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, Foreword ' .

. An essential element in any experi‘r?éntal and demonstration . - .
. . + {E & D) effort'is the evaluation and analysis of what has taken place. °* -
' v The interpretation of the facts and materials gathered is particularly
A important when policy decisions are being made. The impact of the /
_ services on participants, their reactions and achievements must be
. recorded and evaludted clinigally as well as the limitations that be-
¢ come apparent, whatever theyymay be, if the effort is to have mean- ! .
* ing. This is a difficult task in any project and requires not only aga- , . |
demic qualifications but als %\e ability to work-with and understand ‘ |
eople of widely differing b:gleg ounds and orientation. We were ) |
. i fortunate 1n being able to include, such & person as a member of our
team. . \\ \ |
| T S \ -
N The study written by Mfs. RQ‘berta Rovner-Pieczenik raises - A A
. questions, suggests actions, and makes a valuable contribution to ’ .
. . the knowledge we must possess if we\wish to better understand the -
dynamic factors:underlying the eGonom ically motivated law violations
. of youthful offenders. They relate td the employment problems, job
expectations and the desire of youth to Become useful and productive,,

. a goal increasingly difficult td achieve for those without resources and __ \
lacking the supportive assistance of interested persons at a critical C .
> time in their life. - - . ) .7
L] ) i ) ) 'y
A
. * on\G.-Leiberg . :
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services. Juvenile and adult courts, already overburdened with the task of dispensing

which .innovative experinlrentation should be encourdged.. .

g

bl

I, INTRODUCTIDN . .

-

7 “Statistically, crime in society increases each year.. The criminal plstrce system,
faced with crime it hasn't prevented and criminals 1t hasn't deterred, has proven limited in
its ability to respond with speed, .flexibility and. relevance to the increased demand on its,

"justice” on a daily basis, represent one focal point in the’administratign.of justice at

Three years ago, in 1967, few alternatives were available to the courts in Wash-
ingtori, D.C., for the handling'of criminally accused individuals--other than processing
them, accordmg to statute, from initial hearing to fifal disposition. Since then, Project
Crossroads has experimented,with and demonstrated the feasibility of working w1th the . |
courct and 1its personnel to provide a pre-trial 1ntervent1pn alternative for youthful first-time |
Offenders. As a manpower approach to the rehabilitation of dccused offenders prior to ad-' |
judication, a variety of 1ntenswe pre-trial manpower setviges was offered to approximately -

800 participants. . ) S .

- P’ P ~

.

- Phas€' I of ProJect Crossroads bore the responsibrhty for .
l. Working with and obtammg the- ac;ieptance sup ort.and cooper-
ation of the police-court system in Washtngtoh D.C. Ok 3, joint endeavor
2. Utrhzmg "new careers" personiel as line staff: paraprofessionals,
" individuals with prev1ous criminal records, commumty volunteers, VISTA

5

volunteers. - e e . . .
’ I -t 3 ' L 4
3. Mamtammg ongoing relationships with qther social supportwe #
‘ services in the area, to achieve a codrdinated attack on probléems of em-~ 4 \
s ployment, ‘education) welfare, etc. ‘. T oo e 4

v

A descriptive summary of the proJect, including pi'oblems ‘encountered. and recom-
mendations for future projects, 1s found in the Final Repopt for PHase I. Phase II, which
continued prdfect operations for another year and a half, was charged with the responsibil-
ity.of providing an assessment of the 1mpact of the, ﬁo:ect‘s services on its participants,”
spec1f1cally 1n the areas oEremdlwsm and employmer;t The present paper attempts, to
provide such an assessment by analyzuing quantitat1ve=‘nférmat1on gathered in the course
of project operations. - . & :

)

Project Crossroads, ‘working closely with both the Juvenile Court and ‘Court of Gen-

eral Sesslons provided a 9Q-day community-based program pf manpower services--includ- .
*ing counsaling, job placement, job.training.and réfediat education--to young men and : . .
women 1n the pre<trial stage ‘of the criminal court process. Project participants had to
meet the general criteria of: v K .
1. 1l6.to 26 ygars of age, - ) . T .
s “ . ! o.- ' *
2. no prior conviction record in that court; ,
© .
3. unemplp?ed underer‘nployed and/or tenuohsly employed or school .
enrolled, , o - - . '
4, charged w1th a crime spec1ftca11y defmed and accepted by both s
.the .court and the project T oy ' .

. a ) ' . . ' o
A b
"E ' » v J ¢
. N . . ) .
.
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The court, in supporting this endeavor, agreed to consider a "nol pros" of the . -
charges pending against any project participanf who was terminated with a favorable
recommendation Ry*the prdject after the successful completion, of the three-month program.

. _Alleviation of congested court calendars and flexibility in case processing were foreseen
as relatrveLy immediate benéfits by the introduction of a pre-trial diyersion program into
the District of Columbia court system. Loriger-range benefits anticipated, 1n addition to °
the reduction of costs ineurred in the pgosedution, detentron trial and, incarceration of

. individuals 'prooessed' in the usual manner, included altering the image of the courts .

in the eyes of the accused and the community. It was the hope of.all concerned that the a .
court, in its w1111ngness to aid the individual by providing him with a non-punitive oppor- -
tunity forﬁ)ehabrlitatron would come to be'viewed as an institution interested 1n the 1n-
«, , .dividual and’ orfented toward the treatment approach<o crime prevention. The part1c1pant
. ,for his part, was provided an alternative to a permanently recorded label of de11nquent'
, or"criminal," as well as an ave\me through which to gain a foothold in the legitimate op-
portunity structure of sociéty. Socrety and-the Community, of course, would benefit from' S
*more and better equipped men and women‘in its laborforce as well as from a décrease in
the number of potential recidivists. ,In short, the opportunitty for rmtlgatlng some negative
by-products of present-day routine case processingsand replacing them with a relevant ~
program of 1ntervent10n and rehabilitation was seen as advantageous to all concerned.

. ALthoug'h Suffrcrent time has not elapsed for ayfull assessment of long-term goals, o

the present paper explores the following questions:, . s 2\
. s ] . EXA T
C. . 1 *
4. What 1mpact has Project Crossroads made on the court adjudica-
, tior of rts participants?  *. . . L ‘.
. \ ’
2.. What are the measureable results of Project Crossroads in the . Y , e
‘'spheres of partrcrpant recrdlvlsm and.employment? ) .
. 4 ~.
i 3. What are the characteristicomof pro;ect p'art1crpants who achieves ' =
. s success" by PrOJect Crossroads standards? ° . R N

’ .
- L

Accordmg to the Aprrl 1970 Report of, ‘the President's Task Force on Prisoner Re-

habrhtatron a need was stated for programs ‘which dould di vert én offender from.adJudr-
k) .
cation and rncarceratron. Specific recommendations of the Task Force included:
[
o Commumty facilities to provige pre-adjudication services to de- .
fendants and informatton abgut defendants to prosecutors and judges, ‘

, ! with the object of diverting as many defendants as ,possrble from the full

cnmlnal process, . . - ~

~ 2. An experrmenta‘l program to determine the effectiveness of pre-
Y. . trial counseling and supervision of defendants and of deferred adjudrca- . . :
e tion of certain defendants. { , . &,
LY ’ . re . r . - . \, -
The report a1$o éndorsed the communrty based program and thLJuse of ex- offenders as ;
staff for these programs. = - / .
Project Crossroads under a grant from the Manpower Administration in 1968, began
rmplementatron of ‘some of these recommendations to the President. The present paper
) _utrllze‘s quantitative data abstracted from case records 1n an attempt to evaluate one pre-
. trial diversion program. ' Statistics utilized in this report suffer all the limitations:of court .
B and police statlstics~ Furthermore, this type of analysjs exaggerates the importance
. of variables which are readily quantrfrable at the expense of more quahtatrve information.
f Throughout, the purposes of an experimental and demonstration project must be kept in
- mind--and these differ mar¥edly from the pL:l,l'e ‘research undertaking.’,

.

Y

N
’ - * A\
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. LN . [
~ ‘=11, THE METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENT" ' v
' ri . A . .-
The Research Component ' . . % — S

' o .
. ~ . ' N

In order to quantitatively assess the impact of Project’ Crossroads a research
consultant was added to the staff four months 1nto Phase I¥ of project operations. Her .
tagk was to familiarize herself with the project’in order to propose the necessary steps to
. be taken prior to program evaluation. To accomplish this, time was spent observing the
da11y activities oﬁ\ the staff and interviews were conducted with all staff members. Exist-
1ng data recordingand retrieval techniques were surveyed. An asséssmeni®of the project
was ptoposed after the researcher felt.she understood the project's philosqphy, grasped
the program on an Operational level, and caught the "feeling" of the of_Irce.

Unfortunately, the 1ntroductron of the researcher at this late p01nt 1}1 project oper-.,
ations resulted in some staff Suspicion and resentment. The suspicion appeared-related
to the staff's concern that she researcher had been hired tp "check up" on their work -
hablts\_ Resentment was incurred with staff realization that the use of revised--and in
some cases additional--data-recogding forms "impoged" by an outsider would increase ,
their workload. Although most of the staff were in a§reement with the rgsearch purpose
and the need for an evaluatron and.assessment of the project, they &grded only reluctantly,
to alter somé of their procedures. All Ehanges 'instituted were worked out only after close -
consultation and compromide between the staff and’the researcher. The late date pro- )

- hibjted anything but minor alterations in data recording and gathering. , '

’ N 3 » ) v . ;
The racial difference between the researcher and the overwhelming majority of the
staff did not appear to pose problems for the research task, -nor was any posed by the

limited verbal anc}.lrterary skills of some of_the p raprofessronal staff. The major prob- v

lem encountered wds the manner and timing “of the introduction of the researc component
into the project. Recommendations for building the research.component intb future, proj-
ects will be discussed in the last section of this report. ' ..

<
. * B 13 -
-

- -

Record Keeping .. .’ : I .
- » \ ' ” v - -

" The 1nitial review of data-recording forms utilized by the staff revealed some de-
ficiencies in relevant information and a lack'of coordination in information across staff
divisions. Of necessity, keeping in mind the limitatidns of time, the purpose of an exper-
imental ¥fld demongtration project, and the problemg inherent in the [ate introduction of *
the research component, all ¢hanges in forms were kept to @ minimum and represented

compromises between the staff and the researcher.

. . .
_»&'. .t [ - . 14 .
- P . . . .

The Intake Record, a detatled background 1nformatron' questLonnmre administered
during.a participant{s initjal cod'nsehng interview, was left in its origingl form. The

~

. Participants” Employment and Job',Placement record was revised to more readity reflect

changes in & participant's empioyment status as well as fluctuations ‘in the job market.

A Participation Termination Form was-initiated to summarize project services rendered the
participant during his tenure with the project. A Parti¢ipant's Evaluation Ferm was de-
veloped for the purpose of viewing the project through the’eyes of the recipient of its
services. In addition, weekly and monthly supervisors' reports were more finely detailed.
The most significant charge, for evaluative purposes, was the revrslon of the project's
Follow-Up Interview Form. .

