
, " 

Thisinicrofiche was produced from documents received fOJ 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot e~ .. ,~·cise . 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
'this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality . 

......•• " 11 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDAROS-1963-A 

~\. . . 

~ 

IJf!,{Y? . Microfilming- procedures used to create this fiche comply with 

, fthe standards setforth in 41CFli.101-11.504.". Y.' ""',,\ 
.' .. ' . II 

,Points of view or opinions stated in this document are <i") 

those of the author(s) and do not represent the official 
. position or policies of the U. S. Department.ofJustice .. 

NatiomllInstituteotJllstice , ... 
, United State~pepartmerlrof J~stjce 

Washin~toI1,D. C:20~31:~ 
'.' ,.-' -, 

,;: 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Natlonallnstllute of Justice 

This document has been reprodu6lid exactly as received from the 
person ot organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated 
In this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the offfcla! pOsition or policies of the National Ins liMe of 
YUstlce. 

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material ha,s been 
granted by 
;, California. Deparbnent· of ·the 
.' . YO~th !\.uthority 
to the Nationa,l CrimInal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) • 

Furtherreproducti!ln Qutslde of the NCJR§ system requires permis-
slonofthecopyright oWner. . ' 

o 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



p. ' 

(' t 

" 

'~State of "CalHornia 
" ., -.' j, 

GEORGE DEUK.MEJIANf 
, 'GoVERNOR 

Youth andAdult.~,Correctio ... -, .. "~~~~ .. ~~o-o,~,.,.","~,,'T'~"""'" 
N. A. CHADERJIAN, 

SECRETARY 

Depart:rnent of the 

YOll-th Al1thority 

PROGRAM RESEARCH AND REV lHI 
DIVISION 

ELAINE DUXBURY 
Chief 

* * * * * 
CANDACE CROSS-DREW 

JAMES ROWLAND, 
DIRECTOR 

GEORGE R. ROBERTS, 
CHIEF DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

'FRANCISCO J. ALARCON, 
Deputy Director, . 

o 

Pri nci pa 1 Invest; gator '. 
, ,., : ADMINlSTRA TJVESEflVICES 

BRANCH 
* * * 

" 
j 

'j 

1 
o==J 

,r, I ", , I 
" I 

! 
I 
I 
I 
i 
i 

\ 

.j 

1 

I 
I 
j 

j 
'KATHY SHERMAN 

Office Assistant 

, RONALDW. HA)~E;S 
Deputy Di~ector ' ',. , .' " 

-j 

PREVeNTION AND COMMUN.ITY ~ 
CORRECTIQNsaRANCH 

() 

\VU"EURA. BECRWlTl-f' "11 
" Dep9ty :DirectQr • " , , " ',','". 

ipAROLE SERVICES' BRANCH 
" ' ~ . . 

C.A. T~RHUNE,' " . 
. • Deputy Director " .•.• . " ... '. " 

lNSTITUTIONSANDCAMPS<, 
. ; ,BRANCH" .. 

,j 
I 

,J 

.. ---"---~-~-------------------"":l'.,---' 

PROJECT JERfCHO EVALUATION REPORT 

FIINA~ REPO~T 

Candace Cross-Drew 

DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

Division of Program Research & Review 

JUNE 1984 

The preparation of these materials was financia11y 
assisted through a contract from Diogenes Youth 
Services funded by a grant from the Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning under the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as amended. 



'. 

", ,,, 
.. 

,h h 

'(J 

, ~ " 

TABLE OF ,CONTENTS 

S·UMMARY. o ••.••• e .• ·• e' ••.••••• 1\', •• ·0" ............ ~ .• , ••. ~ ....... If ~ ............ ~ e •. ~ ............ ' 

CHAPTER 1 

CHAPTER 2 

CHAPTER 3· 

CHAPTER 4: 

CHAPTER 5 

i;, 

Introduction ••• ~ •••.••••••••••••••••••• ·····r ..... . 
Project· Background 0'.' •••••• ' ........................ " 0,. "', 

oescr; pti on of Program •••••• '0 ••• 0 •••••• • •••• 0 •••••• 

Labor Market Description ••••.•••.••..•••.••••• 

Research Design. and Methods •••••..• 0 ••••••••••••••• 

Re$.~arch Des; gn .. ~:!I" ••• ' ••. ~ ,. ,,-.......... :. - ...... <;-. ,,~ •• " 

,~ 

The,' S am,' p le . • .. • . . • • . ·If;f;-,',~1.~'::-,''' ',' • " • ;,.;,;, "," I • .' • '. " • .' 

hX:J",: NC ,J R1QI, 
Data C:o'll eC.tion ...•...• ,~::.""...,~': ...... ::.' ...................... 0.,. 

f':; 

Findings •••.•••• .; ••••••••• &:~.':,., .. ¥.~~;,. t~, .'91\~'.· .• " .,.' , ~~~ ~, 

Res ourG,e: Oevel oper'Act?i vi,t i es .; ••• ··."tKii(tJ1rr4l~o 

/1 

,' __ . i ,'~i~CQ'lJ1l9(l' l 

Parolees Achievements. L; .......•.......••. ~ .. '1 ,,' 
.;-

Levels of Cr,iminal Activity ................... . 

The Impact of Resource Developers· , 
Ach i evements Upon Parol e Achi evement •• h •••• 

Do Prosod Ii 1 Achievernents Lead to" Less 
Criminal Activity? •• ~ •••••. " ••••••••• ~ ••••• 

, ' 

Do Je~i cho Para l,eesShow:' LO\'l,er LeVel s of 
Criminal Activi,.ties,? ••••••.••• 'i'" ., •••••• , ... ~. 

'1' ,.,,' :.1, 

'(I 

;: 

l' 

., 
~t 

'. -' 
6 

Page .~ 

i , , 
1 n tl , 
1 f~ 

~ 
A~ 
. 

3 
I 
lJ 

5 
11 t 

8 f 

8 

9 

12 

15 

15 

19 

25 
\ 

29 ! 

c. 

30 (1 
i.~ 

32 "', 

33 " 

36 
\..~, 

" '" 
" 

o 

;;':\ c· 

" . 
1'-\ 



f I; 
',II 

, ~I! 

~ ~ 

I 
r 

, . ~ 
.' 

" t 

TABLE 1 

TABLE 2 

TABLE 3 

TABLE. 4 

TABLE 5 

TABLE 6 

TABLE 7 

TABLE 8 

TABLE 9 

TABLE 10 

TABLE 11 

TABLE 12. 

TABLE 13' 

TABLE 14 

TABLE 15 

TABLE 16. 

FIGURE 1 

FIGURE 2 

LIST OF TABLES . 

Sample. Si'ze'fQr the Individual P·r·o-gr.,;p.ms~.~- '0 .c .....•. : •... ,.,"~ . ~ .. 0_ , 

.. :;) 

Compa,rison .ofBackground ,Char.acteristi cs of , ,', 
,Jericho Parolees with Parole Region II Parolees, •..•• 

Background ,Characteristics. of Indiv;dualJerfcho 
Parolees.' Comparedw:ith Parol eesFrom",the Same 
P "aro l'e" '. Off-; ·c,e .... '·e.' ....... ~., .. ' .. , •• , ...... ·0" .... : ...... ", ' •. ,0 -.' .. ,0 •• ;-':~ .... " .... - ... 0" . 

Number and Percentage of Parole Research, Forms 
Re"t"ur'ned ..... ~ -.'"'. " •.•• -" ... '. ' ..... ' ........ ' ..... ~.~ ,.~. it ~-~~ ."~ ' ••.. ~" •. 0 ......... ~) •• ~ . .a': 

Average of How .the~ Resource Developers .Spent" 
T,h"'e,ir 'T:ime-....... ,~ •.• '" ~ ... ,., .. , .. 0 ............ It ........ " .... 0"" •. ' ..... ,. ,.' .•.• 

How the Individual' R~,source Developers Spent 

Sources of Jabs Obta,ined by Jericho Wards~ .•.•..... ' •.• 

Average Nlimber of Potentfal Employers Contact,ed 
Weekly by IndiVidual Program ••....••..••...•.•.•....• 

.P aro 1 e Work Record Comparison ..••••..•.•• o ••••••••• ~ •• 

Prev';,ous Work Hi·~story·,."~",, •. _," ..••• " " " •••••. " " ~' .• <" •• " " " .-. 

Comparison of Percentages of Parolees in SChool .. ~ ...• 

Parole Disposition at the End of the 'Evaluation. ~ •.•••. 

Good Street-Time Percent •..•••. ' ••.•• ~ ... ~ •••.•.••.•..••.. 

Employment, .Arrests and Unfavorab!eOutcom~Fi9I,Jre$' 
for Individual Programs and Thel!:' Compar1sons ....... 

