11ance w1th program ru]es or 1aw v101at1ons

'“"Add1t1ona1Ty, parolees 1n the Bakersf1e1d program were 1nc1uded 1n the samp1e'

k-AonTx 1f they were 1n the program after the 1ast resource deve]oper was h1red A:f,.

,"App]yxng the’“ cr1ter1a y1e1ded 53 Jer1cho research cases and 17 out of study{,u

sjfcases Tab?e 1 shows the number i the 1nd1V1dua1 programs

O

‘1¢/Tab1e;1;fﬁf;«-“‘ =
| SAWPLE SIZE FOR THE INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS
Dl O ke L

/?'Sacramento Jer1cho Research Cases ‘*':"f‘4_~f<, 20
Sacramento Out -of - Study Cases e

i t‘,Fresno Jer1cho Research Cases L S gy
"’tFresno Out-~ of Study Cases '7”““,‘f7”f‘fy“ﬁif 7

'77vo°Bakersf1e1d Jericho Research Cases = 6
s Bakersf1e1d 0ut -of - Study Cases _,gbr A

TotaT Jerwcho Sample = 53
Tbta] Out of Study 17

| I »s~;amp1e;

_d:The tota1 study samp]e con51sts of 106 wards 53 Jer1cho parolees and 53 1nef~~ﬁ
:'&lthe compar1son QFOUP : AS Tab1e 2 shows, the Jer1cho paro]ees were youngerfffd“h
Vi’r~;¢;”more 11ke1y to be wh1te, and 1ess vonent offenders than the average Paro]eh
;aZTREQTOH II parOTee Background characterlstwcs for wards 1nq the; 1nd1viqua];f

’s_Programs are shown 1n Tab]e 3 j,ro ,Evsuo,fnj;ﬁ;_iﬁ G

Table 2

- COMPARISON OF: BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF JERICHO
: PAROLEES WITH PAROLE REGION II PAROLEES :

R i k ‘Jerlcho.: Parole Reg1on 11
'Mean Agé?“;e: ;vm : s s 18'9 o 20’1‘ ‘
Ethn1c1ty (%) i . &

’wh1te

kH1span1c

Black -
Native. Amer1can
Other :

L RGO
el i

WP M
. - - ..
© 00 -0

A NG s
e LY . »
HENARNO

Comm1tt1ng Offenses (;)

Violet 30.3 40.4
Property PR . 64,2 57.6
,DrUQs gl ,»"‘k 5.7 2.1

Youth Authority, Information Systems. Report, "Charac-
’ter1st1cs of Y A. Wards September 30, 1983" I

':-NOTE: Source of Paro]e Reg1on Il statistics: Ca11forn1a .

6R-240RT1
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Table 3

‘BACKGROUND CHARACTERISIICS OF INDIVIDUAL JERICHO PAROLEESfdﬁ

COMPARED WITH PARDLEES FROM THE SAME PAROLE OFFICE

"n

Sacramento A/

Jer1cho'i- ParoIe Off1ce

~White -
thspanvc
Black o .
,Nat1ve Amer1can
~Other

ot Ed * -
odooo

S Comm1tt1ng Offenses (7)

060784

1lEthn1c1ty (V)‘,I’:sdhi:

; Comm1tt1ng Offense (7)

Ethnicity (:%)77

VioTent | ""I’a S
Property : B
Drugs & Alcohol k

| o Fresno ;
Mean Rge il R et

White T g
@H1span1c L e e g
Black = SRR Ly
‘Native: Amer1can

Other :

Violent L f”-',',‘;i”
Property ' _gg:g

?forug %Aleohol ' 1ilg e

o o "w“B* ik
Mean Age i = M . 18.1 '

White . g1
H1span1c Sk R e
T Nat1ve Amer1can S 6
- Other’

) Commtttlng Offense (7)

Violent f 18~§I o
Property .~~~ o LgEtp
~Drug-& AIcoho] B, 3 e

",A/ Sacramento and Footh111 ParoIe 0ff1ces comb1ned‘

fNOTE Source of ParoIe Reg1on II stat1st1cs
Authority, Information Systems Report, ‘"Cnaracter1st1cs

“Y A, Wards September 30 1983"'

B .mv.-11- i

ey i

‘_”J i
5

Ca11forn1a Youthf

.O@mm&f

' deve]opers.

'”~ Jer1cho staff quest1onna1res paro]e agents and persona] 1nterv1ews

‘ v‘V '

A var1ety of sources 1nc1uding* Jericho staff , parolees, paroIe agents, Taw
fsenforcement off1c1a]s, the Youth Author1ty computer1zed data base (thevOBITSLII

: '7fsystem) and EDD emp]oyment stat1st1cs prov1ded data

"Data to measure resource deve]oper ach1evements Were gathered from severa]

?s_sources The ma1n source of data was a form f111ed out week]y by the resource ol

"developers spent the1r t1me, the number of contacts they made w1th var1ous ;:*“k
: *emp]oyment sources, and ach1evements they made in deveIop1ng resources Th1s Sd

form was deVeIoped through consu]tat1on w1th the resource developers. AddTw‘fﬂﬁ

t1ona11y, qua]1tat1ve 1nformat1on Was obta1ned from resource deveiopers in. the

S form of "case stud1es," 1. ey = exampIes of ach1evements hy resource deveIopers

’~v that do not appear 1n presentat1on of str1ctIy quant1tat1ve data ~~g; i

h’EvaIuat1on by c11ents of the Jer1ch0 Progran a150 proV1ded data on resourceir o

o

o ”:' deve]opers' ach1evements Th1s tnformat1on was e11c1ted by a quest1onna1re
T S descrlbed beIow wh1ch was admlnwstered to paro]ees when they Ieft the program j.A i
”I; FlnaIIy, QUa11tat1ve data on reSOUrce deve]oper ach1evement$ were obta1ned from-j"f"V
s paro]e agentsh‘ R e R e
Informatlon on act1v1t1es‘ of paro]ees was coI]ected from off1c1a] records =
'The:{EI
;, OBITS system,_a Youth Authorwty computer1zed data base, prov1ded |nformat1onh
on paro]ees' background, 1nc1ud1ng age ethn1c1ty, comm1tt1ng offense 1nst1tu-;a

t1ona1 hxstory, paroIe v101at1ons, revokes, and d1scharges The Youth Author— 3i1V

'; 1ty Master F11es kept by the Youth Authorwty on. alI Wards prov1ded add1t10na1 ;