7 S -

.In retrospect, after use over a se,ven month period some forms have proven more |
workable tharn othlers. Their major 1mprovement .over, preceding. ones was that they were
more directed towards the goals and questron's'of a final evaluation. The m ]OI‘ problems
uncovered 1n attempting to institute change at such a late date were the staff's perception

< /

lPhase I of the project ran from January 1968—-—May 1969; Phase II from May 1969~-Septem-
ber 1970. RS

. . Y

. ) . ‘ 3\* . . " ' 4

e




N R .
of their role as be1ng people-oriented and not paper-oriented (although this d1c'rptomy 1S
not an absolute one), and their belief that quahtatwe experiences cannot be transformed = ° .
into quantitative data. .To Qvercome these problems jn future pro;ects, researchers must
work closely with program staff from the start of the project. y |
Ir.onically, most of yhe data utilized in thisereport have been taken from "old" . :
forms. Since the final evaluation had to be completed by project termination in Septem-
ber 1970, ‘the requisite follow-up data could be collected 'only on those participants who |
were enrolled in Project Crossroads during Phase I and the early months of Phase II. *The ‘
submission of a final report two or three months after project termination would have al-
tered this situation considerably. * 3 . v
) . r
. — LTy
Selection of the Crossroads Sample / . . ’ . ‘ . .
The data on which the asSessmen/t of Project Crossroads ,1s bas'ed was taken from a
“systematic, sampling of closed case files. An important determinant of the sampling time-
frame was whether follow-up information was available for at least a six month period
after Crossroad$ fermination. For both the adult and juvenile sampléTase sampling be-
gan with participants who entered the .program\sheortly after its inception, and sampling
concluded at bh@ mid-point of Pha.se II In all, a sample of 157 adult participants and 123
juvenile part1C1pants was drawn; th,gse ‘numbers represent 34% of the adult’ population and
42% of the juvenile populttron. These sample sizes were consrderéd large enough to per-
mit anticipated stratification by relevant variables (e.g.’ sex, age, status on t&mina- .
tion from the QrOJeotf 9\wce a stratified sampling technique'was not employed at the oyts
set, the adult sample drawn was compared ex-post facto with the adult populatlon on pro-
portions of favorably and tgnfavorably terminated participants--a variable of importance 1n
later calculations. The adult sample contains a slightly lower proportion of favorably
terminated participants (as compared to the total project adulit group)‘ which has the ef-,
fect of lending a ¢pnservative estimate to positive findings within the body of the report.
A’similar compar1son for the juvenile sample was not undértaken, since a policy decision s
had been made fot to quantlta‘- evaluate the juvenile component of the project.

After sample selection, a.code was deV1sed for’ abstractlng data from\the case rec-
ord forms. The coded 1nformat1on _was then transferred to IBM punch cards gnd appropriate :

.

questrons were put to the computer. . .

\ . - . v ‘ RN . -
- 4 . . '3 . ' ~
. N -, N . . .
. T4 “r

¢+ Adult Sample = .o - ] _ N
An orrgmal’ adult'sample of 157 was selected by taking every second case involved

with the projéct between September 1968 anc? November 1969. The statistics which follow., .
howevet, are based solély on a follow™ ~up.group of 134, taken from the original 157, each

of whom had been terminated from the project for at least §ix months. GComputer runs com-
paring the’ driginal sample with the follow-up sample showed them to be similar on major
. variable diStrrbutrpns. “Although this final sample has thebias of Mcluding only those
. particlpants ‘who were reached for a follgskw up interview (which might appear as a favor-'
able bias for the project), the fact that the sample includes a higher proportion of unfavor- .
ably terminated part1C1pants than is’ present in the population tends to negate this bias. '

. .
x ’ -

. N . . -
Juvenile Sample” ' - . : .

- THe decision was made by the prc\]ect director that ‘case infofmation on a jguvanile
éample--other than recidivisrv1nformatiqn--v$\:>uld not be coded amd assessed. Prosl\i‘ms

encountered in working with the Juvenile Count, as well as in the labor market, accouhted
for this decision and are discussed elsewhere elin the final report. - , .

'




Follow-¥» Information T . . . ..

" Adults C e . ‘ A .
€, . - ’ R .o "
, Follow- up mtervl\e on the adult sample were c0nducteq at.approx1mate'ry thrée-
. month 1ntervals for one year after project termlnat1on--1n theory. In fact, some part:.ci- ,
pants were. contacted for thet?‘ first-follow-up anywhere between three arid twelve months
*  after terminatjon. Although this does not necessarily bias the résults, the, follow-up

methddology employed forced the reseéarcher to abandon plansJor Chronologroal trends.
. .

.
L3 )
.

- .
h

* Whlfe 1t was fe.lt by’ the projeft counselors that most of the infdrmation requested -
C on t.he folloW-up interview wag of a non- threatemng nature, and as such the validity of:
the‘responses would not be questiongble, the decision was made te.omit & question on
_rearrest and to check recidivism thrdugh the files of the Washington Metropolitan Police
’ - Department’. Unfortunately, infarmation on dispositians was nbt readily available from
-t pollce. records, nor was there the means of chiesking nearby districts of Maryland and

. V1rg1n1a for offenses committed, out51de of Washmgton é1ty boundaness . 9
. , ¥} ' <o

T .

) - Many of the follow-up 1nterv1ews were conducted by anyone whe had knowledge of
' the-participant. Whilé the use of VISTA volunteers for this task was, 'expedlent » this ap-

3 proach always runs the rrsk of lowering the validity and rel1ab1lrty of responses.
. . . .
' ' ‘," . » ' . L e
Juweniles | ’ , ® . . oL

* Follow- up rec1d1v1sm mformatlon for a systematrcally ‘selected sample of JwemIe
partlclpants was obtained from the Reseafch Division of. the Juvenile Court in Washington,

’
. A3
.

o ‘ D.C. Arrest histories were trated for a year after project termination; those individuals

-',,' who turned 18 y’ears of age were checked in the adult pol;ce=f1les : T
- ’f . e l . 4 . A . , N o‘ ’

.y . . . . . . \ . :/

; © Controi Sample Selection Co ) i .
vt T v . . . e

A.control sample of.adult and juvenile offenders was select 901 a&a yardstlck
agalgst which project participants could be compared. The contrg samplés were taken

‘from ,court records using the same ctiteria utilized to select Crossroads ?art1c1pants. age, "

charge, and first offender status. Smce this sample was not Chosen along.wlth the par-
ticrpant population, selection was from récords of individuals whe wefe eligible*between
one and s1x months before the.. f)ro;ect ‘began. Geographical 111ty coupled with falsey

- and’incpmplete information on court records. made it 1mpossi le o locate these individuals.
The only information possible to gather of this sample turnedQ:rt:}e e information on
recidivism--through officidl police records. It is the research

4 :lts selectlon and follow-up. . ;

.Adult Control ™ ERRTRE R e ‘ .
R The records maintained by the D.C. Bail Agency were considered most relevant for
the purpose of selecting an aYlult control ‘group. They mcluded information necessary for
control sample selection and were ‘stored to facilitate sélection. A control sample of 107
‘accused offenders was selected systentatically from all offgnders seen by the court one
to_six months prior to Crossroads who met project acteptance criteria. A drawback in
select-:on by this method was that dnaly group'srmila‘rrt1es éxist in comparing the control’
and project samples. On the other hand, there is no reason to believe that this group,
*coming 1nto the courts earlier than pro;ect commencement differed oh"any signifloant var-

- igble from the participants e e s L. .
3 * “ g " A . . Al

Adjudication and dispdsitmn mformatlon on 'the origmal charge was taken from'the

regtster of-the clerk's bffice in the Gourt of General Sessidns, Recidivism was checked
through the pollce department in the same manner as for project. partlclpants. S s

-t

pinio thatm‘a control |
” K sample 1S considered relevant toju_t,ure projects of‘ th1s nature, forethough is necessary in °

N
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An ex-post facto stra&tification of the contro] sample revealed too féw 18- and 19-
year ofds in comparison with the participant sample. Since age appeéars to play an impor-
tant role in partieipant recidivism--not realized until after assegsment of the data--our - . |

.. control group migf]t well have been stratified on this variable beforehand. . R x . .
v ' ,- N v “ .
" Juvenile Control - ' ) ) .- ' St _ ‘- .

]

The decision to exclude a complete quantitative analysis of the juverfile partici- .
pants limited data collection for juvenile Tontrols. In order to compare recidivism rates;
the Research Division of the.Juvenile Court,.using a systematic sampling technmique,
selected a group of 123 accused delirfquents who appeareq before the court between one
and six months prior to project coimmencement and who fit proyect criteria for enrollment.
As was the ca,s'e for project.participants, case records were checked for a period of 15
months, §oing.into adult records when.nécessary. .
. y a « . 1' 1 * . . ]
.o T ' . ! co o ] . :

Statistical Signifigance . . . a ’ . - .
, . v The data reported in the body Of this paper have been subjected to tests,of statis-

tical s_ignificancef(chi-squa're). It was found that the decrease in participant.recidivism

‘over a 15-month period and_the increase in steady employment and wages over the same

— N N .

périoed were of?s_tatisucal significance (to the .05 levelf. Thus, Project Crogsroads ap-

pears to have beén successful nhot only in proving-its concépt dperationally feasible but

also in producing socially significant changes, : ' \

. [ . [ T =

. ‘Exactly why these changes resulted.is difficult to determine. « Many of the vari-
. ables,which are related to success in Rie project are overlapping and appear 1n clusters.

*For .example, increased age i#rglated tq success; but steady employment 1s related o' age.

Thus; a jconstellagOn of overlapping social variables--and the excluston of others which . -
, -~ might prove relevant--result in findings difficult to interpret via statistical tests. When=<,

.+ ever warrantéd, though, simple cross-talulatjons were made in an attempt to undetsif'a;jgr; S

the clustering effect. It was felt that a multivariate analysis necessitated a largg};,ﬁgﬁﬁple s

RS

than was drawn. o Co . .. y Eep

r
.

0 . * - M i v v. N Al
It {s the résearcher's opinion, that social policy planning for future prejects simiflaxjxtf;ﬁg.‘,
to Crossroads should not necessarily be based upon the résults of statistical tesis. Por <. %" A
example, whether or not test results prove sigrificant, the fact that an increase i -wage &,
occurred, from $1.75 to $2.25 per hour for successful participants, ‘has meaning from a FEPA
planning point of view. ,While the tests were applied to the data as a routine evaluative L
‘measure: their value for program planning is, at best, unclear.” . ' S

- \ . . - : Ty
' . SUMMARY S tL
, The experiment;_a'l and: demonstration aspects of Project Crossroads have been h .
reviewed in previous reports. The addition to the staff of a research consultant during - -4~
* - Phase II of project operations was to provide for the assessment of quantitative data in . 4
the ‘areas of court adjudication, recidivism and ‘employment. This enfied an ex-post -
facto construction of a design for evaluation which would attempt to answer questions

initially posed by the project. The analysis' which follows assesses selected areas of .

program ‘operation and highlights implications of this program for future efforts. @
" , . . “ - . N

- = Vo

)
-

-3




, . G ’ . :
- s T~ ’ s !
III. PROJECT IMPACT ON EMPLOYMENT %
The Project ParticipantZ-A Profilé, o ' . . ,
.~ -’ ) '

d The researcher has decided to avoid a lengthy discussidn of the charactenstics of
the project's participants, per se, except where they are relevant to the prOJect s evalu-
ation., There 1s little doubt that 1n many ways Washington is similar in its social ~ec-
onomic, health, education, and Tryme problems to most other large American cities--com~ ~*
pounded by 1ssues of face and pohtrcs. In reference to crime and delinquency, 1n partic-
ular, the etiology of such behavior has been gpeculated upon and researched by everyone
from social scientists to geneticists. Yet, it is interesting that very little spaee in the
concluding volume of the President's Report on Law’Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice 1s derted to the accused offender; little more than referepce to the poverty of the

*  courts' "chents . . , .