FlGU~ES 

Diogenes Youth Services Youthful OffenderSeY'vi.ces 
Organiz,ational ,Cha'rt .•.•• · •... · ••. It" ".-". ~.~, •. ~ ••. '. ~ * .... " ... ,' •. :" •.•.•• 

Percent qf Blue Call ar"and ,WhiteCol1 ar Jobs.,., ••. o p. 
,f:1 

C\ 

'0 
• ; <- "-~''''''-'!''''_'')''''~=<l:#'''''''I<1Y'~_l1-''''''_~.c~. 

,Page" 

9, 

10 

11 

13 

15 

16 

17 

17 

21 

22 

22 

23 

27" 

31 

4 

6 u 

", "" 

.... ~,. 

,(':' 

.. 

" 

SUMMARY 

\ ' 

This r~port·, is an evaluation of Project Jericho, a one-year program 

designed to improve the p~role success rate of male' Youth Authority wards 
, ", : . " , ". " ,(j." 

living in Diogenesgroup homes in Sacramento,Fresno, and Bakersfield., 'To 
f.l , -t 

.improve p'arole StiCe.ess" a resource deve 1 operwas hired 'for each of the three 
" ' 

group hOmes. Their jqb was to help parolees f'ind jobs, enroll in scnool or 

training, and establish links to1:hecoln-nunity~ 

The pllrpos~ of the eVA] uati on wasta assess the impact of the Jericho 

Program, on. the parole behavior of Youth Authority wards in the program. 

Speciflcc!)ypotheses . i:estedwere:. 1) " the more achievements made by the 

resource deve.lopers, the more ; mp!'ovements will. be shown by parol ees on pro­

" socia,lindicators; 2) the more prosocial improvements by parolees, the lower 
, '. 

the crirninala,c.i;hrity, 1 eve]; and 3) Jericho parolees'will show "lo'wer,: , criminal' 

act, vityleveJs than theba'se,line and compari'son wards. ' 

The "study used .a,j quasi "'experi menta I.des; 911wt~h, a, nonequfv aTentcontro] 
" ~,. 

group. . To. detiVe," th~Gomparisongroup, ,Youth'. AuthoritY~Wards paroled to 
,)' ~' .' . , --

Jeri cho were matched with ,other male' Youth' Authority parolees' on the basi s' of 

age, ethnicity, committing offense, andpar,Qle,to ,the same' area at approxi..; 

,mateTythe same time. . FiftY-three~ JeY:;cnollgraciuates" .( d~nnedas those 'who 
'r, 

resided for a mi'n;rr!um, of 30· days; n .oneof t9¢ group homes) and 53 comparison 

. parolees made up thestudY,csample • 

InterViews, questt1Jnnaire? and off i c i aJ records provided' the data.! . 
; 

ResQurce diwe,i opers, other group home staff arid parole agents we,re intRr..; 

. viewed. Questionnaires were fi.lled out by'Jer;~ho parolees. OfficiaJYouth 

Authority . records provide9 information on parolees I . backgrolJnds, prior 

i 
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records, insti tut i ona1 history, parole heh"av;or, violations and parole out­

come. Youth Authority OBITS data base and the Employment Development Depart­

mentprovided employment. data. 

The Jericho parolees showed significantly higher rates of employment than 

the comparison troup- There was ljttl~ difference between the two groups on 

number of wardsenro l1edin school but there were more Jericho wards enrolled 

;n college while more of the comparison wards \~ere enrolled in high school. 

The Jericho parolees did not have lower rates of recidivism than the compari~ 

son group; Jericho cases had more arrests and more undesirable official dis­

pOSitions than comparison cases. Regarding a third meaSUre of recidivism, 

time spent outside of confinementwhi1e on parole, Jericho cases were slightly 

hi gher, (statisti cally non-si gnificant r than 'comparisons. 

'.') 

There was support for the f·irst researdJ hypothesis since. acMevements by 

the f,esource developers did produce s~ignificant improvem,ents in parOlees' 

employment and collegeenroJlment.Hypothesis two, .thatrnQreproso.cJal 

a,chievemehts would 1 ead' to less crimilla f adi'Jity, Yhad to be rejec~ed 5 ince 

Jericho .paro lees showed 'signifi cantty'high-erl eyeTsofprm;6cialacn i evement$ 

yet had'higher or' equivalent levels ofcrim.inal activities .. Similarly, tre 

thirdresearc~ hypothesis was not suppotted$inceJer'ichoparolees showed 

'>'. r 

... either higher or eguivaientlevels of criminal activities. The major achieve-' 

rrient of Project Jer'icho was to improve the rate ofe~ployment for parolees, 

though this· did not bring; about fewer criminal ", activities . Caution wa~ 

suggested in impl ement; ng simi lar prqgrams unless modifications are incl udeq 

to promote stable jobs with career potential, to Jnslst on school attendance' 

among unemployedresidents~ and to exerCise more. control on the activities 

progralT! res i dents, 

ii 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

The Jericho Parolee TranSition program was a one-year project designed to sig:" 

nificantlyincrease the parole success rate for Youth Authority wards living 

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 linkages 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 eva.l uates the impact of the Jeri cho Parolee Trans it ion project on the 

parole behavior of those in the program. It does not evaluate the group home 

itse If. 

Proj ect Back ground 

The high faillJre rate of Youth Authority parolees prompted Diogenes Youth Ser­

vices to look ·for ways of .improving chances for parole success .. Recent studies 

by the Youth Authority (Wiederanders 1983; 1981) and by other researchers (COok 

1975; Pritchard 1979; Stephens & Sanders 1978) i·dentified employment as a key 

factor. in 'pa'rolesuccess,. Indirect support for these findings come from sev­

eral econometric: studl eS whi chfouncj a relationship between unemployment and 

crime (Brenner 1971; 197.6; Fleisher 1963; Glaser & Rice 1959). Wiederanders 

(1983) . identified. education and prosoci al attitudes. as. additional' factors 

related to pilrole$!lccess .• 

!', ,-
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Based an these research findings, Diagenes deveioped a program to. increase 

parole success primarlly thraugh employment and educatianal referrals .• 

Diogenes sought funding to hire staff to find jobs, training and educatianal 

apportunitiesand atherresaurces for resident parolees. 

In the follawing chapters,' the impact af the Jericho Parolee Transitian 

praject on paralee behavior will be described. The organization of the report 

is as follows: Chapter II c1cscribesthe program,. Chapter III explains the 

research design and methodology, Chapter IV presents research findings, and 

Chapter V offers canclusians. 
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CHAPTERlI 

Descr; ptian of Pragram . 

The Jericho., Parolee Transition project was develaped to. supplement the services 

Diogenes youth Services were praviding parolees.. Diogenes was onder cantract 

with theVauth Authority to' operate three residenti aT programs for· male Youth 

Authority paralees. These programs provided' a place to live, transition se,r­

vices, counseling and supervision. Each program was staffed with a. program 

manager, house manager and three part-t ime counselors. Student interns and 

.' va 1 unteers augmented the staff. These pragrams, at anyone time, were designed 

to serve art averageaf six parolees far a stay af 90 days. The programs were 

designed to. help homeless parolees make the transition from incarceration to. 

parale. 

The 'group homes are lacatedin single family homes in middle-to-working class 

areas of Sac:'r~amento, Fresno and Bakersfield. The Sacramento hame Was opened 

in July1981, the Fresno. hamein July 1982, and the Bakersfield hamewas opened 

in January 1982. 

The Jeri cha Parolee Transit; on projectpr.avided funds to hi re a resource deve 1-
1)" _ ". 

oper for~,ach .Jl'Ome.. Fi gUre 1 shows the organization cha.rt for the program. 

The main tasks of the develapers were taestabl ish community 1 ir'lkages, get 

referr·als·far ernplayment,trainiry9 and edOcat;on;and to. offer caunseling. 
~:;;' .. . 

('The'Sacramentoand"FY'esnodevelapers, were hi red i nOctober 1982 and stayed with 

the. project thfQU~hitscompletfan.Th~ Bakersfield program experienced ,rapid 

Theth'ird one was. hired turnove:rin deviloperas, hiring three ihfour months. 
• <;J 0 

ih.lTlid-Janu~ty .. and·stayed whh'theproject . through cornplet itm. 

. 0.60784' -3"" 6R-240Rl i 
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FIGURE 1.: DIOGENES YOUTH SERVICES 
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Youth Authority parole agents were primarily respbnsible for assigning parol­

ees to Jericho programs. Although the pr~,gram was designed to serve homeless 

wards without family or resources, the' majority of wards assigned to the pro­

gram were not, 1 i ter~n y, orphans but were those who" cou 1 d not or wou 1 d not 

1 i "e at home., A si zab 1 e, number coul dri It return to their county of commitment 

because of stY"ong oPPosition by district attorneys, police and relatives of 

victims. Some cases were placed. at Jericho to get them :away from conflicts 

with par,ents. Additionally, some parents were considered negative influences, 

such as those identified as drug dealers 7 and the agent wanted the ward in a 

more law-abiding environment. In some cases, parents were conSidered unable 

to control the ward and the agent placed him in Jeri cho for better supervi s ;o,n. 