Th1s form Was used to colIect 1nformat1on on- how the resource -

| BR-240RVi
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i;7had 1eft the progran wvthouti
‘11ty 1nst1tut1ons to wh1ch they had been sent

s

R i T

: ,_1nformat1on on. all paro]ees, such as paro]e ach1evements noted by parole agents~'*

dur1ng off1c1a1 case rev1ews

;A form to co11ect data on: parolee ach1evements was deve]oped and rev1sed w1thr‘:

ht the he]p of a resource deveToper and a program manager Th1s form was used to
,Egather data on prosoc1a1 act1v1t1es such as Jobs,‘school enro1]ments pos1t1ver,h
,‘fsoc1a1 act1v1t1es, as we]] as.’ 1nformat1on on att1tudes towards Jerlcho stafftkr
:and Youth Authority paro]e staff It was a]so used to get 1nformat1on about Df

"; o types of probTems encountered wh11e on parole Th1s form Was f111ed out by ;‘:
\ 73Jer1cho paro]ees when they 1eft the program Unfortunate]y,,these Forms werefi |

1not ngen to a]I Jer1cho graduates As Tab]e 4 1nd1cates, the comp1et1on rateh;hrt S

was only 54. 7?

; Table 4 e .
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PAROLE RESEARCH FORMS RETURNED

Forms ; Paro]ees}i° e ‘.W' ,
Comp]eted vIn_House:fh;Percent‘*

’ Jsacramento;:_h’rhkyy'”fhi"\fhftsﬁy"fi'f"ZQ . Effﬁ40}»,vf
.Bakersf1e1diff'E h"h hh*ﬂFE'E”i'lDR’_offpgfiisfié'?7fif533f”f‘*»

5~«f'fOveral]preturniratef=~54,7%f‘

»vaeryVattempt~was made'by‘the’r searcher to obta1n th1s data from paro]ees who7,E;‘:‘D

: agents contacted paro]ees and ‘had~ them compYete the form In other cases vt* -

paro1ees were 1nterv1ewed by the researcner in county Ja115 or 1n Youth Author--k:“'

i111ng out the form., In some cases paro]ephyia

T e

S ‘53;‘245\9‘3‘1& i

i

Foi]owup data on a11 parolees, Jer1cho graduates program dropouts and the.com-
par1son cases, ‘were obta1ned from official records and from parole agents

Thws data 1nc1uded 1nformat1on on current parole status, parole per1od arrests

'and Ja11 tlme and parole pe“1od ach1evements were collected.

Emp]oyment data from the Youth Author1ty OBITS data base and from EDD research -
prOV1ded emp]oyment 1nformat1on The Youth Authorwty prov1ded emp10yment rates
kehhfor paro]ees 1n tne -areas of study while EDD data prov1ded 1nformat10n on labor

;market conf1gurat10n and unemp1oyment rates for the areas 1n the study

’Paro1e agents and 1oca1 1aw enforcement were a]so a source of data for the .
, g-research The1r obserVat1ons ‘and comments comp1emented the more quant1tat1vek o

Y'hdata, e




I S R ke i gt

R IR T Y YR L T T Bt

Chapter v - B T

 Findings -

‘_'Th1s sect1on w111 f1rsL descrlbe the f1nd1ngs on resoarce deve]oper act1v1t1es'

and - ach1evements,,on paro]ee ach1evements, and on Teve1s of cr1m1nal act1V1ty '

'g Then, ana1yses of these f1nd1ngs and their: re]at1onsh1p to the research hypoth— =

S eses will be presented

Resource Deve]Oper\AChievements‘ - ‘;[fjvp b c e L e ?

“l'xdThe resource deve1opers were expected to be Jacks or Jacque11nes of a]] trades’
:fe~and an exam1nat1on of" how they spent thewr t1me shows that they d1d 1ndeed per--
; ‘,r form a varwety of tasks ' As Tab1e 5 1nd1cates emp]oyment act1v1t1es were the EEE R e | S GnERE TR e T e S S P | ]
’ma1n act1v1ty for the resource developers tak1ng up- 40. 4/ of. an average week L 5iy’ﬁ5 ’ ;g‘ffijcefs”‘tf_ :“‘eki7cij,d,'-u':~e g o ?Iff;k"-f'of o o T 1
‘ Program coverage ranked second w1th m1sce1]aneous act1v1t1es rank1ng th1rd
: Paperwork fund so11c1tat1ons gett1ng Med1 Ca1 and I, D. cards for paro]ees and‘v
% éy 1~ ;~d," ’s1m11ar act1v1t1es were 1nc1uded 1n th1s category Educat1on ranked seventh
e ‘ | following: staff meet1ngs counse]1ng and meetlngs of the resource counc11s
Recreat1on and- commun1ty serv1ce act1v1t1es ranked 1ast The 1nd1v1dua1 pro-f;‘;‘v

"f,grams show a s1m11ar d1str1but1on of hours (Tab]e-ﬁ)r

Tab]e 5

AVERAGE OF How THE RESOURCE DEVELOPERS seNT TR TIHE | 0 = G L e

e faa 'k>y< s ';;55 ":"_ Average Hours per Week v};Percent“[ e A

S . Employment ~ . - ctlvr,yga 16. 2 S04
- . - Coverage . 7 , ‘9 2 ' o229
f el  Miscellaneous v S
R i Staff Meetings
~-Counseling
- Resource Council -
~ Education ‘
Recreation . .
Community Service

e Hsi—tm‘wﬂz:-
Ca e e e el e
VNN NN G 00 R




C fetmms e
How THE INDIVIDUAL RESOURCE DEVELOPERS SPENT THEIR T

Sacramento

e _‘AveragevHours,per Weekf . Percent.

I”d1V1dua1 dCVE10pers dIffered In theIr strategIes for fIndIng paro]ees JObS e

As shown In TabIe 7

kthndustry CounCII (PIC) and the CertI Ied Emponment TraInIng Prngram (CEIA),g?f

‘h each prov1ded f1ve JObS

’ pr1vate buSIness was the best source of JObS for a11 threegu«t

&0 Eanojméht #

i Emp]oyment R SR
.- Coverage - - =
- Miscellaneous -
. Staff MeetIngs

: ;IDeveIopment Department (EDD)

Coverage

| UStaff MeetIngs

Miscellaneous

Resource CounCIT

Education
Counseling -
Recreation o
Community Service

Rresho

: "kEmp‘]Oymve'nt e \
- Coverage L :
: "‘MIsceIIaneous

Counseling

~ Staff Meetings - .
- Resource. Council

- Education - :

.. Recreation . P
*CommunIty_ServTce - :