\S 3'[‘he'1itt1e information on the accused given us by The Challeng%g' rime in a Free °

. oclety” <ites the city offender of street crimes assoverwhelmingly mai¥, black and liviqg
in ah urban s . The findings of Project Crossroads are essentially i1n agreement wit ’
thrs stategﬁ& Other characteristics of Washington, D.C., offenders accepted 1nto ‘
pro;ect are found ig Table 1. . . ‘

. A reading of Table 1 reyeals that most project part1c1pants in add1t1on to being
maley, black, and below 20 years of age, were pborn in Washington, D.C. Thus, an explan-
ation of present date crime that attempts to place the burden of responsibility on recent _ _
migrants appe'ars to be no more than myth for Washington, D.C. The relatively small * .
number of high school graduates 1s also a revealing statistic. Although approxrmat ly 25%
of our saniple were still enrolled in school, not all could be expected to complete H¥gh
schodbl. Thus, the typical part1cipant criminal offender is the high school dropout. The
, large number of accused individuals who are neither employed nor students (approximately
39%) at time of project enrollment tells us about the high proportion of "detached"” in-

. div,;duals in the city. We shall note in a later section that ,many of these comprise the 18-
.and 19-year old age group. . ~

"
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' . . . N .
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- . TABLE 1. CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE OF PROJECT
- . . CROSSROADS ADULT PARTICIPANTS ENROLLED . -
- . . L BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1968 AND NOVEMBER 1969 - .
. , . CHARACTERISTIC PERCENT OF SAMPLE* . P
B SEX .t g .
.. - Male NN Y . " 83,59
Femate ' . "16.42° |
. * \;
RACE . . - .
Black . 85..82 p
White - ! 12,69, ,
. Other 9~ 1.50, .
P \_/ . ' .
. - ) ) ) . : N
. . o ’ :
- h ’ L. iy N - 4. A ‘
2WALD Patricia, "Poverty and Criminal Iustice, " 1n Task Force Report: The Courts, U.S.
Government Printing Office, 196‘7 R P ) . .

. 3The Challenge of Crime’ %n a free Soc'ietx,‘ U.S. Government Printing Office,’ 1967, p 44.
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E TABLE 1.. CHARACTERISTICS OF .SAMPLE OF-PROJECT . .
, fo CROSSROADS ADULT PARTICIPANTS ENROLLED
A r - . BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1968 AND NOVEMBER, 1969 K2 .
. 4 . g . ¢’
"™ MARITAL STATUS E ’ -
Single - . . 82.09
Married o 16.42 ~
Other - 7 ¢+ 1.50
- 3
BIRTHPLACE - . /
D.C. . . 62.41 .
Other U, S, . 30.08
| Other I . 7.53 -
’ ) AGE . - . S
L 18-19 - 60.45
. 20-21 . 23.13
. 22-23 7 9.70
S 7T , 5.97 &
Other . 73
e ' LIVING ARRANGEMENTS - N
¢.1 parent iny 55.97 - :
' Aléne : ‘ 14.18 -
Relatives 11,20
. : + 2 parents - / - . . ‘ 8.21 -
. Other ) . "10.44 g
, SOURCE OF SUPPQRT . . v
Parent * 47.76 - *
| . self o _ _ 38.06 >
Other L oo . 14.18 ‘
|  HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED )
‘ 9th or 1éwer ) ’ 15.59
o " 10th L ‘ A s 20090
1 1in L '26.1§M
~ . 12th thigh school) ’ - . 22.39 )
¢ 13th ‘? . L~ - T :
: > Other R 8.28 ‘
: | rosirion at avTaxE , CL g
b o No employment, non-student, . 38.81 .
. /1 . No employment, student 17.17
. mrplof{ed , Ron-student . . 38.82
-, . Eployed {.student . ' 8.21
. PREVIOUS MILITARY--MALE g \
, No v - S 87.50 /
' Yes , . 12.50 °- \
. *Total Sample is 134 Adult Participants.‘\ - '
- . {M;J . * ) L 4 — 4
.. - . f”‘) e 27N ’
| - \ \ ) b /
| ' ! . : .
] * ‘
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. To sum, the background of project participants is similar to that dlready character- "~
1zed by sociologists, crime prevention commercials ¢n telev1s1on and government com-,

missions delving into problems of crime 1n the cities. The Cres’?oads participant 1s a
yvoung, male, and black. He is livmg 1n a broken home. His main seurce of support is .
« someowie_other than himself- *He is a high school dropout. It 1s an assumptlon of the proj- A
’ ect that lack of skills, hlgq schoo! diploma, and unstable’ employment history makes him a
i1hely recidivist--unless an; ‘intérvening variable (such as a pre-trial diversion projéct)
can alter or divert an.already patterned course. . S . .
4 ] . - 3

The Emolcmnent Variable

Project Crossracads was designed to serve "a persdn young enough to be amenable , .
to intensive, short-term manpower services” and whose future would be enhanced by .
divergion from routine court-précesses. Th= major supportive service offered a parti¢i- =
pant was employment and. or job training. Previous studies have pointed to the lack of -
job skills and the irregularity of employment as being related to criminal careers. .

" To employ i1ndividudls, and hopefully reduce recidivysm, the employment division
of the project worked with potential employers to develop jabs ard uncover available open-
ings, as well as with Crossroads'participants for job, training referrals and placements. .
Approximately 50% of the Crossroads participants were placed in one or more jobs during
/ their threeymonth enrollment. 5tic1pants received anywhere up to nine job referrals,
although most were placed withinsthe first, second, or third referral. Although 28 of the
sample were placed 1n job tra1n1ng centers, only nine indiwiduals comp_l‘eted ) training -
program. The researcher's task was to assess the effectiveness of the project in terms of .«
g a participant’ rs employment ;on a short- &nd long-term basis. ¢ '
ProJect participants were relatively underemployed, unskilled and workmg for low
wages, 1f worl;mg at all, when enrolied. Efforts of the employment division were aimed’ at
enhancing the preductivity and employability of disadvantaged workers and directly aiding
theu; job placement. '4 Thus, inditants of project success can be seen as d_ecreases in «
unem’plo) ment over time, coupled with increases in wage and sk12 leve}l— Short- -term and
) long range employmene success will be reviewed in light of the gdals of the project.’

Emblovment at Pro)ect Termination . .

n

_T.he employment service at Crossroads functioned to place an individual in a job
- with potential for mobility. Unfortunately, the reality of job openings arnd the skill level ]
of the parficipants kept this goal in the realm of theory for many. Still, a_short-term em-
ployment 'impact" 1s notiteable when we compare relevant variables at 1nta1e and at
terminatiqg frgm the project. Tables 2, 3, and 4 can be viewed as a summary statement of
e short¥ange impace of employment serv1c’es provided during- Crossroads, and offer a -
mparison wlth a particlpant s pre-project status. -

Table 2 reveals that at time of 1ntake approximately 56 %\lef the participants wefe \

bloyed. Of these, almost two-fifths were both unemployed and out of school. In

apty dpon project termnation, unemployment decreased to approximately 30%--which
includés,an unknown proportion who were enrolled in school. Perhaps the most significant
compars i‘t 1s that between favorably terminated participants and their project intake

" statistigs.  Here we find the employment percentage at termination (87%) to be twice as’

large as employment at intake (44%). Participants who receive a favorable termination |

from Project Crossroads ate those who have been successful in obta1q1ng and holding em- |

ployrrrent while enrolled Although there may be a history of one, two or three job refer- |

rals before a successful placement, almost 90% of the Favorables are employed as,they

leave Crossroads. In contrast only 10% of the Unfavorables were employed qn termination.

' L
4Set as a goal for the enure ’V!anpower Dlvlslon of the Department of Labor. Manpower Re-
port of the President, U.S. Governmerit Printing Office March 1970. : .

- ~
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"TABLE 2. COMPARISON BETWEEN EMPLOYMENT AT INTAKE AND UPON
) TERMINATION ;‘ROM’ PROJECT CROSSROADS FOR ADULT
PARTIGIPANT SAMPLE
L] -‘ . ‘
-EMPLOYMENT | TIME OF p INE OF,TERMINATION » —
STATUS INTAKE 1| TOTAL** Favorable** | Unfavorable .
jos * » [No.} Percent Nc. Percent|{sNo. Percent |No. | Percent
Ve . o . ’ ¢
YES* . - |59 | 44.037 88| . 70.40]f 85 87.64 | 3 10.72 .
Student - 11 4% 8.2r ) ) /
‘.' * //1 ' b :'/ ‘ t
Non-+ / K ;
student 48 | 35.82 , . .
. N y -
NO N 75 55.984 37| 29.60} 12 " 12.38 |25 $9.29 l
. ! . ,
Studefdt 2@ | 17.17 . 1 k
Non- 9 ] ' .p i . ' * 3
“ ’student 52 38.81 Jl125 97 28 .
1y . . R 3, N
" *Includes Both Full+time and Part-time Employment. /
**Significant at,t}r‘e .01 Level (chi-square) , - '

»

A Wages also ii¢reased between intake and termination. Table 3‘reveals increases,
partrcularly in the $Z .75 per hour and over. category. “Since the greatest® mcrease 15 1n the
upper.wage categories s wage increases cannot be attributable sglely to in¢reases 1n the f[
minimum wage. For some participants, increases reflect mcreasmg skill ®n the job and | . ; 1 s
length,of employment' This is particularly true for thoSe individuals who were employed !
at intake and who did not find jobs through Crossroads. There is the strong/probability
that the project's assistance in having thef charges against a particxpant nol-prossed, as
well as providing less tangible s portive services was & ajor factor in their employ-
ment success. For a ‘number of Crdssroads participants’, steady employment was main-

_ tained for'the first tiie, and, ata higher #age than in previous pqsitigns. It is interest-
ing that for those participants who were.employed during Grossroads, wages were not _ &
dramatically different’for favorable and unfavorable termmations, wages after termmation § \
in contra:it diﬁfer,markeQIy between the two groups. - . ‘
- é
i

- . N » .

LI S ¢

. TABLE 3. COMPARISON BETWEEN WAGE AT INTAKE AND AT =~ °
TERMINATION/ FROM PROJECT CROSSROADS FOR ADULT PARTICIPANT SAMPLE _ )
l:. . k ':/l s - ' . ’
S o | . Tovg oF . TIME OF TERMINATION "I ¥

.AVERAGE PER [

- INTAKE

TOTAL*%

Favorable**

Unfavorable

‘HOUR WAGEX

No.

Percent

No.

Percent

No.

Percent

No.

Percent

| s1 .:25-_1 .75
$1.76-2. zs'
$2. 26 2.75
$2. 76+ )

67

44

&9
1

36.36
8.26
.83

551‘37 |

47
36

«

11

¢

Q

. 34.95

-

45.63

10.68
8.74

(|
Y

40
32

10°

8

44%44

. 35.55
11.11
8.89

7
4

-

‘e

1

\J

53.85"

Y <
30.77

7.69
7'.69

*Average Per Hour Wage is Estimated

Ry the Use of Relative ‘Weights

Given for the Proportion of Time Worked in Particular Jobs During the.
. Year Preceding Crossroads Intake and *During Participation Period.