In a number of cases, the families didn't want their son back home. This was 

especially true -of drug offenders. Finally" a few wardsl i vi ng in small agr;­

cultur,alhamlets were placed in the Jericho Program to try to help them find a 

job in town. 

Labor Market 

The 1 abor market in each area di ff ered anet its confi gurat i on affected emp 1 oy­

mentopportuniti es for Youth Authority parol ees., GeQgraphi cal differences were 

controlled by 5e 1 ecti ngcomparisongroup parolees from the sifmearea . However, 

1 abor market differences would affect differences between programs ilnd would 
, , 

--~ ---, -.-- ~.......,,--. --. - -,-, 

require \ different str,ategi,eson the part:' of resource developers.' Figure 2, we, 

'q 

shows the, percentage Of blue collar and white collar job~ ·in each area. White 

collar jobs include prOfession,?" managerial" sales and clerical C pos'itions. 

Blue collar jobs include laborer, machine operators" serVice occupaJions and . .") 

,craft {EDQr.1982}. Since parolees are more likely to get b,lue('collarjobs due 

to generally low educational achiev,1;ments, Bakersfield ,and Fresno would appear 
'~\, 
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FIGURE 2: PERCENT OF BLUE COLLAR AND WHITE COLLAR JOBS 

SACRAMENTO SMSA 1982 

BAKERSFI ELD SMSA 1982. 

BLUE COLLAR 

JOBS 

54.5% 

\MITE COLLAR' 

JOBS 

45.5% 

WHITE COLLAR 

JOBS 

60.8% 

fRESNO SMSA 19&2 

BLUE COLLAR 

JOBS 

55.1% 

NOTE: SMSArefers to Standard Metropo 1 itan Stat; s ti.ca 1 Area 

o 
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tohavea,higher percentage 'of parol,ee",suitable jobs. Sacramento; with a high 

proportion of it~_,workforce;nvolvedingovernmentand education, has the 
\J... ...... '" . ': .' .... . .,,~:. 

lowest percentageof'blue collar jobs: and migh1;: be expect,ed to present more of 
. ~~ 

a cha llengeto job developers than the"othertwoare.as. 

Unemployment rates might also affect the labor market in each area. Unemploy­

ment ina 11 three areas wash; ghest in February and declined steadily ther~." 

after, reaching the lowest rate in September.. The. average unemployment rate 

in Sacramento for the period January 1983 through September 1983 was lO.3%. 

Fresno IS average unemployment rate for the same period was 14.3% and 

Bakersfieldls was 11.85, (EDD 1983). 

o 
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CHAPTER III 

Research Design and MethQds 

The purpose of the evaluation was to a~sess the impact of. the Jericho. Parolee ... 

Transition project on the parole behav.ior of Youth Authority wards in the Pro­

gram. Specific hypotheses to be tested were: 1) the more achievements made 

by the resource developers, the more improvements. wi 11 . be shown by parol ees on 

prosocia1 indicators; 2} the mqre prosocia1 improvements by parolees, the 

lower the criminal. activity 1 evel; and 3) Jericho Program parolees wi n show 

lower criminal activity levels than baseline and comparison wards. 

Research Desiqn 
. .--

The study used a-QUasi-experimental d~sign ~ith a nonequivalent control group 

(Campbell &Stanl~y 1966). Parolees admitted. into the Jericho Program were 

matched with other Yduth Atithority, parol ees.who were:p.aroi~d,'at approximately 
, :, "., ' .. 'd). -, ' . 

. the same time to the> same parole are'as. The matchin,g was done after the parol-
. .' " ~'. ~" . 

eeswere.assigned to Jericho. 'Parolees' were .matched, on age, ethnicity; .commit-
,,' . , . I,) •. , '-," , 

ting offenses and number of pr.iorcriminal. convictions. These factors are the 

best. known predictors of parol e behavi or. Due 'to th.e Sinal T number of wards . 
\,~ <-' • 

placed. in groL!P horne$, it wa$ not poss ib 1 e.· to match the Jeri cho wards with 

wardS in other group .homes. Random assignment of· parolees to Jericho or to a 

cpntroT group,neGessary f,ora,true."experimental d.esign, was. not possfble .. 

Early in the research if became obvious ~hat some parolees'Would,not be staying 

at Jericho for the fu 1 r'~Od ays. In Jact, a few didn It. stay long. enough to 

unpack. In order to fajrl~ eval uate the effect of. the Jericho Program, onlJ 

parolees who .had stayed 0, minimum. of 30 day~' time were considered Jericho 

060784· -8- 6R-240R:l r 
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r i. research c.ases. Parol ees· who stayed 29 days or 1 ess were cons,; dared out of the 

study and were not matched.. ThOse .who stayed" 3().daysor more were considered 

researchc:aseseven thougnSolTie of the'mwere subst:quently removed from the pro-

gram for· noncpmplianCe with program rules or law violations .• . . 

, -" . 
\ ,,-, , , 

AdditionaJTy,paY'oTees in the Bakersfield program were includedi~the sample 
. -' - G . . . . 

only if they wereiwtheptogramafter the. last resource developer was hired. 

'~'r) 

ApplYingth~::\criteria yielded 53 Jericho -research cases and .. 17out;.;of-study 

cases. Table 1 shows the number fnry ,-theindi vi dLla 1 programs. 

The Sample 

Table 1 

SAMPLE SIZE FOR THE IND.IVIDUALPROGRAMS 

.'; Sacramento Jeri cho Research Cases 
Sacramento Out-of-Study Case.s 

.Fresno Jericho Research Cases 
FresnoOut-of-Study Gases 

Bakersfi el dJerichb Research, Cases . 
Bakersfield Out-of-StudyCases 

Total Jericho Sample :::53 
TotaLOut":of.istudy :: 17 . 

(: 

Number 

20 
7 

17 
7 

16 
3 

Th!;! total study sample cons i'~t's of 106 wards:' 53uertcho parol eesand 53 i.n 

the compari son group. As Tab 1 e 2 shows ~. the ,Jericho. para 1 ees were YO.\.mger, 

more, likely to be white, and Tess violent offenders than the average Parole 

Regi on II parolee • Background characterist; cs faY' wards in the individual 

prograrnsareshown. in Table 3~ 

i~" 

." ~' 
o 
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Table 2 

COMPARISON Of BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF JERICHO . 
PAROLEES .WITHPAROLEREGION'H PARO~EES . 

Mean Age 

Ethnicity(%) 

White 
Hispanic 
81 ack 
Native American 
Other 

Committin.gQffenses (%} 

Violent 
Property 
Drugs 

J.ericho 

18.9 

62.3 
22.6 
11.3 
3.8 

o 

30.3 
64.2 
5.7 

Parole Ragidn II 

20.1 

51.0 
29.2' 
17.4 
1.2 
1.1 

40.4 
57.6 
2 .. 1 

NOTE: Source of parQle Region II statistics: California 
Youth Authority, Information Systems Report, nCharac­
terfsti csofY.A. War'ds, September 30, 1983 11• 
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Tab'le: 3 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERIsncs;,OF INDIVIDUAL JERICHO PAROLEES, 
COMPARED WITH PAROLEES FROMTHESAMCPAROLE OFFICE 

II 

Mean Age 

£thoi city (%) 
Whtte 
Hispanic 
Black " 
Nat; ve American 
Other 

Cemmitting Offenses, (%) 
Vielent 
Preperty 
Drugs & Al cehol 

Mean Age 

Ethni,dty (X) 
White 
Hispanic 
Black 
Native American 
Other 

Cemmitting Offense 00 
Violent -

, P.roperty 
, Drug & Alcohel 

Mean Age 

Ethnicity e%) 
White 
Hispanic 
B 1 ad 

, N ati ve Arner iean 
Other' 

Cemmitting, Offense (%) 
Vielent 
Preperty' 
Drug & Alcehol 

18.9 
'. 75.1 

6.3 

c' 

D· 
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Data, Cell ection 
/' ' 

Avar,ietybf sources inc 1 udi n9 Jerl che staff, parel ees , patel e' agents, law, 

enforc$ment"officioals, the JouthA,uthority computerized data, base (the OBITS 

sys~emJ,and," EOD,emplo,ymentst(itisti cs previded data,. 