Counseling

" Resource Council

Community. Sery1ce

‘h, Education . Es
f}Recreat;on ST REE

orkshops held, and emp]oyers and schooIs contacted

N . - l"w‘.‘t
vo‘l\)l\a'f\)\‘.lmko

s

5 . e e e . 8
00, OV Or Ry Qoo

I,Eékgﬁgfigﬁi

21 0
7.3

;sourceI of JObS was prIvate hus1nesses thch produced 20 JObS

52,5

,‘~hopo4%60to
8. e ¥ 5. W e
o‘m'gor—rmooxl

N RU

PO WS 00 W RS
O R 3
OLOKDNO\O\HLOO\

e e At R I R -
LI Ny K ) ® Ll S e - . & S
PAR—GITIOWE . Sbbhooiklbn

7Ach1evements by resource deveIopers IncIude paroIees emp?oyed or enroIIed 1n,V_;*!-.":

"eParoIee emponment was a lnaJor goaI of the resource deve]opers

referraIs resuIteden seven Jobsfand the Pr1vatexffnfffkﬁff'~’f” o

mzf*t"

The best_h,1=‘ct'

EmponmentIﬁ ‘

'Dfsuccessful w1th EDD and PIC

SOURCES OF’DDBS OBTAINED

k,programs The Sacramento program utIIIzed CETA JObS More thIe Fresno was morerf*
! It Is noteworthy that the Fresno deve]oper soentf:
at least fIve tImes as. much tIme contactIng PIC than dId the other programs and,f5"

,obtaIned four tImes as many JObS through thIs source BakerSTIeId utIIIzed "DDf:;?f'

- the least, The average number of potentIaI emp]oyers contacted eachvwee&,1sw;ysogi47:‘
B }fshOWD on TabIe 8 EDD and prIvate bUSInesses were oontacted most frequent]yVHIfipr
n'and PIC the Ieast e d i s DT ;

Sacramento E Fresno

I

SRR



:ff ~ 'PETCSNTaQE OT paro1e°s emp]oyed while 11v1ng at Jer1cho 1s another way of | mea-frnﬁ Elpa Depn i [ e ‘with’ peop]e more v1s1b1y hand1capped than. h1mse1f would raise the youth s Se]f"‘i,‘ R
ﬁ sur1ng resource deve]oper ach1evements The Sacramento program “had an averagef~”y» SIR TR N ' e esteem 1mprove his attitude, and prov1de JOb EXPEFTEHCG The youth s parole‘ SR
of 81% .0 1ts paroTees employed wh11e Fresno averaged 75 3% and Bakersf1e1d o . agent sa1d the vo1unteer JOb was very successful for th1s paro]ee and he cred-"' :

33.3%. These f1gures can be compared w1th the emp1oyment rate for Jer1cho pro= . . ;%; - o its the deve]oper w1th the youth's parole success. Sacramento and Fresno each -
gram wards before the resource developers were hired. Th1s rate, across pro- : | ‘ ié ~ placed two parolees in volunteer work while Bakersf1e1d'P1aCEd’none~1n’VO]““‘

grams, is 56%. Thus the emp]oyment rate for the Sacramento program was some- tQEf‘WQVk-

what higher, the Fresno rate apprec1ab1y higher, wh11e the Bakersf1e1d rate was' ‘ ’ é 3 L , , v v ,
1 : CE Achievements in school included eight parolees enrolled in Sacramento, five in
marked]y Tower than the pre—Jer1cho 1eve]s

Fresno andlonevin Bakersfield. Note that this doesn't mean the parolees actu-
Paro]eesf perceptions of the job developers is another way of'measuring.deVe]Q: [ kale attEndedPSChoo1mi Asithe data on-paroWee achievements -in school will show, .

“oper achievements. A1l of the-'p'aro]‘eesv sunVeyed-in“Sac‘r*amento”a‘ndFr-‘"e'sno and .many ‘more wards were reported- em”oﬂed than actuaﬂ'y attended = school.

- a ‘majority of those in Bakersf1e1d said they PECE]VEd Job seek1ng he]p wh11ek“‘ ‘ » Sacramento p1aced paro]ees in cont1nuat1on h1gh sch001 “adult ‘school and the.

.11v1ng at Jer1cho A maJor1ty of Wt: ‘parolees surveyed at Fresno and - , Reg1ona1 Occupat1ona1 Program (ROP) through a Tocal schooT”distrﬁot"*FheSnoﬂ

: Sacramento found thls employment adv1ce helpfu] However a« ma30r1ty~ at

~;q ,enro11ed youths in commun1ty co]]eges and a state un1vers1ty, wh11e.Bakersf1e1d;r
'Bakersf1e]d d1d not ,]{f'kg‘ km: 7“fh;e" 7“g,:‘*<j_f“f'f" ' - |

enro]]ed one youth in regular hwgh schoo1

“(Tra1n1ng programs were used by tk “‘Sourug*deve}opers to deve]gp emp1oyment . ,‘A11 the developers gave employment workshops Sacramento and Fresno S deve]-['J

‘sk111s among paro]ees Sacramento s deve]oper p]aced fwve paro1ees 1nto pa1d, OPeTS ‘each gave 10 workshops and: Bakersf1e1d gave 25 T0P1CS CDVered TNC1Uded

i tra1n1ng programs and four in unpa1d trawn1ng programs Fresno p]aced two v ; JOb search NEthOdS 1ﬂt9FV1EW techn1ques and groom1ng

y‘ youths 1n pand programs and three 1n unpa1d programs Bakersf1e1d p]aced oneh;' o I et ':~ ) e S _J S DR

L ; o _ ' Workshops given»*by 'outsidef agencies: were a]so iarranged.\by: then deVelopers,
~ paro]ee 1n a pa1d program and none 1n unpa1d tra1n]ng i

: s T P el Sacramento S deveToper arranged for one employment workshop, Fresno arranged
v:V01unteerfworkﬂwas?yet anoihérvsiﬁat gy used when the Job market Was s]ow or a:;k VVa'_fkufy,\'“ : hine and Bakersf1e]d arranged three i i - ,,“,yj~ e

'gfparo1ee eSpec1a11y unemployab]e For examp1e dur]hg a per1od of h1gh unem.;,fd‘

SR '1“:Paholees‘ AChiévements n
o p]oyment one paro1ee w1th 11tt1e work exper1ence swgned up to work at the - S T ’ :