This goes along witH our findings in Table 4: the skill level of employment for
. favorably and unfavorably terminated participants was relatlvely simtlar in all skill cate-
- " gories. While there was some improvement 1n skill level from_iitake, the pro;ect appears
to have affected wages more than 1\%{d skills. No doubt, in certain cases, increased
wages were concurrent with.increased skills. Yet, 1t 1s more likely that the’ employment
service avoided placing participants in the lower paying positions and made referrals to
the ‘higher payirg jobs, without effective true skill change.

[

3 .o~ TXBLE 4, COMPARISON BETWEEN SKILL LEVEL AT INTAKE AND AT °
. . TERMINATION FROM PROJECT CROSSROADS FOR ADULT
PARTICIPANT SAMPLE
) . :

. - TIME ‘OF . TIME OF TE,RMINATIQN ‘

. YNTAKE 4 TOTAL** |[Favorable** | Unfavorable

SKILL LEVEL No. | Percent | No./| Percent||No. [ Percent |No.] Percent

i L g (] ; 0 .
1. , Unskilled .37 | 61.66 57 50.00j 47 48.96 | 1Q 55.55

Semi-skilled | %9 [ 31.66'| 40| 35.09) 34 | 35.42| 6 | 33.33

' - ) ] v

Skilled . , 4 6.66<l 9 7.89| 8 .44 | 1 5.55
Clerical- ) ’ . ‘ . . : '
. office * [0 - - 8 7.02t 7 7.291( 1 5.55
. ) / *Not R'e}orded. . . ' . . R
\p
OE‘& * : e l——,- *
v ‘We have not™ included any figures dn percent 'of t1me employed durlng Crossroads,

stnce this flgure doesn't account for time spent in' gepeated referral Interviews until "prop-
placement was found. What the short-range employment statistics have shown 1s that
part1c1pap,ts terminating the project are more likely to be employed; in a higher skilled
position and for highér wages, than they were upon entering the project. Becausé employ-
r ment is by definition refated to the final* participant evaluation of favorable or unfavorable,
perhaps a more meaningful {hdicant of project employment success is over the "long-
. range" period of one year followind project ternﬁnation.
- o ‘ P ' B
. A . v ' . £Y . . 1
-Emp(lx mént After®fermination \

+ . . L.

Follow-up employment information was gathered on 134 particip;;mts.S Each parti~

cipant ha(l been away frgm the project for at least six months. Calculations basedwpon a
full year s earnlngs and employment were estinfated by weighted averages extended over a
12-month perlod 1t was ‘the unanimous agreefment of the Cros%roads staff tT;at employ~-

; . -ment 1nformation given by former participants in follow-up interviews wou be valid. But
a possible ©ids introduced thrOugh the follow-up interviews was that indf®duals who were .
reached for’follbw-up may represent the more stable population. Still, this does not under-
cut the fact that\ Project Crossroads might have been in some way resp0n51b1e and 'support-
ive- o - .

K
$ ’ « % . - .
v . N v

|
Pamcipants were asked many questions regarding employment during fQllow- up 1n- ‘
terV1ews. Table S is quite revealing, comparing steady employment prior to and after ter-
mifation from Cro§sroads. One year after pro;ecf termination, over half of ail the ¢ f

e \ . . . -~ R . -
- . tom - . ‘ * ]
) 5A11 results ate bdsed on the -f:)ﬂ,\ow—up‘sample. it was found via cross-tabulations, that
‘this group did not differ marke y ftom the larger 'sample on any relevant group character-‘b

xstics . . “ -

. 6a more detailedrexbplanation is found in the cost-benefit study of Project C'rossroads.
" . . . i ‘ . . . p

. . M . o - * o ¢ L
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participant sgm.pie had been empidyed for at least 80% of the year This should be com-
pared to the.Only one-third having been employed 80% of the year prior to project entrance.
This gain in steady employment after ‘project termination is. really a gain for those favor-

ably terminated; Unfavorables remain relatively unemployed -
TABLE ®» COMPARISON Ol‘ ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF YEAR EMPLOYED
PREVIOUS TO.PROJECT CROSSROADS ENTRANCE AND PERCENTAGE OF -

YEAR EMPLOYED ONE YEAR FOLLOWING TERMINATION « Y
,q . | ONE YEAR . '
&" : P‘;;%’;Egg ONE YEAR AFTER TERMINATION
PERCENT OF | CROSSROADS .
YEAR Time of Intake Total%*. Favorable** | Unfavorable
EMPLOYED* |No. |Percent || No. | Percént|l No.| Percent | No. | Percent
" om0 0 lar | 2304 |4 | 30.61| 24| 23.09 |17 | s6.68
20- 39 {29 { 21.65 || & 6.73) 6|. 5.78 | 3 | 10.00
| 40-°59 19 /1.4.19‘ 5 "3.74)f 3}F 2.90 ] 2 6.;8
60- 79 ‘1 14 | 10.46 || 10 7.47| 9| -8!66 1 |..3.34 !
80- 89 6 4.48- 12 8.96| 10| 9.62 2 ‘5.68
',:1,'50-;60 35, 26.12 || 57 | 42.54) s2 [ so.00 | 5 | 16.67
| rotat © isa | 134 | 104 30 | X
% xFull- and Part-time. ST K “ B '
,' "'*Significant at .0] level {chi-square). . =N . . ,

DN N . .

To some‘extent, increased age is related to increases in percent of time employed:
the older the participant, the more likely he is to be working for a greater percent of time
both prior to and after termination from Crossroads. *When we hold age constant, we find,
that 17% of the 18- -year olds are employed over 80% of the year prior to Crossroads while
39% of this group is emplayed over 80% of the year after Crossroads, And, when we ac-
count for increased age by comparing 20 year old "priors" with 19- year old "afters, " we
still find an increase in employment 1n the "after""group (17 percentage point difference).
This appears to rule out increased age as a determining variable. Finally, while increases
in educational attainment would be ordinarily expected to have an effect on employment .
status over a 12-month period, this is not a factor in the present analysis since only
youths engaged in full-time employment are. compared in the pre- and post-project periods.
In short, increase in time employed over a period 'of one year following project termination
appears related to services provided by Crossrodds.

When we compare favorable and unfavorable terminations, the réffects of the proj-
ect age even rhore apparent: approximately 60%‘of those favorably terminated were em-
loyed for more than four-fifths of the year foliowing termination, while only 23% of those
favorably terminated were employed for the same period, Since fecidivism and sentenc-
ing would not automatically lower an individual's percentage of time employed (the formula
is based oh time avatlable for employment), we cannot attribute the dif\ference to an in-

, dividual's unavailability for employmé’nt.

-~

[y
. . . »

7Since our early figures are estimates, having been arrasted and, ‘or sentenced doées not
spuriously deflate statjstics. Estimates are based upon time available for work.

. 12 . . . s
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In short, we fe€l comfortable in our finding that enrollment in Projgct Crossroads
and termination with a favorable recommendation is related to a substantial ircrease in
steady employment over the year following Crossroads term1nat1on

A c'heck on the chronology of post- pro;ect employment reveals that for those favor— .«
ably terminated participants who held jobs upon Crossroads termination, almost all were
working 1n a non-Crodsroads job within four months aftér Crossroads termination. Thus,
we are led to bel,ieve that the\routine of work, as well as such intangibles as s&lf-confi~

.dence and increased aspiration derived from the Crossroads experience, tend to keep an 1

ihdividual employed after the o»fficial relationship with Crossroads is ended.

Wage 1ncreases parallel our employment findings, Although the estimated dverage L
wage per hour one year following termination s much hi %er than for one year prior to en-
trance, the increase falls to our favorably terminated group (Table 6). While only 6% of
those employed prior to intake received over $2.26 per hour, approximately 33% of the
favorable termidations were rece1ving this, wage. No doubt, time spent on the job and in-
flation all have their part to play in increased earnings. The cost:benefit study will have
more to say on this matter and will not be discussed hgre. Still, our compar1s<3n hetween
favorably and unfavorably terminated participants leads us to believe that if natural
change$ (such as inflation and increased age) were important variables in this mafter,
they would have affected the unfavorably terminategd group to a larg®r degree. If increased
time employed contributes to higher wages,. then Crossroads is to someé measure respon-

sible. .In short, mdividuals who are considered "successesn Project Cressroads, and .
terminate with a favorable recommendauon, are more likely to be receiving ‘nigher wages

for their work than are project "non successes, " ~ Cg

»
-t
-*

TABLE 6. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED AVERAGE WAGE PER HOUR
B . RECEWED AT\INTAKE AND ONE YEAR FOLLOWING

- ) o PROJECT" CROSSROADS PARTICIPATION - ) .
r . ) O
. SRR WAGE_ ONE YEAR FOLLOWING PROJECT oo
AVERAGE WAGE - —— -
WAGE AT INTAKE Total** Favorable** |° Unfavorable

No. | Percent|| No. | Percent|j No. | Percent | No. | Percent

.

_0-s1.00% |13 |".9.70(| 39 |. 20.11[, 23 { 22.i2"-[16 | 53.34
'$1.01- 1.25 | -- - = (R e P -
$1,26- 1.50 | 20| 14,93 2 | _ n.s0f 2} 1.98 [-- | &-- .

. Y -

$1.81- 1.75 | 47| 35.08{ 15 | 11.20f 11 | 10.58 |7 | 13.34
4
4

’

~» ‘: . .
$1.76- 2.00 |- 27° [ 20.15 || 19 | 14.184f 15 [ 14.43 13.34 :
s2. 01- 2.25 | 17 | 12.69 | 22 ) ‘1642 18 | 17.31 13.34
$2.25- 2.50° 8 | .07 15| 11.20) %3 |-12:50 {2 | 6.67" ' l
$2.51- 2.75 P I 4481 : 6 | 5.77 |- .| --
T 7 . % N , # . ‘
$2.76~ 8.00 | 1 sl 9 | %672y 9| 8.66 [--w. | -- |
. * . N N ¢ ’ [} E&& EE N }
. | §3.01+ - - -- 7 1 s.32f 7| 6.75 [-+W]| . - )
* {{ TOTAL 134 134 104 |30 N ER
. 4 s - X
*Comprised Mainly of the Unemployed. ' . . . L/
**8ignificant at the .01 level (chi-square). - B s‘.. <4




o SUMMARY"®

- s ' .

The quantitative data on the employment of adult participants followed for.a year
after project termination revegls: : . ‘

-~ . KX

v .

1. The percent of individuals employed at project termination is,

. nearly twice as great as those employed at projéct intake. y -
~ - " . ‘! ) . ] ' . *

» . . Upon termination from Project Crossroads, wages and Skill

2
leve! of job performed had increased over measufes taken at project

ehtrance. C, /

”»~

. .

3. Project participants are m'ore'hkely to be steadily employed .

- during the year following ‘proje_cg termination than prior to enrollnfent. .

. 4. Wage comparisons reveal that increases occur after Crossroads * .
termination--and these increases appear related more to job factors than

non-job-related ones.. )

4

terminated ‘participants .