.!.\ 

'Data to measure, reseurce deVeloper achievements were gather,ed from several 
;:. ;. 

seurces. The, main source,efdata was a form filled out weekly by the res,eurce 

developers. This 'form was used tp collect information en how, the resource 
\1 I, 

deveJepers spent their time, the number ef conta~ts they made with varieus 

employment seurces,' and achi.evements they made in develeping' reseurces. ,This 

form was del}e'l()'ped threugh consultation with the fe.Source 'develepers~ Add;'~ 
, ' ' 

tionally,qua1itativeinformation V.Jas obtained from resource deve]opersin . .the 

ferm ef \lease studies, IIi .e.', examples of achievements by.resource developers . ", 

that de not appear in presentation of stric~ly, quantitativ~ data." 

Evaluation, by'dients. of the JerichoProgr'am also,provided dataeh resource 

devel op~rs 'achi evements . This infor'~atien was ~lidtedby a, questiennaire; 
, ' 

. descr.iped below, .which was administered to. parolees whed they left the program. . ' . ; 

Finally, qualitative data on resourCe develeper achiev~ment,;; ,were obtained from 

paro le agents. " 

Information.on activities-of parelees WaS collected from official records, 

Jericho' sta,ff , questionnaires, paro'le agents,.and persona lintervie,Ws. The 
,- , . 

o ;. ".,', I) ": .11' ;", . . • " " • ~ 

OBITS system, a Youth Autherity computerized data ,base, prcw;ct~d '\i,nfermation 

on parolees' background.,oincl udingage, 'ethnicity, committingoffellse, institu­

tional history, parel e viqlations ,revokes, and di scharge's.The Youth Author-
. " . 

ity Masterf'iles,kept by the Youth Authoritjonall wards., previded additional 
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information on all parolees~ such as parole achievements noted by parole agents 

during official case reviews •. 

A form to co 11 ect data on parol ee achi evements was developed and revi sed with 

the help ofa resource de·veloper and a program manager. This form was used to 

gather. data. on prosocial activitiessuc;has jobs., .school enrollments, positive 

social activities, "as well as information· on attitudes. towards .Jericho staff 

and Youth Authority'par.ole staff. It was also. used to .getinformation about 

types. of problems ~rrcounteredwhile.on parole .• This form was filled out by .... :. 

Je~i cho parol ees .whenthey left the program. Unfortunatel y, these forms were 

ndtgiven to all Jer·icho graduates. As Tahle 4 indicates,the completion rate 

wasonl y 54.7%.. . 

Table 4 

NUMBERANO PERCENTAGE QFPAROLE RESEARCH FORMS RETURNED' 

Sacramento 

. FreSno 

BakerSn eTd' 

Overall return rate = 54.7% 

Ever.y attempt.wa~ made bythe"~~searcher to obtain this data from p.arolees who 

hadl eft the· program wi thout.~j 11 i ng o~t the form. In some •... cases, para 1 e 

agents contacted:parolees .and. had them compl etethe form; In other cases, 
'~ . ". ',. 

paro 1 ees It/ere i ntervi ewe.d by .the researcher,:, in county Ja, il s or in Youth Author­

ity 'institutions to which they had been sent. 

060784 6R,-240Rli 
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Followup data On all parolees, Jericho graduates, program dropouts and the com­

parison cases, were obtained from official records and from parole agents. 

This data included information on current parole status, parole period arrests 

and jail time, and parole pe~iod achievements were collected. 

Employment datafroL11 the Youth Authority OBITS data base and from EDD research 

provided employment information. The Youth Authority provided employment rates 

fot parolees in the areas of study while EDDdata.provided information on labor 

market configuration and unemployment rates for the areas in the stUdy. 

Parole agents and local law enforcement· were also a source of data for the 

research. Their observati ons and comments complemented the more quantitati ve 

data. 

_, ,.I 
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Chapter IV 

',Findings 

This section will first describe the findings on resource developer activities 

and achievements, on parolee achievements, and on levels of criminal activity. 

Then, analyses of these findings and their relationship to the research hypoth­

eses will be presented. 

Resource Developer Achievements " 

The resource developers \'Iere expected to b~ Jacks or Jacquelines-of-al1-trades 

and a.n examination of how they spent th,eir'time 'shows that they dtd indeed per­

form a variety 'of tasks. As Table 5 'indicates, employment activities, were the 

main activity for the resource deVelopers, taking up 40.4% of an average week. 

Program coverage ranked second with mi sce 11 aneousact i v ities ra'nk'ing third. 

Paperwork, fund solicitations, getting Medi-Caland I.D.cards for. parolees and 

similar activities were included in this category. Education ranked seventh, 

following staff meetings, counseling and meetings of the resource councils. 

Recreation and community service activities ranked last. The individua'l pro­

grams show a simil ardistribution of hours (Table 6). 

060784 

. Table 5 

AVERAGE OF HOW THE RESOURCE DEVELOPERS SPENT THEIR TIME 

Employment 
Coverage 
Mi sce 11 aneous 
Staff Meetings 
Counseling 
Resource Council 
Education 
Recreation 
Community Service 

Average Hours per· Week 

-15-

16.2 
9.2 
4.8 
.3.5 
2.2 
1.7 
1.2 

.7 

.6 

Percent 

40.4 . 
22.9 
12.1 
8.9 
5.5 
4.2 
3.0 
1.9 
1.5 
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Table 6.' 

HOW THE INDIVIDUAL RESOURCE DEVELOPERS SPENT THEIR TIME 

Employment 
Coverage. . 
Staff Meetings 
~li scellaneous 
Resource Council 
Education 
Counseling 
Recreation 
Community Service 

Employment 
Coverage 
Misce 11 ane.ous 
Counseling 
Staff Meetings 
Resource Council 
Education 
Recreation 
Community Service 

Employment .' 
Coverage . . 
Miscellaneous 

. Staff Meeti ngs 
Counseling 
Resource CO'uncil 
Commun i ty Serv; ce . 
Education' . 
Recrea±jbn 

Sacramento 

Average Hours per Week 

Fresno' 

. 21;0 
7.3 
3.9 
3.5 
1.7 
1..2 
1.2 

.2 
o 

13.0 
9.9 
5: •. 2. ? 

3.4' 
3.0 
1.7 
1.6. 
1.6 

·8', \~ '. 

Bakersfi'eld' 

14,.4 . 
"10.5 

5.9 " . 
3.8 ,. La 
1.7.' 
1.0 
'.7-" 

.3 

Percent 

'52.5 
18 .• 2 
9.7 
S.S 
:4.,2 
3.1 
2.9 

.5 
o 

32.6 
24.9 
13.1 
8.6. 

. 7~6. 
4 .• 2 
3.9 
3.9 
'2:0 

35 •. 9" 
26.3 
14.8 .' .' 
9.5 
4~5 · 
~4.1 
/':2 .• 6 . 
1.6' 

.6 

Achievements, by resource'developers include paroJeesemployed"or enro.l1ed in 

schoOl, workShops held~and empl oyersand schools contacted. 

'" Parol~e employment was a major go.alof the resource developer'S .. The best 

sOyrqe gf .... Jqbs.\o/as private bus inesseswhi ch prodUCed 20 jobs • Employment 

Development Department (tOO); referrals result~Q in seven jobs and the Private 
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Industry Council {PIC} and the Certified Employment Training Prngrarn, (CETA.) 

eachprovidedfiyej obs~. 

Individua1 dt::velopersdiffered in their strategies for finding parolees jobs. 

As shown in Tabl e 7, pri vate bUSiness was the best source of 50bsfor aJl three 

programs. The Sacramento p ro'gr am uti 11 zed CETA,'jobs more whiTe Fresno \'1as more 

successful with EDD and pIc.' It is' noteworthy that the. Fr'esno developer spent . 

at· "~ast fi ve. times as. mu~htime cdnta~ting PIC thandid'the other programs and 

obtained four times as many jobs through this' sourC:e.'·Bak~rsTi~ldutiHzed EDD 

the .. least. The average 'humb'er 9f p.ot'ent i a 1 .emp loyers, contacted. each.~eek"i S '" 
,I,;; 

shown. on Table .8. EDD andu private businesses, were~"Gontacted most freqU'7.,ntly 

and PIC the least,;,. 

{ . :,~ 

Table 7 
.'. SOURCES·' OF'\tUOBS. OaTAI NED 

, Sacramento Fr,esno. B.akersfie:l d 
.EDD· 

Private Btfsi.nesses,·, 

.• PIC 

CETA 

C.)' 

2 

,,,9. 

·1 " 

:.3 

Tabl,~ 8 
';1-

AVERAGE NUMSE:R;' OFPOTENUAL .. '~MPLOYERS'~ 
CONTActED WE'EKLy BYINDXVlDUALPROGRAM': 

<~'EDb. 

Pti vate 8iJ$ine~ses .' 

o 

1..5 
;';l..) 