'_Prosoc1a] 1mprovements by paro1ees 1nc1uded such ach1evements as obta1n1ngffc“

"Easter Sea1 Soc1ety The JOb deve?oper sa1d th1s young man s 1ow se]f esteemud 2 . :;~
:'iand poor att1tude were h1nder1ng h15 Job search The deVeloper thought workwng;‘: S nkaobs,vgo1ng_to,schoo1k,attend1ng counse]1ng and open1ng bank accounts Such
og0784 S ‘k'df~18e,/,-n s ‘.'f‘ki”; GRazﬁoRiifjfkn;';‘ i | w:f950734ff;}9vhu- : n'ai,f;'ﬂif'$~ Coele- ‘;“ | kdk# hi 6R-240RTi
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:'used in th1s report

' n‘noteworthy ach1evements as stay]ng out of urouble and Ja11 w111 be d1scussedﬂ'~

in the sect1on on cr1m1na1 act1v1ty

Emponment was a- maJor ach1evement for many paro]ees ‘SeveraT differentoways g

: of measurtng parolee emponment will be exam1ned

'The paro]e per1od work record shows a s1gn1f1cant d1fference between Jer1choff‘
paroIees and their: matches As Table 9 1nd1cates far more of the matches had4'
no- paro]e per1od employment while s1gn1f1cant1y more of the Jer1cho paroIeesrkhO’
had sporad1c work records. There was 11tt1e d1fference between the two groups g

of sem1- and steady workers The paro]e work record was compIIed from off1c1a]_gy

| retords and from 1nfornat1on from paroIe agents It covers the entire foIIowupi:ﬁ;;f

' period It 1@ probany the most accurate of the parolee employment measuresi_ﬁpf?

i TabIe 9
PAROLE NORK RECORD COMPARISON

k':_dv_None ,,kh eh;’t‘ feytv f}tthiiit-.'7a.";"jf;'5524:.>;*; deV(

OOIMSporad1c Work. ;"Ofi-‘Oiffvff;ti'gfjkj~24 ;O3"f ,'stla_;i‘n‘ -

fﬁzf{semj'Steady‘EmPIOYméhtf“ g?go;g ;;*:O'lsgtf,:e‘ 'f‘igle?f
ysteadYVEmPonmeht."f ":ofgi,},~ ‘r:h55»;,1 i”(fOi}‘Gf

Ch1 Square = 15 39763 w1th 3 degrees of Treedom :j»:::‘,»;
P Tess than .01 ‘ | B

s oSS s it

6R-240RTH

' }One factor wh1ch 1nf1uences gett1ng a Job s prev1ous work exper1ence As
~Tab1e 10 demonstrates; more of the compar1son group Iacked emponment exper1-‘,‘hr'

'7‘ence than did Jer1cho wards

Table 10
PREVIOUS WORK HISTORY _

Compar1son

| ;WOrk Hlstory g ggrlghg S
None SR s ,k 12 ‘;,k | 19

A Tittle o Sy

- Reasonable for age i 9 'k‘lll |

Steady P 3

Another way of measur1ng paroTe achwevements wh11e on paroIe is to Iook at com-f'

T °b1ned work and schoo] ach1evements Th1s measure of paro]e product1v1ty 1s'
ilcomputed from off1c1a1 records and from paro]e agents As Tab]e 11 1nd1cates o
"there 1s a 31gn1f1cant d1fference between Jer1cho paroIees and the1r matches e
",The mawn 1mpact of Jer1cho 1s on the no work/school group In the compar1sonfi5

:group, 41 5A were not 1nvo:ved in work or schoo] wh11e on paro]e wh11e on]y,ﬁ'

:O:113 2% of the Jericho group had no work or schoo] 1nvo]vement In the Iow pro—}

‘5h}nduct1v1ty group (those w1th I1tt1e 1nv01vement in elther a job' or schooI) wereuit

OO”OIMGO 47 of the Jericho paroIees wh11e the compar1son group had but 35, 87 There‘alt

) .hg'?h1s no dwfference between the m1dd11ng and product1ve groups

(»J E

Coersd o eR-zeoRl
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 , 1nvo1ved than compar1sons (11 vs 13

s stat1st1ca11y 1ns1gn1f1cant

. were enro]1ed 1n h1gh schoo1s than compar1son cases (6 of 13)

i f‘of Jer1cho wards were enro]]ed 1n h1gh schoo1s than compar1sons (l vs

:f“;(4 vs 1)_noﬁ_ f;;i !;ﬂ

S Tablel
 PAROLE PRODUCTIVITY

Jericho ,‘_.Compari,s-ont

‘ sNo-Work‘orkSchoo]g e' | G : 22

‘:i,Low~Prodoet1vity e o ,,ﬁ 19
: SR ITER 'fg-‘ :.._‘ :: ;

6 6

k"Mldd11ng Product1v1ty

Very Productlve fi

' Ch1 Square 11. 35806 w1th 3 degrees of freedom

P less than 01 e o ;;}ﬂ‘ 'rfe‘"?uvf

'Regard1ng a11 types of schoo1 1nvo]vement comb1ned fewer Jerlcho paro1ees werea

'1 were enro]led 1n schoo] at some t1me dur1ng the1r paro]e but a]most han ofk~

o these (5 of ll) dropped out or were expe]]ed, a s1m11ar PVOPOTtTO" dropped or*iaf

e

:'fa h1gher number of Jer1cho wards than comparwsons were enro11ed in coTTegeshe? o

Table 12 ,
SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT

S \\

e Jer1cho 'y“.CompariSOnr”'

Schoo1

11 Dropped/Expe11ed

| H1gh Sohool or Below
Co]]ege |
Vocat1ona] Tra1n1ng

see Tab]e 12), a]though this d1fferencev
S]1ght1y more than 20/ of the Jer1cho wards_e”

A 1ower number"

’5) but‘&y”

11ent1re Paro1e Reg1on 11 popu]at1on (Tab1e 13)

5 *’;kyiNOTE Source of Parole Reg1on II statist1cs

ffanSWered the qu,stfonna1re.
‘i~nnse]1ng wh11e’

e ‘ i repor’ted atten

eHa1f of the reSpond1ng paro1ees

.‘1;11V1ng at Jer1cho

Quantifying‘parOTees‘ acnieVements
o ach1evements meant 1n 1nd1v1dua] cases

.»:to enhance our understandlng of paro1ee ach1evements
1060784 ol e ~23- e

T T LN T e, LS S A e e e |

O

'nBoth of these contrasts in schoo] 1nvo1vements (h1gh schoo1/c0]1ege) betweenﬁ‘p

'Jer1cho wards and compar1sons ho1d true for Jer1cho wards compared ‘to- the

k“ages are s1m11ar to those of Parole Reg1on II, wwth Jericho cases d1ffer1ng

“from reg1ona1s -and - compar1sons in. the schoo] “and- c011ege categor1es but not

vocat1ona1,schools;,v

Table 13
COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGES oF PAROLEES IN SCHOOL