5. All positive findings are atj;rib(xtabl,e to the group of favorably

—,

. ¢ 7 : )

: These findings tell what one can ekpect from project participants in the employ-
merh sphere after termination. What it also highlights is the small group of unfavorably %
terminated individuals;-those project "Yailures"--who will most likely continue to fail"

after project *terminat‘ion. The concluding chapter of this_pape; hopes to speak ta the
problems of this group. :
>
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- "..all of the Favorables, a closér look must be had at-the Unfavorables..

' / \ ‘ ' v I. ’ . ‘
) o . . o o
s IV. PROJECT IMPACT ON, RECIDIVISM "
o A defendant before the criminal court is a "loser" in many ways. Perhapa his mere

presence in the,courtroom, a testimony to the fact that, guilty or not, he has not suc-
ceed®d 1n.avo1d1ng the differential seleotivity-of police arrests, labels him a loser at the
outset. If he is found jnnocent of the charges péending, or no action is pressed by the-
prosecutor, he retains a permanent(;rest record. If he is adjudicated guilty or pleads
guilty, he then acquirés a convictidn record and the imposition of a "rehabilitative! ,
meéasyfe,
omic and soc1a1 future. , ) VoL . .

[} [
.

We have already documented that Project Crosstoads increases empldyment stabil-
/1ty, wages, and skill levels for participant§--specifically, for those who terminate with a
favors le recommendation. In the present chapter we attempt to explore the impadt the
project has on variables related to the justice system (case backlog and factors of time,
expense, and personnel) and the participant's "legal" future (police record and redidivism).
Comparisons with a control sample have been rmade where ver relevant and possible.

- . Y 4

)
Note on First Offender Adult Status, E o

From a sociological perspective, as well as a rehabilitative one, the notion that °
the participants-enrolled in Pro;ect Crossroads are first offenders is misleading. Tech-
nically, they have no previous adult conviction record in Washington,.D.C. (any previous
juvenile record not involving institutionalization for delinquengy was disregarded). Real- °
istically, the probab111ty of an extensive Juvenile récord is high. In'short, the "first of-

' fender" label is an artifical _one, more meanmgful for administrative purposes than for re-
haplhtatwe ofies. AlthOugh th’fs researcher, 1is not impractical .enough to negate the/need *
for distinctions which keeps,a system operating, as one critgrion for project acceptance it
ds more related to working with the court than it is to working with the partrcirpant. A _true
tirst'offender at - 19, 24, or 30 years of age, is a different person than the "first offender"
under 18 years of age w1th an axtenswe Juvenrle delinquency history. In short, project
entrance criteria should be rethought in terms of the&‘ehablhtatwe ag opposed to the
court administratiye, function. \

- . v
e N N . 3

¥
+ [ v, .

A - A 24

Drsposrtron of Or;gznal Ctmrgej.or Adult .Sample * . o : s

!

) A number of adjudicatory-alternatives are open t¢ the 1nd1v1dual charged in adult
COqu/ nol-pros (prosgcution declined), dismissal for want of prosecution, acquittal, or
gu11ty The "nol-pros" category is desirable for the particdipant becauseh it can (1) pre-
clude a possible adjudication of guiliy'or involvement and consequent sentencing, (2)
shorten court time, and (3) avoid thegsocial and economic liability of a.criminal record.
The court's advantage in workmg with the prOJect lies with the reduttions in hearings and
.trials when' a simple "nol-pros" decision can be®ade upon a favorable Crossroads rec-
ommendation. . .,

4
.

When we look at Table 7, it is obvious that par,l?iczpants who terminated Crossroads
with a favorable recommendation were nol-prossed three times as often as the control
sample (99% versus 33%). Since this form of adjudication was consistent for approximately
Here we find a sim-
ilarity with our control sample. Less than one-third of the Unfavorables' cases are nol- ,
prossed, although a relatively higher number of them than of the controls are subsequently
dismissed or acquitted (15%). Although dismissal is a favorable'finding for the defendant,
court time has still been tied up in case processing. The prebation, prison, and fine _
categories represent dispositions for guilt which become responsible for approximately
34%. (or more, since we have a large "unknown” gap) of those unfavorably terminat and
32% of the control group. Thus,
these techniques are necessitated for ong-third of those controls«and%unfavorably termm-
ated participants who appear before the court. Table 7 alsd reveals that imprisonment=is -
infrequently used, while probation is heavily relied upon.

15 .

L 1] U

15 new label of "¢riminal" “will then functzon to negatively 1nf1uence his econ- .

the financial and managefrial burden of rehabilitation N

b))
?
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Statisncs on dlsmissals and ercqulttals oBviate the fact that hearings, jury trials
and-court trials have had to take place befgre reaching these d lons. More apparent 1s”
- the burden on the ad;udlcative mechanism for cases found guil y plea or trial coupled '
with the rehabilitative efforts of*probatiofl ahd prison. In other words, a favorable termin-
ation from Crossroads appears to 51gn1f1cantly altér charge adjudication and subsequent ’
digposﬂmn--havmg its effect on both the participant and thé court..
Although the accompanting cost -benefit, study measures financial savn‘lgs for the
court and society, l;he program's impact on participant attitudes was not measured. It%s
. hypothesized that the willingness of the court to explore alternatives and act in good
faith with project recommendations does a great deal not only to the court's "imaga" but
* the tlient's: attltude toward the legal system. .

.

. ‘.‘ [

’ -

Adult Recidivism

]

r Perhaps the most dramatic positlve'finding related. to thj project's legal "success"

criteria 1s the reduction 1n recidivism for fts favorably terminatgd participants. According

to Table 8, overall recidivism (defined in this study as "rearpest") for the Favorables was

20.13%, while for the Unfavorables and Controls it was ‘over twice as high. When we

combine all project participants, we still find a difference of 14% between participants

and Corntrols who recidivate within 15 months after initial arrest, :
{ .

o TABLE 8. COMPARISON OF PARTICIPANT UNIVERSE AND CONTROL

. SAMPLE RECIDIVISM WITHIN 15 MONTHS OF INITIAL ARREST*.
. o . . , v €
TOTAL SAMPLE** - RECIDIVISM*
SAMPLES No. , " Percent No. Percent
- :Participants I I . ) — ’
* Total | 200 - 100.00 * 59 29.50 o )
' | Favorable- s | 7as0 | 30 | 2013 . o
’ Unfavorable 51 4 .25.50 29 " 56.65 -
) Controls 107 | - 100.00 16 P I
* | *Data Obtained from Metropolitan qu’:ieé Records . . '
**Sjgnificant at the .05 level (chi—-sguare)v.

¢ X ' [ ]
. ‘
L] i -

To this figure must be 'addéd a qualification. Although the control sample matched -
the participant sample on group characteristics, an gx-post facto stratifica;ion of the
samples for the ‘age variable revealed an important dissimilarity: approximately 60% of
the participant sample was between 18 and 19 years old, while only 52%.0f the control
sample fell between these ages. Since our data revedls that 18 and 19 year olds are more
likely to recidivate than the older age group, an.age adjustment far recidivism resulted in
a difference between the participant and control group whic¢h is approximately 17%. {The .
new control recidivism rate being 46.73%.) While other factors in addition to age are re-
lated to recidivismi, it was felt.that as g criteria for enrollment in Crossroads ége was ana
~important variable upon which to stratify the groups. Co A .o . '

v . .
N ‘ o

:
‘' .
|
|

. In short, there is little dopbt that recidivism in W‘ashington D.C., within als- .
month lperiod following initial arrest was markedly lower for part,icipants who were,




favorably termirnated from the project. While 57% of the unfaVOrable termingtions recidi-
veted’ onl} 2 v#)f the favorable terminations did. Although littie can be said for rear-
.rests outside hington, D.C., there is no reason to assume that such rates-would be .
dlfferent' f7r the participant and, control samples. ) _

» - a

It was mterestmg to discover that for the control sample, _rec1d1v1sm was almost
as high for those on probation (46%) as for those who were imprisoned (57%). When w
. looked at recidivism-by-disposition for our Unfavorables, we found: 40% of those recdiv- ‘
ing a-nol-pros recidivated, ap did 40% of the Hlsmssals and 50%-of those on probation.
Although flgms are too small to offer definitive conclusions, the effectiveness of _proba- .
tlon as it now exists in deterring recidivism must be questloned <, ‘ e .
Simllarities between Unfavorables and Cortrols’ also exist in- the distribution of re- ¢
cidivism over time. -Forty-one percent of the reasidivism among Unfavorables occurs within® . »
three months after initial arrést; the pgoportion for Controls over the same period is 50% . ~eT
(Table 9). Since in many ways the bedayior of thé unfavorable participant sample is sim- NI
ilar to that of the control sample-~project enrollment.having little apparent effect on be-
havior--the ability either to "screen- in" candidates with whom the Cros§ro‘ads approach QS
‘will be successful or to.provide addltlonal and/or intensive ,prQJect services for those who 4
cannot "make it" in the existing’ program ‘i$ critical to future’ 5e,monstratlon projects wit
the recidivism concern. .Also, sihce the teridency'to rec1d1vate, at ledst for Favorabl -
© was held in check during Crossrbads supervzsmn the de51rab1hty of ‘sudder®, as Opp'osed u'
to gradual, termination f);om future prdjects s@ould be evaluated. Imp11cat1ons for prograny ’ .
, alteratlon and paftlclpant screenmg will be made in ﬁr'é":c‘onémdmg section of t}us paper . coa

LRI . -
- N PN R - .y .. N
o

-+ TABLE 9. COMPARISON oF PARTICIPANT UNIVERSE AND CoNp ' L
‘ SAMPLE RECIDIV?SM DURING‘AND AFTER THE PRO]ECT S T
S R RECIDIVISM - ) REC‘IDIVISM . : :
L R | YT TOTAR- WITHIN PROJECT - |~ AFTER PROJECT | "= Lt
. Lo *. |#" RECIDIVISM . (0-3 months) - (4-15 months) | - T,
S .s‘_'n v .. No. 2z ‘Percent “|| Nok . - ABercent No. , ,Percent 4’ .
+[: Participané’s- :g,, T Y P
it ol S50 2050 || 17 2881 - fraz 719 |- =
) oot A SO " " : . U - . i,
. | Favorable.  *| 30. - 20.13 5 16.67 " -| 25 83.33, .
» “":." b ' LN . ., . . i 1%, : ' -\ﬂ .r "
2o |7 Unfavorable *, 7729 .  56.65 12 - 41.38..| 17 58.62 | - * -
X : - ’ ”’ ,-t"' \.o; :" ./ ': * .’,//;‘ v ’ ’ * . -. [ I ‘ ) “\ St l
-| Controls - ] ;‘1,6;»{" '43.36 | 723 50.90 23 ‘- 50.00
LY ~"——_—‘— ’ .',—A: ’ [ ". * PR -

- o 1] < g N N Iy

Although t}’lere. are 1nterest1ng quest,ions to be asked about the. repetltlon of certa1n

‘offenses, it was decided that most of these were tangenttal to dur main concern. The .
, charges for which participants are brought beforé the cougd and into_the project should be «
',_, .. noted in Table 10. . In comparison with rearrest charges, w observe a slight rise in rear>, .

LY
. .
0

rest for thelmore serlous offense categories; robbery, burglary, assault and narc¢otics. _. et
It Ls intéfesting to note the relatiVely large number of disordetly conduct charges u on re+
- arrest. Whether this 1s 4 question of minor indlvniual m1sconduct or poIice harrassment - !
*

'ls difficult to assess.’ I o o " bl :




GINAL CHARGE AND REARREST CHARGE FOR ' l‘\

of the latter’ youths had heen knowingly admitted to the project in the absence 'of eligible™

e o -‘N-,'.