(I , 

,0·.' 

o· ; 
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Percentage of paroleesemployedwhi1e living:at Jericho is another way of mea .. 

suring resourcedeve 1 oper achi evements • TheS acr amento program ha.d an average 

of 61% of its paro leesemp 1 oyed , while Fresno averaged 76. 3% and Bakersfield 

33.3%. These figures can be compared with the employment rate for Jericho pro-' 

gram wards before the resource devel operswere hired. Thi srate, across pro­

grams, is 56%. Thus, the employment rate for the Sacramento program was some­

what higher~ the Fresno rate appreciably higher, while the Bakersfield rate was 

markedly lower than the pre-Jericho levels. 

Parolees' perceptions of the job developers is another way of measuring devel­

oper achlevements. All of the p,arQlees surveyed in Sacramento and Fresno and 

a majority of those in Bakersfield said they received job-seeking ,help while 

living at Jericho. A- majority" of, ~:_1!1EL,~p~!,oTees surveyed at Fresno and 
.,.t· -~-~-~-":.-;-' 

Sacramento found this employmentadv,ic'e helpf.uL However, a majority at 

Bakersfield did not. 

Training programs were used by the" "resour-ce develop-ers' to develop employment 
~ j- .'; 

< -~', 

skills among parolees. Sacramento's deveToperplaced fiveparoTee"s into paid 
,~ -, 

training programs and four in" ,unpaid tr,ai'ni ng programs. Fresnopl aced two 

youths in paid programs andt'hreein" 'unpaid programs. Bakersfield placed one 

para lee, ina pa i d program and 110ne in unpa iei tr a i ni 11g • 

Vol unteer work was ,yet another stratcyyused when the, Job market was 5 J OW Or ,~ 
.. ,i, 

') 

para 1 ee especi any unempJ oyab le. Forexampl~, during a period of high unem-" 
\/ . ' " 

ployment, one parolee with 1 ittle work exp~rience signed up to work at the 

Easter Seal Society. The job developer said this youngman's low self-esteem~­

and poor attitude were hindering hi s job search. The developer thought work ing 
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with peopl e more vi sibly hand; capped than himself woul d rai se theyauth' 5 self-

esteem, improve his att i tude ,and provide job experience. The youth's parole 

agent said the volunteer job was very successful for this parolee and he cred­

its the developer with the youth' 5 parole success. Sacramento and Fresno each 

placed two parolees in volunteer work while Bakersfield pl~ced non~ iIT vol un· 

teer work. , 

Achievements in school included eight parolees enrolled in Sacramento, five in 

Fresno and one in Bakersfield. Note that this doesn't mean the parolees actu­

ally attended school. As the data on parolee achievements in school will show, 

many more wards \'I'ere reported enro 11 ed than actu ally attended school. 

Sacramento placed parolees in continuation high school, adult school and the 

Regional Occupational Program (RaP) through a local school district. 'Fresno 

enrolled youths in community colleges andCi state university, while B(3kersfield 

enrolled one youth in regular high school. 

A 11 the cleve 1 opers gave emp 1 ciymentworkshops: Sacramento and Fresno's deve 1-

opers each gave 10 workshops and Bakersfield gave 25; Topics covered included 

job search methods, interview techniques and grooming. 

Workshops given by outside agencies were also arranged by the developers. 

Sacramento I S developer arranged for one· emp 1 oymentworkshop, Fresno arranged 

n1 ne, and Bakersfi e1 d arranged three . 

Parolees' Achievements 

Prosocial improvements by parolees included such achievements as obtaining 

jobs,going to school, attending counseling and opening bank accounts. Such 
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noteworthy achievements as staying out of trouble and jail Will be discus.sed 

in the section on criminal activity. 

Employment was a major achievement for many parolees,~ Several different ways 

of measur;ngparolee employment will be examined. 
;" 

The parole period work record shows a significant difference between Jericho 

parol ees and their matches. '. As Table 9 indi cates, far more of the matches had 

no parole period employment while significant,lymore, of the Jericho pa~olees 

had sporadic work records. There. wa. s l,i ttl e difference b~tween the two ' .. groups - .. I: ' :, 

of semi- and steady workers. The parole work record Was compiled from offici.al 

records and from information fr()m parole agents . It covers theentirefol1owup . 

peri ad. It i;sprob~b 1 y the. most accurate. of the parol ee employment measures 

uSed in this report~ 

Table 9 

PAROLE WORK RECORD COMPARISON 

Work Record 

None 

Sporadic Work 

. Semi -Steady Emp lOYment 

Steady Employment 

Je.richo 

7 

24 

16 

6 

Chi Sql!are = 15.39763 with 3 degrees of t'reedom 

Pless than .01 

Comparison' 

24 

1& 
13 

6 

{j (;0. 

(t 

.,. 

One ractor which influences getting a job. is ",prev;OUs work experience. As 

Table 10 demonstrates, mOre of thecompar-lsoli' group' 1 acked emp loymentexperi­

ence than did Jericho wa~ds~ 

Table 10 

PREVIOUS WORK HISTDRY 

Work History 

None 

A little 

Reasonable for age 

Steady 

Jericho 

12 

28 

9 

4 

Comparison 

19 

20 

11 

3 

Another way of me.asuring parole achievements while on parole is to look at com­

hinE)d work and school achievements. This measure of parole productivity is 

Gomputed,from qfficial records and from parole agents. As Table 11 indicates, 

there is a Significant difference between Jericho parolees and their matches. 

The. rna in impact of Jericho is on tt!e no work/ school group . In the comparison 

~roup, 41. 5%. were. not i nvol vedin work or school while on para 1 e, while only 
" . 

13 . .2'~of the Jeri.cho grQUp had· no work or. school .invoJ vement. In the low pro-

ducti¥ity group (those with little involvement in either a job or school) were. 

60.4%oflhe Jericho Qarolees,whi1e the.',comp.al~ison group had but 35.8%. There 
') ;C? ",' r:- (l", 

; s no differt;nce between the middling and product; ve groups • 
t) 
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Table 11 

PAROLE PRODUCUVITY 

Jericho Comparison: 

No Work or School 

Low Productivity 

Middl ing Productivity 

Very Productive 

7 

32 

8 

6 

Chi Square:: 11.35806 with 3 degrees of freedom 

P less than .01' 

22 

19 

6 

6 

,) 

. 0 

Regardi ng all types of school lnvo 1 vement combined ~fe\,/er Jericho para lees were 

involved than comparisons (11, vs. 13, see Table 12), although this difference 
n· . . 

is statistically insignificant.$lightly more than .20% ·of the Jericho wards 

were enrolled in school at some . time during their parole but almost half of 
'. 

these (S of n) droppedoutor were expel red; a similar proportion dropped or 

were enrolled, in high schools than compariso.n cases (6 of 13),. A 'lower nu~ber 

of Jericho wards were enroll edi n high '~cho,o 1 sth an compari sons' ( 1 liS. 5) but 

a higher number of .Jeri~ho wards than (comparisons were enrolled in colleges" 

(4vs • I). 

Table 12~ 

ii,S CHOOLl NVOLVt:Mt:NT 

060784 

School --.' 
Dropp.ed/E xpe.l1 ed 
High'~¢hool or Below 

College 

Vocational Training, 

TOTAL 

Jericho 

-22 .. 

5 

1 

4 

1 

11 

Compari son 

6R ... 240Rli 
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Both of 'thesecontra~ts in school .. involvements (high school/college) between 
. '. - I' 

Jeri c.ho wards. andc;:ompari.sons hold true. for Jericho wards,' compared to the 

'. 'entire Parole RegionLIpopulation (Table 13). The comparison group percent­

ages are simUar to those of, Paro.le Region II~ with Jericho cases differing 

from regionalsand comparisons in the school and college categories but not 

vocational schools~ 

Table 13 

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGES OF PAROLEES IN SCHOOL 

Parole 
Region II Jericho Comparison 

,-::"/ 

H'igh School or Be,low . 7.6 

2.5 

2.3 

1.9 

7.,5 

1.9 

9~4 

')1.9 .',. College 

Vocational 1.9. --.' --
TOTAL· 12.4% 11.3% 13 .2% ' 

NOTE:' 'Source of Parol e Region II stat; sti cs: Californi .. a 
Youth Authority, Information Systems Report uASummary , 
of. Pa.role Repo.rt Forms-..,Statewide January-December 
1982," March 1983. .. . 

, e:. \' , 

Involvement il;l counseling programs() was .r.eported by 12 .of the 30 parolees who 

answered, the .qyestionnair'e., . Three Sacramento parolees, were involved in coun­
I~'\ 

seljtlg·whil~9,nparoleand three young men in Fresno and .six in Bakersfield 
. J". ,,' , 

reported .~tten(,tixt9<;ounseli ng. ' 

" 
Half bf the respondi 09 parol ee5,15, reported opening savings accounts While 

living at J~richo. 