Paro1e o

" Region II‘; Jericho Comparison

| 'r;Hﬁ§h§55hoo1;ok:aeﬂow'u._ 7619 9.4
erjwm@efn,;;;fg,mbasﬂ 75;~ 19
; vaemmm_;«j';%;a3 19 | ‘Lg»e

Comml

| 5112.4%; "1.1143%\“

e13.2% _—

- California

- Youth Authority, Informat1on Systems. Report “A Summary
~of . :Parole Report Forms—~Statew1de January-December

1982 . March 1983 SR LT s oy

. ,-r

N

‘.‘counse11ng

ls,ffeportedeopenihg”savings;aéeountsfwhiié

Three Sacramento parolees were 1nv01ved 1n coun-;

The compar1son group percent-e,

"}Ihvd1vemeht=in*tounsewing programsvwessrepOrfed“by'12 bf the 3o”par61ees who

Paro1e -and: three yOung men 1n Fresno and s1x 1n Bakersf1e]d5‘f

g1yes or]y a: part1a1 understand1ng of what;,,,ff

TWO case. stud1es are presented herensﬁ'ﬂe

o, BR-2ARVG
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~ with him.

*for burgTary and petty theft

fac111ty

: sn1ff1ng pa1nt or gasoT1ne exacerbated h1s med1ca1 prob]ems

'T'behav1or and h1s cont1nued drug abuse

§ ,paroTe agent pTaced him at Jer1cho
“x‘t1nd1ng a JOb

"v‘_~for him work1ng as an- a1de 1n a day care/nursery schooT

A N O U e S O R R T

vt bt o e v

Case Case 1 Th1s Zl-year old man -was pTaced in Jerlcho Program at the start of h153'\"

second parole.
forgery. He had two pr1or convictions on h1s record

111 ‘and unable to takefcare ofrh1m

The youth ‘was comm1tted to Youth Author1ty at the age of 18 forvfdy

-~ His mother was menta]lyl?.

, H1s father was st111 outraged from thef'”“'

youth's behavior dur1ng his: f1rst paro]e and refused to have anyth1ng to do -

Th1s youth's. bTatant homosexuaiwty further exacerbated his- reTa-

t1onsh1ps w1th fam11y members.. At Jer1cho he‘found.acceptance, he was not

reJected for be1ng homosexua] Prior to com1ng to Jer1cho there were not too

‘many pTaces where he<went that he was accepted

time Job selling cToth1ng

~could adJust to be1ng back on ‘the streets

w:th his recover1ng mother enroTTed in a commun1ty co]Tege and found .hbetfep e

fuT] t1me Job He was honorab]y dtscharged from paroTe ‘fv ¥ ;a :

suthe achtevements by the paroTee are perhaps more typ1caT

et oot et L
i

Jer1cho heTped h1m get a part-

This young ‘man’ eventuaTTy moved 1nf'

- Staff prov1ded a wholesome atmosphere in which he

;wigagg_g This second case is not as dramat1c a success as the f1rst but the more 1
| Th1s 19-year~o]d'€v

- ward was comm1tted to the Youth Author1ty for burgTary, w1th prior conv1ct1ons;hh

’ He was adopted when three but by age 13 was- so‘°di

‘ VtroubTesome he was removed from his mother s home and pTaced 1n a. treatment*tfhw
The Joung man was ‘an eptTept1c on med1cat1on and h1s penchant fortdﬂd"{
He “had: been 1n a‘fﬁt;~j
“ser1es of group homes and treatment fac1]1t1es prwor to coming to the Youth d:f
"‘Authorlty because h1s mother d1d not want h1m back due 'to hTS threaten1ng -k‘x:v

’ Lack1ng any other pTace to 11ve h1si¥ffﬂeTflﬁ
In1t1a11y, th1s young man had troubTe ;nhﬁp

The resource deveToper managed to f1nd a pa1d tra1n1ng p051t]on jv,;-”.:s* ;

B

The youth enJoyed the Ean«";TV“:*‘V

SHES rest-gaggjfiZiuf

B o e ottt v 0 o s o o

e T

- job, the tra1n1ng and the money

 the nursery schoo] staff 1n mon1tor1ng the youth s behav1or

fTeg1t1mate househo]d and off1ce products

| Youth Author1ty fac111ty pend1ng a revocat1on hear1ng

E for the homeTess

' .reported onktimeeto his parole agent
’_,man was for the f1rst time, manag1ng to take care of h1mseTf
- and~ after~a fashYon housed h1mse1f

'f~prob1ems, to cope, and to surv1ve

=>f Cr1m1na] act1v1ty Teve]s can be measured in severa1 d1fferent ways

“.measure is arrests

e e R A e P ey L . S < oinin

a JOb but aTso he]ped h1m keep 1t

'*w1de var1ety of counse]tng eXper1ences wh11e at Jer1cho._ However he st1111 S

tcont1nued to have troubTe w1th drug abuse, he cont1nued to sn1ff a var1ety ofke‘ o

was. caught by the Jer1cho staff

dec1ded not to revoke h1m and the young many began T1v1ng a trans1ent life

styTe The Jer1cho Program ‘was fuTT and the agent coqu not pTace h1m there

He had o perranent resldence he stayed w1th var1ous fr1ends or in ‘shelters

'h1s paroTe agent he eventuaTTy got a part- “time Job se111ng fTowers 4He;4'*'

,3 gram- wwth heTping th1s paroTee deveTop seTf-conf1dence and he1p1ng h1m dea]dfft“x o

- w1th parentaT reJect1on. o

g~LeVeTsiof‘Crimtna1 Activity .

tT;the comparwson group w1th 58 5% of the Jer1cho group being arrested at Teast’j‘e'

’:h*honce, The compar1son group had 37 77 of 1ts paroTees arrested at Teast once ’

e

vvvvv

The resource developer not onTy got the wardkgt ,
The resourcerdeveTOper WOrked closely wi hgf_“_

ATso, he got af,

Add1t1ona11y,»he used mar13uana and‘
The young man was temporar11y detained ina

The paroTe rev1ew board“

He learned his way around soup k1tchens. W1th the heTp of

‘The paroTe agent reported that the young~vd
He fed c]othed~‘“”
He dtspTayed a new ab111ty to meet h1s“vE'

The parole agent cred1ts the Jerwcho Pro-nfs’ :

One common‘,7;

The Jer1cho parolees exper1enced more arrests than d1df
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j“'f'ﬁThe offenses for wh1ch Jer1cho parolees were arrested wh11e on paro1e ranged“*':’
- from murder to drunk Hin pub11c with the maJor1ty being charged w1th property"?'