-
.

- irst offenders referred by the ¢ourt; in many other cases, however, previo{rs histories
2 Were an a“t*project intake. o .

.;-,t FE

- In orde{‘ to obtain a Valid compa'rison the, control sample (all of whom were first

At appears tha‘t

- "" ., .Offenders) 3 was compargd with the true first dffender Juvenilé paMicipants.
o _" an_absence of any noticeable’ difference in recidivism over a,l5-month period there was a
_-& . T 26.5% recidivigm for first offender participants and’ 28.8% for Controls.
evaluation, dividing recidivism into, three-month intervals, also &xhibits no subgtantral
difference between the,groups, \Thub,

The reSult was

A chronolqgical

K iect Crossroads had no spec1§l
.. effect on the recidiv!ism rate of ts: juvenile participants L

B}

TABLE 10. OR; , .
5 PARTICIPANT UNIVERSE
\’ . . /\ - » -
) ._ORIGINAL ARREST . REARREST
N ” CHARGE :No. Perrient No. -| Percent
‘ *
"-Narcotics 2 1.00 3 5.08
- . | Larceny 122" 61.08 4 13 22,03 | °
R ? -Assault 4 2,00 *| ., 4 6.79 .
“ -9 ¢ .
¢ ' o Disorderly CondUct ' - S e= 5 ., -8.47 -
‘ | Auto Offenses  F =" 33 17.50 8- 13.56 |- ,
" % Robbery I e -- 8 13.56
" T . . __Q&
v, | ‘Fraud : 5 . 250 2 - 3.39
. \ ,. ] \; . e . '
Burglsxy . o3 1.50 7 11.86 ?
* o ‘vVéapons Offe,n'ses T 6 - N .3 5.08 a
S, v . Prostitut10n~Procur1hg ) 4 3 « 5.08 . ) L
o . ' Destroymg Property 7. N 1 i.69 M .
‘_ .. HIOmicide-' . - TP IPUR S 1.69, Tt '
" 1‘ . ": ” L ‘\> ,\- ¢ . > 1 .
: v\ Stolen Proper;y 10 5.00 == -- " y
oo cher Misdem,eanors 2 1.00 * 1 1.69 )
“ . \ SRR i ot LS . . t . ' N o
’ " - .\.‘ " ". : A ‘ﬂ“l. ,T ‘. ,' k] ‘: s . 1
., Loowes N St ' e “ f T L ’
SN T@Tm, ot TN 200 100% 7 59 100%- .
" ﬂ‘s - — .‘.- % — - — v
- o du emile Recidrvism & : : A v Co-
X \‘ A ' ¢ t "1
. Although JUVEmIe participants were. not folloWsd-up w1th 1nterv1ews, recid1v1sm
data was tained from the Research Diviston of the Iu.venile Court.” A control, sample was
. . taken ( ¢d in Section 1) and’ followed in.the court records for recidivism. In the
course d'f’Checking Juverile Court Te rds for participants it was disgoverkd that 57.78% .
were first offenders at enrollment but ¢ 2, 227 had had previous delmquenCy records. Some h’ .




I

Although th was no decrease in recidivism, it is st111 possible to learn from the

beha\zior of the total,juvenile sample at a particular point in time. Here we find that while
28% of the' true first offenders recidivated, 61% of those with a previous reoord did. In
, other words there appears.to be a strong tendency to recidivism for 1nd1v1dua51; with a pre-

vious record. For both first offenders and those with an arrest record,- about

% of all,

recidivism occurs within the three months after arrest. It might be worthwhile for future

programs to consider efforts directed at a younger juvenile population, in arlesg
oriented context, in order to detet the onset of a delinquency career pattern, j’@
¥

v . . 1)

. 'SUMMARY

SQ(IOrk-

¢

<

A orektrlal d1ver7n program not only éttempts to channel the accused offender
away from court processing and into a program of employment, tralnrng, counsehng, and’
remedial education, it a}éo attempts to deter the first offender from recidivating. In as-
sessing the impact of Project Crossroads on legal variables, and comparing the part1cipant

‘ group with a control,/semple, it was found that for adults:
l
¢ a. Bec1d1v1sm was substantially decreased for the participant

group (when compared with a control sample), the decrease being at-

trlbutable to the favorably terminated participants.

S\ﬂtérticipants terminated with a favorable recommendation to
the court

e in almost every case "nol-prossed." Of those termin-
ated with an 'tmfavorable recommendation, only one-half of the group

c. Unfavorably terminated participants mirror the Controls in

terms of adjudication offécharge, time of rearrest, and percent’ of re-
~c1d1vzsm . g .

, d. Recidivism appears to entail a progression to more serious
crimes. ' i :

'
.

When we explbred. the jﬁvenig statistics, we discovered this: .

T »
. as Project participation did not decrease recidivism (as cpm-
pared with a tontrol-group).

. b A previous arrest record is positively related to recidivism
" . within 15 months. .

.
\

~

.’

Some implications of these findings will be found.in the concluding section.

. v
\

.




'drawingrupon one or a set of indicants which has been observed to be related to the be-

/ relevancy of the other approaches cannot be overlooked in the present section. Still, what

- after initial charge: In order to make the present project more effective in terms of its

Indicants.of Favorable Project Termination s o

.factorily in the project, were terminated favorably, and wese necommended for favorable

- cess. Although motivation wasn't measured, the project attempted to provide incentives:

*To a stat_vistically significant degree (.01 lev‘el on chi-square).’ o g

-
. ~

- . V. “PREDICTING " SUCCESS-IN CROSSROADS
o . - ° . ) ' !

- .. . A . . . . ‘ N '\
Whenever, we attempt to predict behav1or-—in school at home, on the job--w e are

it is criminal behavior we are trying to predict, the ipfices can take various forms, de~ I
pending upon one's perSpective and purposes, For ekample, if we start from the premise

that characteristics of individual offenders can.be used to predict future criminal behavior,
we would look at personal characteristics, life histories, attitudes, and self- concepgions. .
f we start frof the premise_g‘gat this behavior is part of a life-style of individuals, we .
would focus on modes of crimifnial operation, stiuations in which offenses occur, sub-
cultural normg, etc. Thirdly, -if we adhere to the assumption that*criminality relates to
conditions a proces,ses by which behaviors begome ‘defined as criminal, we would ex-
plore the diff#fential handling of different types of individuals by the police, proseeutors, .
and the courts.

haviors in w hich we are interested or which have algr?dy proved valid referents. When.

-~

& ' r
¢ t
Although Project Crossroads was designed to focus on offender characteristits, the

we are focusing upon are personal variables which appéar to bear some relationship to - . .
favorable termination from the program, and non-recidivism. The present section treats
these variables individually, exploring cumulative effects whenever relevant and feasible.
-
It has already been shown that Crossroads has reduced recidivism* and increased .

pieyment, \wages and fob-skitt tevels overa 15-month peried. 'Yet, & percent-
age of participants do not work out favorably in thie program and recidivate within the year -

choice of future participants, the present section explores "success"-related variables. .

- -

-
’

Of the adult participant 'sample of 134, 22% were unfavorably terminated. In other
words utilizing the criteria for "successful” termination established by the project, the
program did not "reach” one~fifth of the total group, Recidivism during the project, un-
willingness to obtain and hold a job, lack of effort”to maintain stable family and sacial
relationships, .chronic uncoopergtiveness with counselors, and abscondance were, singly
or in combination, grounds for their unfavorable termination from thee project and retumn to
the normal ddjudication process. On the other hand, 78% of the sample performed satis-

court actfon 6n their pending ch&rges. L “ .

. L ' . 12 . d
There can be. no doubt that individual motivation plays a key rqle; in program suc- !
a nol-prossed charge, a job suited for the individual, and a. close relationship with a
counselor, genuinely concerned with the participant's future. Family’ situation and other
intervening variables were also not quantified. The following discussion will focus. on the
information derived from q,uantitative records completed by staff persbnnel: -

[ ,
» e
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Employment -Va'riables )
. ‘ - , . - 1 p
There 1s little doubt that a participant's work history is related to a favorable

termination from the project (Table 11). Those participants employed at intake were far -
more likely to receive a favorable termination from Crossroads than were the unemployed.-
As shown in Table 11, approximately 90% of all participants who were employed at intake
recejved a favorable termination from the project. In additien, those patticipants who ,
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‘ were relatl‘vely steadlly employed durmggﬁe year prior to Crossro\a'd,s enrollment (1.e.; A
., ,more than 60% of the year), as well as thbse who had been employed in “skilled or semi-
" “skilled positions and those receiving higher wages ($2.25 plus per hour), were more Likely
to perform successfully in the project. Although self-support appears related to favorable
termination, the indeterminate group of student participants who performed syccessfully
~ cloud this fmdmg‘ . ) . X .
;:’ . » N . . . .
! " TABLE ll EMPLOYMENT AND TYPE OF TERMINATION FROM ( -
. ! CROSSROADS FOR ADULT PARTICIPANT SAMPLE e
— N i \ ’
'FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE '
T : TERMINATION* TERMINATION ***
) EMPLOYMENT N y No. Percent |.No. Percent
: . ® T
Source of Support at Intakex‘ . Fran
-T Sélf - ' _ ' 43 8'4..';? 8 | 15.69
Parents ’ ‘47 73.44 17 26.57
Spouse | . 3 100.00 - | -- -- )
Other Relatives . . 3 100.00 «| -- -- .
Other () . (8) ( 8), :
Skill Level at Inta'ke i | ,
_ Unskilled ' o 1 3 83.79}7 & 16.22
: " Semi-skilled . : . 17 89.48 2 10.53 o
Skilled 4 100.00 - =7
v Not Applicable ( ) . (52) - | (22) ’
Average Wage Per' Hour at Intake , : .
$1.26-$1.50: .- ) 12 ,60.00 8 40.00
$1.51- 1.75 . . - . 39 82.98 8(“3 - 17.03 {
$1.76- 2.00 " | v . 21 " 77.78 .. 6| 22.23
$2.01- 2.25 - ok 13 76:47 4, 1:23.53 .
$2.26- 2.50 Coe 100.00 - - , %
$2.51+ : . 2 100.00 - - -_’J °
Other () o R ) I o ( 4)
Percentagé of Prior Year EmpIOYed .
at.Intake e . \
> oaba o Sl 2| erara | w0 | 3526
: . 20-39 ) 21 72.41 8 27.59
. 40-59, ' _ 14 73468 5 26.32. -
" -60-79 NP 12 85.71 . 2 14.29
. . 80~99 . ' 36 87.80 5 12.20
; ¥ , . 'y . N .’ . ‘ i . . ‘ . i . .
Emoloyed at Intake O -t ) “‘ )
' . Yes - Non—student ‘ - 43 89.59 5 4 10.42°° ’
Yes - Student . g 10 90.91 ‘| 1 |- 9.09 -
* .| No - Non-student 32 651.54 20 38.47
No ~ Student 19 82.61 4 17.40
L *N'E Hod, ‘ I x
’ . **& = 30. ¢ . - .




When we cons1der those part.1c1pan‘s most likely to be unfavorably termindted, we
find that unemploymemt at intake {as well as being out of school) is an important determin-
ant. We also find reliance on parental support and eamning a relatively low wage ($1.25-
$1.50 per hour) when working (most likely 1 an unskilled ]ob) to be related to doing poorly

1n the pro;ect., - !
v .