QUantifying parolees '.achievementsgiyest1nly a partial understanding of what 

achievements meant inindiyid4a] cases •. Two case studies are presented here 

to enhance our understanding of parolee achievements. 
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Case ,1 This 21-year-old man was placed in Jericho Program at the stattof his 

second parole. 'the youth was committed to Youth: Authority at the age of 18 for, 

forgery. He had two prior convictions on his record. His mother was mentally 

ill and unable to take care of him'. His father was still outraged from the­

youth's behavior during his, first parole and refused to have -anythlrigto do 

with him. This youth's blatant homosexuality further exacerbated his'rela-

tionships with fami 1y members. 
" 

rejected forbei~Q homosexual. 

At Jeri cho he found acceptance; he was not 

Prior to coming to Jericho, there were not too 

-many places where he went;that he was accepted. Jericho helped ,him get a part­

time job sen ing .clothing. Staff provided a wholesome atmosphere in' which he 

caul d adjust to bei ng back on the streets. Thi s youngman eventuany _moved in 

with his recovering mother, enrolled in a community college arid fouocLabettepy-­

full-time job. He was honorably discharged from parole.'" 

Case 2 This second case is not as dramatic a s~ccess as the first but the more 

subtle achievements by the parolee a~e perhaps more typi'cal ~ This'19.,;;year-old 

ward was committed to the :VouthAuthority'for burglary"with'prior: convictions' 

for burgl aryand petty theft. He was adopted when 'three but by age 13 was-so 

troublesome he was removed from his mother 's home: and placed in a treatment 

facility. The young man was 'an epi lepticon m.edicationand his penohant';for 

sniffi'ng paint br gasoline exacerbated his medical pr()blems.Heh~d been ina 

s:eri es of group homes and tr:eatment fac; 1 iti.es prior to coming to the Youth 

Authortty becausehi$ mother di dnot want him back due. to his threatening, 

be'havior and hiscontinue.d drug abuse. Lacking any other place to live, his 

parole agent placed him at Jericho,.·· InitiallY,. thisyotlng man had trouble 

fineing a job. The resource developer; maT1aged to find a paid training position 

for him working as an a'idein a day-care/nurse'rY$chool. Theyoui:h 'enjoyed. the. 
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'job, the training and the money. The resourtedeve10per not only got the ward 

a job, but also helped, him keep it.· The res9urcede"e19per-wcn'Ked-closelyw,lth 

the nursery school staff in mon~toring .the youth's behavior. 'Also, he got a 

wide var; ety of ,counsel ing e)tperi enc,eswhtl'e at Jericho. However, he .. sti 11 

continued to have. trouble with drug abuse; he continued to sniff a variety of 

legitimate househoid and offi.ceproduets. Additionally, he used marijuana and 

was caught by the Jericho staff. The young man was temporari 1y detained in a 
, . 0 

youth Authority facil ity-pending a revocation ·hearlng. The parole review board 

decided not t~ revoke him and the young manybe'gan living a transient life 

style. The Jerichd Prograrnwasfull and the agent could not placeh';mlhere. 

He had nO permanent·resjdence, he stayed with various friends or in shelters 

for. the homeless. He learned his way around soup kitchens. With the he 1 p of 

hi s parol e agent, he eventually got a part.,time job sen ing flowers.. He. 

reported on time to his parole agent. The parole agent reported that the young 

man was, for the first time, managing, to. take care of himself •. He fed; clothed 

and, after afashion,housed himself. \Hedfsplayed a new ability to meet his 
. - , 

problems, to cope., and to $urvi ve . 'The parol eagent credits' the Jeri choPra"':' 

gram with helping this parolee develop self;'confidenceand helping him deal 

with parentalrejectibn. 

Levels of Criminal Activity 

Crimi naT activityl eve 1 scan be measured in several different ways. " One common 

measure is arrests. The Jericho parolees experienced more-arre~ts ,than did 

the comparison group with 58.5% of the Jericho, group being arrested at least 

.' ;once; The comparison group had 37.7% of its parolees arrested at le~st once" 
"-\ 

';i 
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~ 
r r The offenses for which Jericho parolees were arrested while on parole ranged' . 

from murder to drunk in public, with the majority being charged with property 

offenses., The comparison group was arrested for a simil ar range of offenses 

and there was no difference between the two in number of violent offenses. 
• 

At the end, of the evaluation period, 45.3% of the Jericho parolees were still 

on parole and were not on. violation status, whereas 67.9% of comparison parol­

eeswere still on parolewlth no Violation actions, pending (Table 14). Almost 

twice as many Jericho parolees as comparisons were on violation stat!Jswhen the 

project ended (13vs. 7}. Regarding smaller outcome. categories, Je.richoparol­

ees :showed'positive aswell;Cls negative outcomes relative to .the comparison 

group. nposjti ves J1 inc lU,de the fact that more Jericho wards were honorably 
. .~ , 

discharged (3 vs. 1) and fewer ,J~ri cho cases \Ver~ di scbarged. to D~pa'rtme!1t of , 

Corred:iomi (l\}vs.'§) 'tn~n. ~he compar.ison; groyp: HNegative$.'J'~rethatmore 
Jericho wards than c~~p~risonw_ard~were revoked .from parole.,(2v.s. O)'and more· 

'-' .' " .' " "', 

Jerich~wards:. were<r~~ommitted to.YouthAuthority.,faciTi.ties. (5 vs. 1).' Due 
Ii , . . 

primar'llyto thelar.ger: number of Jericho wardS otlviola~ion status when the 

follow"upperiod.ended, .. theoveraJl, parol e performance ~f ~heJeripho groypas 

measured by officialdispositionsis poorer th'an that of thecompa,r1songroup. 

,. 060784 . 
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Table 14 

PAROLE DISPOSITION AT THE END OF THE EVALUATION 

Jericho Comparison 
Number Percent Number Percent --

On violCition . status 13 24.5 7 13.2 
Revok"ed from parole 2 3.8 0 0 

Recommitted to YA 5 9.4 1 1.9 
Oi s'charged dishon-
orably to CDC 1 1.9 5 9.4 

'. , ", I' 

AWOL' 1 1.9 1 1.9 
Dis0harged generally 3 5.7 1 1.9 ' 
J. 

honorably D~/scharged 3 5.7 1 1.9 i, 
"/ 
it' 

;JSti 1100 Parol 1;" 24 " 45.3 36 67.9 f .. 
!Deceased, 1 1.9 1 1.9 .f' . 

// 
" 

Anoth~~ measure of criminal activ;tyis' the percent of those who nearn" more 
.; 

t V t' . 
5 a,;,e . Tme, l.e., go totre ad~nauthority or back to the Youth Authority. 

Thfs criterion is used by the Youth Authority to define official failure. A 

s 1; ghtly higher percentage of Jeri choparol ees,lS.l% had ,garnered state time 

. than had comparison parolees (11.3%) although the 'difference is notsta.tisti .. 

cally significant. However, many of those currently on violation status in 

both groups are .f ac i ngcharges that wi 11, i feonv; cted, send them to a state 
.0 i nstituti on. 

More'Jeri cho paro.lees spent time inja il than did the comparison parolees 

(30 vs. 20). However ,~he ,average 1 ength-of-stay was less for the Jericho 

parolees. ThQs.eJer i cho wards who spent time in jail stayed an average of 

.j' 
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" t d compar,' son' '-wards stayed an average of 11. 6 
3.26 weeks, whileincarcerae ' . 

weeks. 

, Another way to measure .levels of criminal activities is, to compute the relative 

, "1-" ,--, t 'n9 out of i'ncar.ceration. success of each para ee Tn's ay, . 
ThiS figure, "good 

street time percent ,II . is calculated by dividing each person's total weeks out­

side confinement by the total weeks on parol e (Wi ederanders 19i3'3). Thi s me,a,-" 

-. . f crirriinalactt'/ityin the sure refl ects both the frequency and ser,ousness 0 ' . 

sample. Moreover; it has the, statistical advantage of yie:'dihg a continuous 

distribution of scores. 
The· scores for average good street time pe~cent for 

each program and comparison groups is given in Table 15. Mean good-street-time 

h f - i sans but none of the dif-percent was higher for Jericho wards tan or c()mpar -, 

ferences in Table 15 was statistically si gnificant. " 

Table 15 

,GOOD STREET -TIME PERCENT 

SacY'amento .Jeri cho Comparison 

.955 .904 

Fresno Jericho Comparison 

. 909' • 906 

BaKersfi e ldJeri cho ,'Com-pari son. 
'\ 

.879 .806 

"'Mean .918 .875 

. 7,', 
t -fest, p'nobabil tty = .262 . 
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The, Imp act
r 

of .ResourceDe vel.0per ~'AchievementsU gpo. P aro Teec-Ac hi evement s 

.Therel ationship between resource develo,perachievements and w~rd achievements 

is 'fairly.c:lear. In~he area of ernPJOymehtandcbllege enrolJment there is a 

po.s it; ve:reJ atiol1sh5p. . Regardingother-then-college educational prOgrams, 

there is norel ationshi p.~ Examinat.ion Qf(the Para 1 e Work RecoTd~nd Parole 

Productivity, discussed above, Tables 9 ana l1~indicate that Je-richo has·the 

greatest effect on those atthe loW"end off the scale. There· is ·nodifference 

on those at the top end. This irn:licat¢s that Jer.icho has the greatest impact 

on those who .are least 1.i ke 1 ytQ. get work or go to School, and. has the effect 
, - ','. ' 

of raising these wards to lower-level emplo},ment situations_ , 

There is no clear,' linear relationship between' hours'; spent on emp"~.Ymentl 

education, 

enrolled_ 

the .programS, butSacramen1:p, averaged 21.(;3 couta,ctsper week wr.ile.FresnoaV~r'-
. , .' . ," /;, --;.. ". ' ,. -;: ~ "'; ',; ", ,: '.' '.' "', :":"', ' ;)"'\; 

aged 3 . 4 and yet both go·t, the. same nllmberof job~( 9). ,. These differences aqd 

the lack of clear relationships could he;due tbd~,fferences in the1abor marke~ . 
I . (~'. ~ h \". 

in the different ieg,}Jonsas we'l" a~ 'different strategies of 'the res8urce\\\ 

developers. 
'I' . . 