offenses The compar1son group was arrested for a s1m11ar range of offenses o

and there was no dlfference between the LWO in number of v1o1ent o‘fenses o

vAt the end. of the eva]uat1on per1od 45 3% of:the Jericho,parojees'were st:ﬂ,ti
‘on paro]e and were not on v1o1atlon status whereas 67. 97 of: compar1son paro1—’k}
B vees were st111 on paro1e w1th no: v1olat1on act1ons pend1ng (Tab1e 14) A1most
- tw1ce as many Jer1cho paro]ees as compar1sons were on v1o]atlon status when the'té
v»prOJect ended (13 Vs, 7); Regarding sma11er outcome categor1es Jer1cho paroT-vifg'd
ees showed pOS1t]ve as wel] as. negat1ve outcomes reTat1ve to the compar1son _{nTrf
ttﬁtgroup ‘"Pos1t1ves" 1nc1ude the ract that more Jer1cno wards were(honorab]yggg'
eyg;d1scharged (3 vs. 1) and fewer Jericho cases were d1scharged to Department Of;;{,f~?

~.Correct1ons (1”vs 5) than the compar1son group : “Negat1ves“ are that morediisztl'

Jer1cho wards than com r1son wards were revoked from paro1e (2 vs.;O) and more;iztit;nj ;

/y‘prxmar11y to the 1arger number of Jer1cho Wards on v1o!at1on status when thefli,”
’tfoi]OW'UP per1od ended, the overa]] paro]e performance of the Jer1cho group as ,_"”r'

f’measured by off1c1a] d1spos1t1ons 13 poorer than that of the compar1son grOUp

iT;JerTCho wards were recomm1tted to Youth Author1ty fac111t1es (5 vs 1) efﬁ;f,}i7 |

e e e et ol T L e R R e g 8

. Tablels
PAROLE DISPOSITION AT THE END OF THE EVALUATION _

Jericho Comparison.
Number; _Percent', Number - Percent

On violation status 13 24,5 7 13.2
' Revokedffrom parole 2 3.8 0 -0
thecommittedeto YA' 5 9.4 1 1.9

‘~2D1scharged dishon- ] g o T A )
orab]y to CDC h 1 1.9 5 9.4

th*ADTScharged genera11y SB L er Lo
‘?fDZSCharged hohorabiye“', 3 t5:7d7 L 1 1.9

| SthT on Paro1e - 3'f724'r;~§ 5.3 “jt335,g ' .;57;9""'
/ Deceased £ e.f'3g T ‘:]<f1;9;;e;; e t:ﬂ 1 9

 "Another measure of cr1m1ra1 act1v1ty 1s the percent of those who "earn" more
:n'grstate t1me ite-; go to the adu]t author1ty or back to the Youth Author1ty' ’

. Thws cr1ter10n 1s used hy the Youth Author1ty to def1ne off1c1a1 fa11ure ~,Ah*"
"~J,hnsl1ght1y h1gher percentage of Jer1cho paro]ees “15. 17 had garnered state twme'd‘

kffthan had compartson paro]eeS»(ll 37) a]though the d1fference is not stat1st1~f o
: d’ca11y s1gn1f1cant However ‘many of those current1y on v1o]at1on status 1n_,;f'

both grouos are fac1ng charges that w111, 1f conv1cted, send then to a state‘vj‘

‘ 1nst1tut1on

v'More Jer1cho parolees spent time in Ja11 than d1d the compar1son paro]ee5~
(30 Vs, 20) However, the average 1ength of stay was less fdr the Jer1cho*f

:f‘Parplees Those Jerwcho wards who spent t1me in Ja11 stayed an average of'~t F

e A e e o GR-24R1i

T e 3w 1 1 s e i e
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e e o ARSI M it e e et

o | SR ~ The Impact of ResoUrcelbeVéﬁbpers'cAchievementSLUpon"ParOTeefAchievements;,sﬁ,?fif s ‘N
: , : : o e o : : ‘ PR f,”,"'-”"("' "fw. Lf, ‘.nk, et el s e
"“3 26 weeks, wh11e 1ncarcerated~'compar1son :wardsf.stayedy,an averagev_of_ 11,6 _ ‘

The re]at1onsh1p between resource deve1oper ach1eVements and ward ach1evementshjr,,, S
fweeks.

| | | ' L .’ ws fa1r1y clear In the area of emp]oyment and co]]ege enro11ment there is ‘a :7‘ o ,tgv
E Another way to measure 1eve1s of cr1m1na1 act1v1t1es is to compute the re1at1vev,.

pos1t1Ve re]at10nsh1p Regard1ng other then—co]lege educat1ona]

there 1s no re1at10nsh1p

| programss, -
'u L |
‘success of each paro1ee 1n stay1ng out of 1ncarcerat1on. Th1s f1gure good

L : Exam1nat1on of the Paro]e WOrk Record and Paro]e
R street t1me percent s calcu]ated by d1v1d1ng ‘each person s tota1 weekSyQUtf- n,an f,‘f;f,

: i Product1v1ty, d1scussed above, Tab1es 9 and 11, 1nd1cate that Jer1cho has the =
T ?s1de conf1nement by the tota] weeks on paro1e (W1ederanders 1983) Thls mea«ﬁy;“

e greatest effect on those at the 1ow end of the sca]e There is no d1fference“g; e
”sure ref]ects both the frequency and ser1ousness of cr1m1na1 act1v1ty 1n the - -

‘ on those at the top end Th]S 1nd1cates that Jer1cho has the greatest 1moact:t,
h sample , Moreover it nas the stattst1ca1 advantage of y1e1d1ng a cont1nuousr

|
\
o on those who are 1east 11ke]y to get work or’ go to schoo], and has the effect m L ; |
t for e |
d1str1but1on of scores.j The scores for average good street tlme percen t

- of ra1s1ng these wards to Iower ]evel emp1oyment s1tuat1ons
o R each program and compar1son grOUps 1s g1ven in Tab]e 15 Wean good street t1me,~ S ~ L L

higher fo Jer1cho wards: than for compar1sons, but.nonE*Of the‘def eThere is no c]ear, ,11near re1at1onsh1p between hours spent on’ emp1oyment/ RN
: percent was 1igher or R

educat1on nu ber of em ]o ers/sch
ferences in Tab]e 15 was stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant m p y

éof$; contacted and JObS obta1ned/wards .et g_ple,évl
e el i

' enro]led For example, pr1vate bus1ness was the best source of Jobs for;a]1~
BT N ygrj"c,‘ﬂ.:;'p Tab]e 15