» ? K ' . ¢ ’ ' M L
Personal Variables .

To some extent, work stab111ty may be a function of age. When we observe the
relationship between age and favorable termination (Table 12}, we find a trend towards a
higher project success rate with older participants. It1s hikely that age and employment
history are related to spme degree and that the most favorable combination for success 1n
Cros§roads 1s older age and a background of steady employment. '

Although Table 12 shows that 82.36% (14) of the white part1c1pants received favor-
ablesrecommendations on termination, while only 76.53% (88) of the black participants
did, the small number of whites in ghe sample and the small difference between the groups
in percentage points make definitive statements difficult. .When we |ook at the personal,,
characteristics wmch differentiate between the racial groups it becomes evident that the
more favorable termmatlon ratio for whites is attributable to a cluster of background
characteristics which distinguish these groups {e.g., age, education, employment),and
which are independently highly correlated with project success. For example, we find
that whites comprise the older group «f participants ‘(41% are over-21 years of age, com-

-tinent to p‘roject perfo%mance.

pareu with 24% of the blacks); they are more likely tohave received a high school diploma

" .and,’or further education (59% varsus 29%); have had a history of relatively steady employ-

ment (41% o the whites, were employed for 70% of the ygar or more, in contrast to 36% of
the blacks). N . N

b g
N .
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It is uncertain whether sex differences are related to success in Pro;ect Crossroads:
79% of thg male sample and 68% of the female parhcipant sample were favorably terminated.
When we look closely at what it means to bejemale we find: females comprise the
younger. participant group (64% were between 18 and 19 years old, compared with 59% of
the males), they are more likely to be supported, either by welfare and unemployment
compensation (14% versus 00% for males) or by a spouse {13% vérsus,00% for males); are
neither employ®d nor enrolled in school at intake {68% versus 33% of males) have a poor
employment histéry (9% of the femalés were employed for at least four=fifths of the year
pno;,{?[mtake contrasting with 35% of the males); and have a poor school history (23%
completéd high schoo}’Versus 34% of the males). In short, “femaleness," similar to race,
has ‘meaniig when under;stood in relation to its many -sex-linked vanableis which are per-

-

Mantal status ts' shghtly related to project success: 86% of those married wgre
favorapiy terminated, versus 75% of the single group. Yet, -we find that those who are
marﬁ"ed are more often female and that age bears no relationship to marstal status. These
fmd;wgs are particularly interesting in view of our previous {indings that (1) females are
more likely than males to become unfavorable terminations; and (2) age plays ar important
role in'project success. The discévery that the marital state reverses the sex relationship
and neutralizes the age factor suggests that there is something peculiar to the marital
state, be it personal maturity, sense of responsibility, social attachment, or whatever,
which exerts a strong positive influence on project performance. )

j Although mentioned in cOnjunction with the racial and sexual variables, the im-
portance of the school variable should be re-emphasized. Graduation from high school,1s
related to project success; all participants enrolled 1n higher educatton (9) were favorably
terminated."’

, a
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TABLE 12. PERSONAL CHARAGTERISTICS AND TYPE OF - Ty
* TERMINATION FROM CROSSROADS FOR ADULT o X
PARTICIPANT SAMPLE™ oo -
[ 4 " . b -1 % )
n . .| - ravORABLE UNFAVORABLE :
I =" PERSONAL . TERMINATION* | TERMINATION** |
. . CHARACTERISIICS_ « . No.. Percent | No. ‘| “Percent
. ° ’ — > |
Age .
. J ] >
‘18 - c 34 72.34 |13 28.27 .
19 S : 27 77.15 | 8 22..86
. 20 .12 75.00 | 4 25.00
21 . v ) . 13 86.67 2 13.34 |
J 22 o 6 - | 75400 | 2 25.00 -
- 23 : ‘|- 5 " ].100.00. | -- -
1 24+ . 7, 87.50 | 1 . 12,50
, ] e & ‘
Sex - . v
\ et : , )
Male ‘- | - . - 89 1~ 79.47 |23 20.54
Female R 15. 68.19 | 7° 31.82 .
. M | . [ 4 d
P “Race- 0 —— —=—— —m— kb - - I - Qi.‘;*_ﬂ__‘_____‘i__
Black - N 88.-| 76.53° |27 | .23.48
White 14 82.36 | 3. 17.65 | _ -
Other { ) - . (2) C .- 1t —’7
Marital Status '
¢ ’ ) Co \ . ! oy
~ Single ‘ < 83 75.46 |27 24.55 | * -
. f | Martied - . 19 86.37 | 3e | 13.64 . '
it .| Other () ' o2 | . .
1. : . ’ / ' T ~
*N = 104, \ \ " '
**N = 30, ' o ’ ' o

Lg

. To corgclude it is suggested that racial and sexual variables are rﬂl;:& suc-
cess in Project Crossroads only to the extent to which they are related to employment and
school variabless The marital variable appears relevant, although an explanation as to
why it is so is speculative. While program implications will be discussed in a later sec~
tion, we should note that the participant characteristics just presented tell us almost as
much about the success of the logal school system, as well as other social ggencies pro-
fessing to be children- and youth -oriented. -
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Indicants of Recidivism

We have seen that recidivism occurs both during and after project termination,
with those unfavorably terminated likely to have recidivated during the project. Although
it is important to k#ow those types of individuals who work well within the project, it is

equally important to discover those characteristics related to recidivism. Here we are , ’
\ . | -
R 24 ) - .
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interested 1n looking at wdivism for the total part1c1pant sample and rec1d1vxsm after
project’ termmat;‘on for the favorably terminated group.

- &
1 4 ——
Table 13 revéals some general characteristics of recidivists: One of the most
striking differentials shown 1n the table 1s that 38.40% of all males in the sample re- -

\ cidivated within a°]5-month period after project entrance, while only 18.19% of the ¥e-
males rec1dbvaﬁed.‘,Thxs finding that male participants were far moré reagrest-prone than
female participanis 15 consistent with FBI'statistics on the sex ratio of arrested offenders.,

., Here it 1s 1mportant to keep 1n mind that an ufiknown but undotibtedly substant:ial pro- -
gportion of dlfferences in the sex drstributiohof offendérs 1s the result of certain peculiar-
1t1es of the crimgnal JUS}J.CG cycle. For exa , female crimes are generally less visible
than male crimes {e.g. / prostitution, shopletmg) In add:ition, the "victim'™ in a crime?
by a female 1s Very often 'an individual not considering himself one and consequently not
filing a complaint with the police. There 1s also the possibility that statistics on the

sex ratio of offenders reflect differences in pdlice handling of illegal situations. The <
point being made 1s that just as "maleness"” is related to offense type, it 1s also related . .
to police enforcement® procedures. These factors become all the more important when #e \

note that females are more likely to have dropped out of high school than are males,
. twice asgnkely to be both unemployed and out of school at time of intake, and more.likely
to have been employed for less of the year prior to intake.
B The age factor, as related toiwrecidivism, coincides with the findings of other
stu ies: chronological age 1s a predictor of future criminality; the earlier an individual
is arrested, the more likely-he 1s to recidivate. 9. According to our findings, 18-"and 19-

~ year pld participants have a higher rate of rearrest than older youths. Unfortunately, it

) 18 difficult-to know whether this younger group has had mor ntact with the courts as

. offenders or 1f the groun 1s "true” first offenders. which would bear upon_-
. eaply crimihal career patterns. . o . ‘

The raczal-factor tells'us that 37.40% of the black participants as opposed to
23.53% of the white participants recidivated within 15 months. Already mentioned was '
the .fact that blacks 1n the sample are likely to be the youngest members in addition to
having,the least amount of edutation and regular employment, characteristics which are
L correlated with recidivism.as well as unfavorable project performance. Although no
definite proof can be offered, the possibility of differential arrests made oa-the basis.of
race may also account for some portion of the difference, 10
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8FBI Uniform Cnme Statistics, Washington, D C.
9CLINARD, Marshall and QUINNEY, Richard:. Cnmmal Behavior sttem New York; Holt, /'/
0]

a : Rm\ehart and' Winston, 1967. ¢ ,

10GOLDMAN Nathan: The Diff@rential Selection ofJuvenile Offenders for Court Ap- .
pearance, Natiional Research and Information Center, National Councxl on Crime and.)
Delinquency. _ -
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TABLE 13.

,

.

GENERAL .CHARACTERISTICS OF RECI

*ﬁignificant at.the .

. ('&-.

.

N

DIVISTS IN
~ , -AD/ULT PARTICIPATION {
[ 2 ~' ¥
/ L .
CHARACTERISTICS NUMBER PE;RCBNT
Sex |
)
A Male (112) 43 38.40%
Female (22) 4 i 18.19
“
’ Age » ’
18 years (46) 18 ~ 39.13
19 years (35) 14 40.00
20 years (16) 5. *31.25
21 years (15) 5 33.34 p
22 years ( 8) N 2 25,00
23 years ( 5) - --
24+ ( 8) £ 3 37.50 °
. . '
Race -
- Black (115) . 43 37.40
White ( 17) 4 23.53 . Y .
Marital Status . .
Single (110) ° 42 38.19.
Married (22) -4 18.19 -
Other ( 2) 1 -~
Living Arrangements . ;
*Mother (35) . 12 34.29
Father (40)° 19 47.50
Wife (5) . 1 20.00
¢ Relatives (15) - ’ 1 6.67
Alone (19) 7 36.85 J
Two Parents (11) 5 45.55
Other (9) 2 -
Piace of Birth . \ -
D.C. (83) 36 43,38%* ~
South (36) 9 3 25.00
West (4) 1 25.00
Other (10) 1o -
Military Training .
»
‘ Yes (14)  ,. % _ 4 28.58 |-¢
No (1207 43 35.85




»

Finally, mafried participants are only half as likely to recidivate as ﬁnma_rried
youths. This is consistent with the finding that individuals living with a spouse are_un-

likely to recidivate.

It is curious that individuals living alone with a mother in the house'are less likely

. to recidivate than those living with a father. Although statistics are not offered, there 1s

the likelihood that this is a spurious relationship, accountable, in reality, to variables
of employment, school enrollment, etc. — — .

Place of birth provides material upon which to re-evaluate the notion that migrants
to urban areas--due to disrupted family ties and living arrangements--account tor crime 1n
the city. While this might have been true 20 years agd, changing societal conditions
have most grobably altered this situation. According to our sample of first offenders, al-
most twice as many individuals recidivate who have been born in Washington, D.C., as
compared.with those born elsewhere. From the table we note that individuals born in
D.C. are responsible for 78% of the reci‘divism. - e

While military traini% appears slightly related to recidivism (36% of those not
having received military training recidivating, compared to29% who had received military

-training), it is likely the relationship is explained by the age relationship to military <

'service: the older the parti¢ipant, the more likely he is to have been in the military.

-
‘ .

School and Work Variables .

Both attending school and/or being employed are related to non-recidivism. Of ~
the participants who, at time of intake, were neither working nor-earolled in school, 3
recidivated within 15 months (Tgble 14). This.compares with the recidivism rate of 26.09%
for full-time students and with the npn-student worker rate of 33.34%. Whether this find-
ing is due to stability, maturity, or to ,{perely being occupied for some part of the day
would be interesting to explore, but not relevant for our purposes. .