Education/was . one"area \'/here the impact, qf ~heresqurce developers was unclear . 
'0',-. 

The percentage of JeriCho parolees :rnhigh)~schoOl, given above 011 Table 13, 'is 

lower than thecompaHson groups and' the paroleregibnas a whole •. It should. 
" . .,', \'1 . ,;-,. 

be noted that Jericho· Was very successful in getting parpleesenrolledin col-
. , ' . - '. D ' 

lege. This is especially noteworthy wheni't. ; s .. rec·alledthatJeri tho parolees 

aYlemore than a year younger thanparo leRegionU . parol ees (~Iqt not younger 
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thanthecomparison,group)~ HoWever~J~ri clio ehrolled significantly fewer"' 

wards i nhigh schooL, 

In summary, the~e is suppOr-tfdr the, first research hypothes.is since achieve-' 

ments by resource developers 'did produce statisticanysignifitant improvements 

in parolees employment and coHege~nrollment. " 

Do' Prosoci~l AchievementsLe~dto Less Crimini!l ActiVity? 

Jeri cho parole~s showed stati sticallysignifi cant presQci al achievements in the 

area of employment yethadh;gher 1 evels,of criminal activity as measured'by 

arrests andundesirabl e out corne " 'N~oi.si gnificant.relatiotlship could be found 

between prosocialachievements and levels of crimi.nal act i,v ity. 

, , . ; . . 

Jericho parol ees,were moresuccessfulthanthec:~mpaHsorl group, at, getting jobs 

yet this successdic( not deter them from crime. For e~ample, '83.8% df'the 

In 

o 

o 

,Data r~garding:indtYidUql programs presented no strongev,id!=!nce that ernployment if 

is related to lower ~riminal'activityle\tiel . 
" 

Table T6",gives the figures on 

employment, arrest, and unfavorable :putcomes ,for the inqividuaT programs. It 

shows that high empl;yment rates do not preclude high arrest rates~ndunfavor~ 
" ' \.' , 

able outcomes. 

'~' 0 ' 
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,EMPlOYMENT,A8REsrSAND UNFAVoRABLE OUTCOME' , 
FIGURES FOR "INDlyroUAL PROSRAMSAND,THEIR COMPARISON: 

'i) .. 

%, Unfavorable 
,% Etnpl?ye~, ,'%Arrested ' Ou!col!le __ " 

Sacramento Jerkho 
Satramento Compad son 

,Fresno JerichO 
Fresno ,Comparison 

, Bakersfield Jeffcho 
Bakersfield Comparison 

" , 

85.0 
'60.0 

95.1" . 
58.9 

"81.8 
43.8 

45.0 30.0 
45.0 2o.~. 0 

f)) 
',,:;'" 

I 

70.6 50.0 
:;:. 5.9 11.8 

62.5 43.0 
62.5 " 50~O 

1. ••• / 

() 

i.', 

Enrollment; n college:was' a sHghtly better indicator of noncrimihal actiVity, 
1)-" r.':\.. 

although enrolllTlent,in high school Was not'. Noteworthy here is that' none .of 

theco:n ege stUdents in'ei"ther group werear:res"~$d arid thus' a nhad'f~'vor ab le ' 

outcome.' High" school" studemts 'and ~ocationa l' trainees 0 had more blemished 
:, . . 

-, , ", 

"records,'with'bothgroups ,expe'riencih'g'/arrestsarid Unfavbrab le outcomes~, The 

hlgh "SChOdl':stUqentan& the'traineein ,: the. Jericho"" ~1i1tnplw wer"e; ,both.' ar·fested· 
':' "'. . '. f4_"l:... \..::;~-< ... / 

!, 1~ ~ 

andthestudEmt Was returned td: the Youth Authority. In the compa'rison groop; 
if 

the voca;tio~hal' trainee was notarresOted but, i;;wo of th,r:f;ve. high ~c:hooT stu ... 

dents w,e,re~rredt~a ;'a~d,sUb;~equen1eyexper1enced uryfav.orable }uttomes.' Thus;t 

9veraJ 1 ,.s·choo Ta.ch; evements were not signj ficant lYre latedto decreEsed ] evel s 

ofbrii11inal actiyi ties. ' .. 

$choobfanure was a good indicator of parol~'fa;lure for J.ericho'parolees" but 

" not for the c~!!,parjsongroup. Four of thefiv~\, dropoutsi'," 'JerichO, eX'perienced 
, " 0", ',II ,.' ',' " " ',' " , 

arrests.andLlnf~vorable outcomes While tWoofti,)e;sikdropoLJts incthe compart-
. ',". " "', (.t. ' 

- 1~' 

son group were arr~st.ed 'ahdhone . had an unfavorabjl e outcotmi. 
• 'II ' ,>~ 

a. ·-31- ". 6R ... 240Rli· 
o 

-C,) -, 

I 
~ 
j 

I 

~ , 
d, 

I 

j 

J 



. ' , 

.h '. -".' 
l~; ~-' 
~I ~ 

f 
~ ~~ 1 '11. 

~ l~,;. ii, <) l, " r ~ Other achievements like bank accounts also were hot ~igntffcantly .related to I 

lower levels of criminaLac,tivity., Nine of thel'S (60%) ,of ~hepardlees who' I 
. opened savingsaccount~ experienced: arrests •. El,evenof the· '14::' (7S.·7%) who='=~_-0'~~ _~.: 
I ~ .. ,". . _~, ... ~~ ___ .~~~~~~~~i=:-~-~~;:;;..~~~;:!.-.~~~~-..-.~~~_ .... ,.;.,. . . .--.~~~. _~~j_~~~~~~ __ 
'··;";,..-.....,,"'·"':~'·.,-i-:····~reportecr-ndt-apetlinga- sayings accountexperiencea arre$t~fffs-··S'l4'gtrt=ct"~·'1=-==-·~· ----r 

ferenceis interestingbut~ again,not si gnifi·icant. 

In surmnary, Jericho parolees showed statistically sign·ific.ant higher levels of 
• 'J "" • 

prosoci a 1 . achi evernents . yet had hi ghet~or equivalent levels 
" '\ '. '" . . 'i"~) 

ofcrim.inal 
\) 

act; vity than compari sons. Hypothesis two, that more, PY'osocial achievements 

lead to less criminal activity, has to be rejected for this sample. 

Db Jericho Parolees Show Lower L'evels of Criminal Activities? 

Jericho parolees did not show lower levels of criminal activities than the'com­

parison group. As noted above, Jericho parolees had more arrests than the com­

parison group. They also had more undesirable official dispo.sitions than did 

the comparison group, Table 14 above,and more Jericho wards spent time in jail 

than did .comparison cases, although the mean time spent in jai1by Jericho. 

wards was 1 ess. 

. ' 

There was no . si gn i fi cant di fference between the Jeri cho .and· the compati son 

wards on state time or on good street time petce~t. 

In summary, the third resea'rch hypothesis is nbt supported since Jeric:hoparol­

ees show e·ither higher or' equ;val~ntlev;els'Of criminal activities than the 

comparison cases, depending on the measure of criminal activ.ity used. 
O! . 

if _~ 

<x 
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iCHAPT~R" V' 

Conclusions 

deter these young men from criininal endeav«rs.Before accepting this conclu-

si on alternati ve expl anationsshoul d be examined'~ Several are discussed' bel en". 

It may be_~hC!~ emp,loyment isimpor:tant but neither nec::essa~'y nor sufficient for 

parole success. One study (Mentec 1972) found that employmentwhichinc]uded 

COUnseling and HSocial .reinforcement li Le., verbal and nonverbal compliments, 

from job supervisors was r~Tated to lowerlevels.o'f recidivism.' 