GOOD STREET-TIME PERCENT

‘-m

‘f} aged 3. 4 and yet both got the same number of Jobs (f)sj These dtfferences and;'g‘

the PPOQrams but Sacramento averaged 21%3 contacts per week wh11e Fresno aver- f(‘v o

eL‘SacnamentoiJericho - ‘f’:,‘Comparwsonv o

l"developers. S

809 .o ..%06

; 1 - 'i‘f 11““ 3

; ;vEducat1on Was one area where the 1mpaC” of the resource deve]opers was unc]ear. LR

\’V

L;:{The percentage of Jer1cho par01ees 1n h19h SChOOT ”given above on Tab]e 13,o15 el

 Bakersfield Jericfo  Comparison . o

i i s o e A o, A
et e s

s ,,1ower than the compar1son groups and the paro]e reg1on as a whoTe., It shou]d - :.f, f,f
e e0e i med that s ey ol biing paro‘lees i CD]_ .

o ;,;f’;;;»;ﬂcﬂ5f.ﬁ;g"ﬂf;£} {E]"“ff~5fffé§§',{nnu{f’“t - *Vﬂllege Th1s s espec1a1]y noteworthy when 1t 1s reca11ed that Jer1cho parolees
Mean .n‘;”:,‘ ‘ ;9185 17[; ,‘yf“'piti:k, 9 o i

QRIS O S ) ‘;‘ : S "are more than a year younger than paro]e Reg1on II paro?ees (hut not younger
R T test probab1]1ty 252 S S g e

: ,:~u. L :

060784 Rl j

oo

ERE T




st RN S P - ey RSN : : e L L

'7“tls re]ated to 1OWer cr1m1na1 act1v1ty 78V91

than the compartson group) : fH6ngér;:;Jéﬁibhbzgéﬁ&oj1aa*fsighiftcanijﬁ:fawér5ﬁ{f

i wards 1n high. schoo1

' In-summaryj”there°is?suppOrt*tortthe»first*researCh-hypothesfsfsinoe7achieVei SR

ments by resource deve]opers d1d produce stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant 1mprovementsf*”

\k1n parolees emp]oyment and co11ege enro11ment

:,DofPrQSOcial Achteuementszteadwto'Less‘Crimina1 AettVttx?f;»f_;,i‘f

7;]*Jer1cho paro1ees showed statwst1ca11y s1gn1f1cant prosoc1a] achlevements 1n the[t7'

,area of emp]oyment yet had h]gher Ieve]s of cr1m1na1 act1v1ty as measured byf"*rlv i

;arrests and undes1rab1e outcome No s1gn1f1cant re]attonship couid be found@fhfﬁfytfﬁ.irf'

"‘between prosoc1a1 ach1evements and 1eve]s of cr1m1na1 act1v1ty

""{Jer1cho paro]ees were more successfu1 than the comparlson group at gett1ng Jobs"f;ufj e g

Q«' g

k'the compar1son group, 557 of those arrested had Jobs., - 773”5*'? e

"”'angata regard1ng 1nd1v1dual programs presented no strong ev1dence that emp]oymenthpg

"ﬁfTJer1cho parolees arrested were emp1oyed at some t1me dur1ng thetr parole ;.sjiff_fu'lf'

o @}_,_

@u\v

Tab]e 16 g1ves the fdgures onfﬁfﬁ 1:‘

“Htﬁemp1oyment arrest and unfavorabWe outcomes for the 1n lv1dua] programs ,lt'1¥ _,;

v‘;fshows that h1gh employment rates do not prec]ude h1gh arrest rates and unfavor-[af*7

T ab]e outcomes

R e T Eonet el -t RS

‘3?iyiyet th1s success d1d.not deter them from cr1me For examp1e 83 8% oF theh:qu}d?f&i}f;f;fi'

.;t of cr1m1na1 act1v1t1es

L 'hMelﬁ S
e EMPLOYMENT ARRESTS AND UNFAVORABLE OUTCOME
. FIGURES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS AND THEIR COMPARISON

bl % Unfavorab]e
R Emp1oyed 7 Arrested Outcome

'-7‘,v:ffSacramento Jer1tho '1~-] 85. O” 45 O ffhaé£s30 0
;‘_pphSacramento Compar1son,ffn”60f0*ﬂ;? 455 0 _59&20 0

: J/:,
,,@_iffFresno Jertche i e 7olsf';?gef:so;03ﬂ}f'ff"”
'>A¥;Fresno Comparxson . 589 . 59 11.8

© Bakersfield Jeriche 813
'“.j.;Bakersfie]d[Compartson‘me‘43.8§‘, e

e s DU
SR

v~i¢Enr011ment 1n coi]ege Was a s]lght]y better 1nd1cator of noncr1m1na1 act1v1ty,aa4

”fffﬁalthough enro]]ment 1n hwgh schoo] was not Noteworthy here 1s that none offug

£30

“ﬁefswthe co]1ege students 1n e1ther group were arrested and thus a11 had favorab]effef"d

"glfoutcome;~ H1gh schoo] students and vocattona7 tra1nees‘>had more b1em1shedrr1'

lf‘lirecords w1th both groups exper1enc1ng arrests and unfavorab]e outcomes‘ :Théw@[‘”V'

”'~qfrOVera]1, schoo]fa;h1evements were not slgn1f1cant1y retated to decreased 1eve15'f?"j

e ;“’; .

S

. 6R-240RTL
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s ks ';";f"d? 71“ -

";”reported not open1ng a sav1ngs account exper1enced arrests

T e R o
ok

e
oot

T Y B N o e D b b Ve e

| 10wer 1evels of cr1m1na1 act1v1ty

= opened sav1ngs accounts exper1enced arrests.‘

H o s e

i

0

'Other ach1eVements 11ke bank accounts a]so were not 519n1f1cant1y re]ated tofj."

SR MMNM

""Mﬂa‘m
S

kference is 1nterest1ng but agatn, not s1gn1t1cant

prosoc1a1
,act1v1ty than compar1sons.

lead to less cr1m1na1 act1v1ty, has to be reJefted for th1s samp]e..,

\ compar1son cases, depending on the measure of cr1m1nal act1v1ty used

N1ne of the 151(607) of the paro]ees wh0f’
E1even of the 14 (78.7%) who

SRS Ay s

AR TE
i

achwevements yet had h1gher or equ1va]ent ]eve]s

Y

'(‘:
s}

Do Jericho Parolees“ShOWfLowerwfeVels of‘Crtminal Actiuitieszi i

parison group.
parison group.
the comparison group, Table 14 above, and more: Jer1cho wards spent time in- 3a11
than,d1d,compartson_cases,

wards was less.

‘ln15,s7ngui R

Hypothes1s two,,that more prosoc1a1 ach1evements

" They also had more undes1rab1e off1c1a1 d1sp031t1ons than dndk

a]though,the,meanftame"spent'nn-Jatl,by Jerjchog,,

e G Fpabanle ety T
N, —-*—3"

f}In summary, Jer1cho parolees showed stat1st1ca11y 31gn1f1cant h1gher 1evels of{ S

oF cr1m1na1, i

Jericho parolees did,not~show,10wer tevels;ot criminaiiactivities than~the;come ~

As noted above, Jericho. parolees had mbreyarrests'than‘the come‘ﬁ'

There was no swgn1f1cant dwfference between the Jer1cho and the compar1sonfg‘

wards on state t1me or on good street t1me percent

In summary, ‘the third research hypothesxs 15 not supported s1nce Jer1cho paro]~f. f:"

, ees show e1ther h1gher or equ1va1ent 1e\ens of cr1m1na1 act1V1t1es than thejhhuf

B

‘\) -

o The“highér“orleguit

CHAPTER V.

ﬂ: Conc]us1ons‘;__?_:fu |

";cr1m1na] act1v1ty 1evels of Jgplgbquannlgeswdesn1te )

.

E s1on a1ternat1ve exp]anat1ons shou]d be exam1ned

g paroie success

<‘counse11ng and "socwa] relnforcement" i, e.,

'k Another factor may be the type of JObS obta1ned
| 1abor
: 1ncarceratlon to the paro1ee.

PaTmer 1977)

'ffrom other wards 1n be1ng w1thdut resources and fam111es

'number of paro1ees n group homes from Regton II is so. sma]1

‘v,"that match1ng was 1mposs1b1e

h1gher emp1oyment rate 1nV1tes the - conc]us1on that JObS are not suff1c1ent to

deter these young men from cr1m1na1 endeavors. Before acceptwng th1s conc]u—

Severa1 are d1scussed be1ow

verba] and nonverba1 comp11ments

from JOb superv1sors was re1ated to lower 1eve1s of rec1d1v1sm

Most of the JObS obta1ned

'fwere m1n1mum wage part ttme JObS work1ng at fast food p]aces or do1ng menta]

It cou]d be that JObS w1th more career potent1a] ‘would dwscourage Crim= |
1na1 act1v1ty A JOb w1th some future wou]d increase. the "costs" of cr1me and
Some theoret1ca1 support for this can be found

1n recent cr1m1no]ogy 11terature from economwsts (Cook 1975:

A th1rd a1ternat1ve may be that the paro]ees placed in group homes are unique.

The parole agents who superV1sed the group homes satd these wards are. d1tferent

1ess than 57

Stud1es of paro? ’behaef ;7exg5euth

i AR s g R

o It may be that empToyment 1s 1mp0rtant but netther necessary nor suff1c1ent forv 5

One study (Mentec 1972) found that emp]oyment which - 1nc1uded |

Erlich ‘1973;,~'

| Ideaﬂy, the com-

-'parlson group should have been re31dents of non-Jer1cho group homes but the vi'

| ‘ _,_uatynepseeau
:Wards 1n group homes would g]ve some base11ne data but U"fOrtunate]y such 3 }A

BR-2ARTT




study hasn t been done.

L R Rk B S e

\the Jer1cho exper1ence that promotes rec1d1v1sm

»;.subcu]ture

kJer1cho paro1ees

_L1v1ng 1ndependent1y from fam1l1es may be another factor

'fF1na11y, the samp]e s1ze is . sma]l (

"could be a statlst1cal f1uke

"fh'It shou1d be emphas1zed that w1thout random asswgnment to J?r1cho vs

‘u,“

paro]ees 1n group homes must be tentative.,

t1onsh1p between JObS and paro]e performance

o Bl b e e R
- - o~ v AN S R .

W1thout th1s base11ne data, any conc1uswons about L
However, g1ven the 1ack of re1a~;*

perhaps factors other than o

W"‘"f‘“"ﬁﬁ AT

’!ﬁ;ﬂuﬂht,n&&iémkberégdreﬁQ&dwiOmeDPQVEMEUE“DQHBVTGTS of Lh1S group.,

ISR TR

',uAnother a]ternat1ve that shou1d -be- examined 15 that there 1s someth1ng about;er"

« D

’group setttng w1th other de]1nquents encourages the deve]opment of a de11nquent,'

cr1m1na1

‘w1th1n the house where act1v1t1es alﬁf

sencouraged

‘ The 1eve1 of superV1s1on may be a 'factor 1n the h1gh recwd1v1snl rates of ;hj

: have been 1n other sett1ngs

Jericho wards do have fam111es and have 11ved w1th them in the past

a11Vxng 1ndependent1y of - the1r fam111es produces anom1e and 1essens the bonds:

kof comm1tment to the communlty and soc1ety

'tests approprwate to sma]] samples w1th unknown dlstr1but10ns were used

”] group cond1t1ons, the poss1b111ty of se1ect1on-b1as cannot be ru1ed out B‘tsjfe..s
v‘ffbased on a xnatched samp11ng procedure and g1ven the best efforts of thef}i‘* '

hfresearcher to match on varwab1es of demonstrated re1evance to paro1e behavwor,g_‘}'ﬂ;fn

v

It could be that 11v1ng 1n a~;if;

valued d#ﬂ‘e"

Superv1swon in the group homes was: c1oser than 1t cou]d '
A majority of the ,

Perhaps

: 106) and*this meahthhatfthe‘findfngs o

However, 1t should be noted that nonparametr1chs

controT~‘t'“'
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"’the7fo11owihgfcon61uSioh’emerged
'to 1mprove the emp1oyment p1cture of parolees

‘k,;>fewer cr1m1na1‘act1v1t1es than for compar1son wards.

‘;and schoo] attendance among wards not emp]oyed

fres1dents.,
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--,_‘Th1s conc1us1on suggests great caut1on‘in 1mp]ement1ng th1s program model e]se-f

iwhere un]ess mod1f1cat1ons to enhance the program are: 1nc1uded

‘ m1ght be"jl) to work toward br1nglng about ward JObS w1th stab1e career poten- .

t1a1 rather than the m1n1mum»wage var1ety, 2) to insist on school enro]1ment‘

e,exerc1se more contro] on the assocwat1ons and act1v1t1es a110wed to program-

A

The maJor ach1evement of prOJect Jer1cho wasV

but. th1s d1d not br1ng about'kf*f

Three of these{

~and 3) to search for- ways to‘
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