Another factor may be the type of jobs obtai ne.d. Most of the jo~s obtained 

were. minimum wage, part-time jobs working at fast food places or doing menial 
. '. . 

labor.. It could be that jobs with more career potential woUlddiscouragecrim":. 

inal activity. A job with some futuri would increase. the lIcostsl! of crime and 

incarceration to'the parolee. Some theoretical support for this Can be found 

in recent criminology 1 iterature from economists (Cook 1975; ErliCh 1973; 

Palmer. 1977). 

A third alternative may be that the parolees pTac~d in group homes are unique. 

The parole agents who supervised the group homes said these wards are. different 

. from other wards in beingwitho.l!t resources . and farn;.l ies . Ideally, the com ... 

parison group should have been res; dents of non-Jericho group homes but the 

number,Qf' parolees .. iii gr04P homes from Region IJ is $0 small, les's than 5%,j 
'-. " ." , ,1 

that mat¢hingwas impossibl,e. Studiesbf pa~~ch:c11ehav~10~'-of ¥out'b-.AuthGr"l"ty .. _O"~'~~"~~!o 
. '. . " '" l 

i wards ihgroup. homes· would give some basel1ne data but. tinfortunatelysuch a 
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study'hasn 1 tbeen dane. Without this basel inedata, any ~ conclusio.ns abaut 
f~ 

parolees in group, homes must be tentatfve~" Hbwever,given the lack of. rela-" 

tionship between jobs and parole performance, perhaps factors ather .than 

{; . 

A th al ternative .. that should. be examined is, that there is so(1)ethingabouf . no. ~er, 
't)" 

the ,Jerich() eXj?erience that pramotes recidivism. 'It could .be . that .living,in q 
, Q ~ 

groUp setting with other delinquents encourages the developmerit of a delinquent 

subculture \'lithin the' house where crim;-nal activities are' valued ahd' 

encouraged. 

The level of supervision, may be .a factor in the high recidivism rates of 

Jeri cha parolees. Supervision in the graup homes was closer than it could 

have been in other settings. 

living inde,IJendently from famiIies may be another factor. A majority af the 

Jericho wards do have families and have lived with them in the past. Perhaps 

1 iving independently ()f their famil i es produces anomie and lessens the bands 

of commi tment to. the ,communi ty and soc i ety. 

Finally, the sample size is· smal1 (n = 106) and this means that the findings 

could be a statist.ical fl uke,. However,it shauldbe noted that no.nparametric 

tests,appropriate to small samples with un~nown distributions \'lere used." 

It should be emphasized that without 

group cond it; ons, the pas sib ili ty of 

random assignment toq,~richo vs; • control 
. . \ I 

sele~~tion-biascannot beru1ed out. But 

~ based on a ma1;ched sampling procedyre and given the best efrorts of.the 

researcher to match an varfablesofdemonstrated relevance to' parole behavior~ 
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thefalloWihg conclusiQn emerge,d. The. major achievement of proJect Jericho was 

to ,imprave theemp.1()ymerit pictureaf parolees, but this did not bring about 

'fewer criminal activities than for cornpari son wards. 
, 

·'<i~;~~:£:;:",:"':""~~';;"'~t:~~~":;'-"~=:~2::"~~~~Xi"""~~~"'~~~~''''''''':''~':'~!"---'!~-::":"~i"!!:~;:~'Z~O'.~':':~:.>:'~~:~~'~~~~~J~''':,:·~.:c",-,:I)''''':::;;'V:'t~-:::::'~:;.~:~.:.,:,:.:;,~~y~,~.,;.,,:··'··"';i 
. ThlS canclusio.n suggests great cauti.onin implementing this program model else-1 

.. ' 

c, 

where unl ess mbdifi cationstoenhi;\nce the pro.gramare,;ncluded. Three ofthesej 

might be.:.l)to worki:oward bringing about v/ar,d jabs with stable career poten­

tial rather than the, minimum"wage variety; 2} to insist on schaol enrollment 

and schoo 1 attendance among wards not employed; and '3 ) to search for ways to. 

exercis.e more control on the associations and activities allowed to program 

residents. 

'() 

060784 " -35- .6R-240Rli 
r) " 

'I 

- , 



. - ~ 

r 
:~ 
It 

"" 

~ , , 
r 
~ ~ 

AA , 

REF~RENC,ES , 

Brenner, M. H. ~T'ime sed esanalysi s 'of ,thEi r~lat; orish~i pbetweensel ected:eco-

~----$'" 

'~, 

~l' 
.I 

nomic and so~ialindicators vol. 1& II,springfield, YA National Technica1 f 
I Informatjon Services, 1971. ! 
~1S'~:r<f".;;.-~<"\,.~ ... -t!.1"'~ 1;,,;i:\"-"''o.l(-y;.~~Ki"'~ 't.01"/~' • ,~\.' ,. > u: • 

•• 0-,... ""' ....... ><~ .- •• _,_~ __ ~, .~-__ )1:r"f;..l~;;e-1(-r:';:'\>~"').~"""-"f~r·",(ii""~\-'\m""':!I'"1I;'i.""'~Pi!.!l:·-~'"'~"~r.:::-,.~ II - ~~~~~==l~-=~~~-~-~~~·~_~~~~'n-~~~~~~-~~~~ 

./ 

;) State of the Economy, Deviance and the Control of Deviance. Rome: Onitedj 1 
,Nations Social' Defense Research Institute, 1.976,. ' ", II ! 

California Youth, Authority. Characterist'ksof Youth AuthorltY,'wards. 
issued by the Information Systems Section, SeptembenJO, 1983~ , 

Report 

California, Youth Authori'ty. A,/;;:s'umrnary ofparo 1e ,report f orms--statewi de, 
January-December 1982. Reporti ssued by the Infbrmat.i on , Sy~tems ,Section, 
1983. ' 

Campbell, D. T. and Stanley, J. C. Experimental~andguasi ... experimental des.igns 
for research. Boston: Hougnton Miffl in Co.; 1966. ' , 

Cook" P. The correctional carrot: better jobs for parolees. Policy Analysis 
(Winter) 1975. 1,1, pp. 11-54. 

Ehrlich, I. 
empiri cal 
521-565. 

PartiCipation in illegitimate activities: a theoretical and 
investigation. Journal of Political Econom,x, 1973, 81, pp. 

Employment Development Department. Annual planning information Bakersfield 
SMSA 1982-83. Report issued by Central California Employment Data & 
Research, May 1982. 

Emp 1 oyment Development Department. Annua 1 pl ann; ng informati on Fresno SMSA 
1982:-83. Report issued by Employment Data and Research, Central Area Labor 
Market Information Group, May 1982. 

Employment Development Department. Annual planning information Sacramento 
County 1982-83. Report issued by Employment Data and Research, Northern 
Area Labor Market Information Group, May 1982. 

Employment Development Department. , Report AOOe monthly labor force data for 
counties. January-September 1983. 

Fleisher,S. M. The effects of unemployment in delinquent behavior. Journa1 
of Pol itical Economy, 1963~. 71, pp. 545-,555. 

Glaser, D. and Rice, K. ,Crime,age 3 and unemployment. American 'Sociological, 
Revie~, 1959, 24, pp. '679-686. 

060784~, " -36~ 6R-240Rli 

f ' 

~ 
? 

(;> " • 

• 
.. 

'\; 

\ 



.. , 

. ~. 

" 

Mentec' Corporation. Operation . pathfinder: ' Behavior modificatfon of 
ex-offenders, and other hard core people using social reinforcement as a 

, means of shaping work habits:and behavior •.. Final Report Los Angeles,. GA:' 
Mimeographedrepor.t' issued, by Me,t1tec: Gorporati on ,.l972., ' 

Stephens) J. L. and Sanders, L. W. Transitional aid 'for ex-offenders: an 
experimental. stUdy in Georgia. Springfield, VA: National Technical Infor-, 
mation Sefii1ces, 1978.. .' 

Wiederanders~ M. R., Gross-Drew, C.J,. and Tsue, D. W. Success on parole: 
results of a one-y!:,ar .longitudinal study of influences on parole behavior.~ 
State of Cal ifornia, Department of the Youth Authority, 1981. . 

Wi ederanders, M: •. R.. Success on paro 1 e fi na 1 r.eport. 
Department of the Youth Authority, 1983. 

State of California, 

() 

060784 
o . 

6R-240Rl1 

Q 

.f 

f 
I 

\, 

,~,t 

i:l ,. 

": , 



o 

.~. 

o 

~ ---. __ ~. o· • ....,.,..,.,,.,......,..--,--_~~,.--,-___ ..,..-__ --,-_-.. ______________ -:---:;-:--------

i 
01 