3

~

In addition to not being enrolled in school at intake!, the lower an individual's edu-
cational attainment, the mere’probable hisrecidivism. According to Table 14, high school
graudates and those enrolled in college have a substantially lower recidivism rate (11.11%
and 23.34%, respectively) than non-high'school graduates (42%). Thus, if being a high
school dropout is construed as non-success in the school sysfem, this early lack of suc-
cess appears related to future non-success (in employment, legal spheres, etc). Type of
curriculum in school make$ no difference in future recidivism.

*The more steadily a partitipant has worked prior to intake, the less likely he is to
recidivate. This finding holds consistently. en we. dismiss the 0-19% column in
Table 14 (the student population), the finding c nsistently holds for non=steady employ#
m%O-GO% of the year) and continues through to steady employment (80-99%). To this
we add‘acrelationship between recidivism and unskilled employment, finding:that 43%’of N
the unsk led‘\group recidivated as compared with 32% of the semi-skilled.

. 9, . . \
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TABLE 14. SCHOOL AND, WORK CHARACTERISTICS OF RECIDIVISTS IN

z - ADULT PARTIC]PANT SAM PI‘.E . ~ \ ‘
\ W ) ) {' |
CHARACTERISTICS . NUMBER PERCE\N‘I , 7
Empibyed at Intake =~ ! ' . ' -
Yes . - . -
Non-student (48) . > 16 33.34 \
. Student (11) . 4 36.37 -,
No R . : , ) !
Non-student (52) : 21 R 40.39
*Student (23) 6 26.09
' Source of Support ° ) ) ,
Parents (64) . 25 39.07 ’
Self (51) - F 16 31.38 -
. Spouse (3) - . - ’ _-—
T | ¥ Welfare or compensation (3) - -
— Relatives (3) . 1 33.34
No information (10) v 5 - -
* . <
Skill Level at Intake )
" ‘'Unskilled (37). - 16 43.25
Semi-skilted (19) 6 . . 31.58
Skilled (4) - - B - :
Not applicable (74) - ) 25 - '
x Enrolled in School at Intake :
No (99) - 37, 37.38 ) .
—_— T Yes - ) ’
Full-time (28) " g - 28.58
Part-time (6) 2 33.34
Other (1), . -- f--
. Highest Grade Completed
9th (18) 8 44.45 ’ .
10th (28) — . to12 -42.86 : e -
11th (395) . ¢ - 16 45.72 .
High school graduate, (34) 8 23.53
" 13th+ (9) . | ' - 1 11.11
.« Other (10) 2 . - .
. . — ‘ . ’
e -1 Percent of Year Employed
‘ Prior to Intake ) ..
;o 0-19 (31) 9 \ 29.00 . )
. 20-39 529; e 9 31.03
40-59 (19 §’ 11 x 5§7.90
_ a 60-79 (14) PV R - 42.86
80-99 (41) 12 29.49 ®
Note on Charge . - LY

- — .

~ In attempting to answer the question of whether charge is related to recidivism,
caution must be exercised. When individuals are génsidered “burglars” or "robbers” be-
cause they have been arrested for a‘particular chgrge, a false impression of specialization
is created. It implies that criminals tonfine thethselves to thekinds of,crimes for which

they happen to be caught. This may or may nof be true. While the “personal crime” and
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“property crime" categories may more than likely not be committed by the same 1nd1v1du-
als, patterns across criminal behaviors arise when we look intra-categorically-{e. g., a
§ “larceny-burglary” typell), we &lso fing the situation where more serious crimes have
| been "broken down" 1nto lesser components,, which can totally ‘alter a charge (e.g., bur-
glary to larceny). Thus we do not feel 1t necessary to explore charge statistics for pres-
ent purposes. 't . . .

r

| ) Recidivism of the Favorably Tertinated

| The above findings 1nd1cate that Project Crossroads has had greater relative suc- -
| cess with participants with specific persona#and background characteristics. Knowing
| this, it becomes possible to utilize thése indicgnts of project performance at an early
stage in project participation in order to give special attention to individual needs, or to
shape a program to be or1ented towards a farticular population.
While some of these findings differentiate between recidivism and non- recidivism
n general the researcher thought it necessary to isolate and observe that group of 1n-
vdividuals which could be termed "favorable-recidivists." Although numbers.are small (22
* in total), it:was considered worthwh1le to focus on those favorably terminated participants
who recidivated within 12 months after project termination, in order to see if an individu-
al's functioning within the project could offer advance indicants of later failure. Char-
acteristics for this group and for the group receiving a favorable termination but who did not
recidivate are presented in Tables 156 &and 16. . .

The general characteristics associated with post-project recidivism mirror recidi- q' )
vists in general. While age (youth) , race (black), and marital status {single) are vari-_- ——
ables which appear important, we have already shown that they have meaning only as
they cluster with other related variables. Although the quantitative data collected in this

\ " report emphasizes employment and school-related vdriables, differences.in socio-econqom-
ic status, family environment, and area of residence between age and racial groups may
account for some part of the findings. Employment information gathered during Crossroads
participation is unclear regarding post-project recidivism. While there 1s a slight tendency
to be working at a lower skill and wage level, the strongest 1nd1ca t of success after
. Crossroads seems to be the-completion of a job training program. It order to assess the
effectiveness of job training, per se, we looked more closely at the group of 7 receiving
training who did not recidivate. It was startling to discover that 6 were neither employed
‘nor enrolled in school upon intake, none had received a high school diploma.or equiva-
lency degree, and that the group was predominantly male, black, single, and 20 years of
- age or younger. Since the combination of these characteristrcs usually indicate a poten—
tial for project and post-project failure, it appears that a successful completion of a job
training program is one way of securing post-project success. The problem then becomes
one of making such training available to large nu,mbers and motivating the participant to

r

start and complete guch training. . .
‘ ~r
‘ . . \7 )
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t1ROEBUCK, Julien: Criminal Typology, Springfield, Illinois; @harles C. Thomas, 1967.
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TABLE 15. RECIDIVISTS AFTER FAVORABLE CROSSROADS TERMI.NATION
COMPARED WITH NON-RECIDIVATING FAVORABLY TERMINATED ADULT
“ . PARTICIPANTS ON EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS* -

PERCENT OF PERCENT .OF NON-_
"FAVORABLE" RECID_IVATING .,
RECIDIVISTS* FAVORABLE GROUP**
CHARACTERISTICS No. Percent No.’ Percent '
.| Number of Job Referrals During .
Crossroads - . '
1 oo 8 40.00 19 " 38.77
2 . . 3 15.00 11 22.45
3 . LT 2 10.00° 8 o 1633
4 S ’ 3 15.00 2 -4.08
5+ 4 . 0.00 .9 18.37
Not Applic§b}e () (2) (28)
R ’ Y
Percent of Time'Employed Dur- : .
ingnCrossroads
oi-fg AN, 3 13.64 '8 10.39
. 20-39 ¢ 3 13.64 5 6.49
40-59 _ : | 4.54 ] 7.79
60-79 . . 3 13.64 13 16.88
80-99 \ 12 54.54 45 58.44
Average Wage Per Hour
During Crossroads . ' i
$1.50- 2.00 —~ 15 75,00 44 . 65.67
$2.01- 2.50 N 4 20.00 11 16.41
$2.51- 3.00 - - .0 —-— 6 . 8.96
$3.00+ 1 2.00 6 8.96
Not Applicable ( ) , (2) . (10) :
Skill Level of Cros‘sroads {
Positions' e ' ’ .
Unskilled 14 63.64 .31 ¢ 56.51
Semi-skilled 7 >- 31.82° .24 .36.23
Skilled 1. 4.54 -7 10.14
Clerical 0 - 7 10.14
Other or-Non-Applicable - 0 -- (8) -
+ Training Program During -
~ Crossroads . . )

. 'Placements - No Completions 7. 87.50 5 41,67
Placements - One Completion 1 12.50 7 - 58.33
Not Applicable ( ) (14) te— (65) --
*Twenty-two in the group. - boe -

.
**Seventy-seven in the group.
L
3 AN
B - o] , -
’ ‘ ‘ R 30 " . R .
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TABLE 16. RECIDIVISM AFTER
COMBARED WITH NON-RECIDIVATING FAVORABLY TERMINATED ADULT

.

FTER FAVORABLE CROSSROADS TERMINATION'

. : PARTICIPANTS ON GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS -
[ » r’\“ v - '1: +
, PERCENT OF TPERCHNT OF NON-,
. "FAVORABLE" RECIDIVATING .
’ RECIDIVIST S* FAVORABLES* - ’
CHARACTERISTICS No. .| Percent No., Percent .
. Male - ‘ 22, 100.00%**( 62- 80.52 .o %
Female 0 000 . 15 1 19.48 L
- Age # Lt _ . -
18-19 16 . 63.63 42 54.57 -
20-21 4 18.18 20 25.96 e
. 22-23 1 4,54 10 12,98 *
‘ . 24+ 1 4.54 5 6.49
. o - )
. Race _ ) .
- White 00 - 12 - 15.
! ) Black .22 7 100.00 65 84.42
— . ' . o
. Marital Status *
» |  Single N 21 95.46 1 79.22
oo -y " Married 1 454 16 20,76}
. - . » - 3
é> Place of Birth . ) g )
D.C. 17 68.17 . 43 61.42,
\ Southt 4 * 18.18 24 34.29
e West 1 4.54 3 4,29
| , Not Applicable { ) . ¢ , AN,
\ Y . . N
Li'ving Arrangements : -
Mother only ’ 11 50.00 18 - 23.37
Father only - 1 4.54 1 1,29
Wife/Husband & 0 -- 13 16.88 .
Alone 0 - S L 6.49 ’
. TWO parents ' 8 36.36 27 35.06
¢ Relatives 2 : 9.09 10 12.98
Friends .0 - 3 3.93
‘ *Twenty-two in group. ' ¥
**Seventysseven in group. . ,
*%**Significant at the .05 level (chi-square) . N )

“

?

SUMMARY - [ '

4

The present section has explored those charagteristics which appear to bear some

-

4

'
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’

v

relationship to "success" through Project Crossronds,' either in terms of a favorable termin+
ation or non-recidivism. We cohclude that a number of personal and background chagacter-
istics can be used to indicate project and future behavior. These must be taken into cons
sideration in the planning‘of alL’f&xt_ure projects of the Crossroads type.
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Ihose 1ndiv1duals who are mos&t likely to be fayorably terminated from the pro;e(‘:t N ~
E ihclude participants who are male, married, and in their tw‘entxes. Those individuals who | . *
R \' . are most likely to be unfayorably terminated have a work history of unsteddy: employm‘ént RN
poor work sk1lls and low wages prior to project intake, hd ag educatlona‘l h1story of failr . .
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. _ Indlcants of rec1d'1v1sm 1h most ways parallel the above. * The groug most hkely to . | -
. rec1dwate whether favorably or unfavofably terminéated, includes maTes, youths, the un- ! )
Y employed and pon-school enrolled; blacks, smgles the unstead11y and unskilled en- L -
pl@Yed Those individuals who successfully terminate, Project Crossroads but then re-

N cidivate .are not readily distinguished from those non- rec1d1vatmg Favorables, althoug?&
- skill level and wage per hour during Crossroads employment somewhat distinguishes ’ .
."these groups. On-the-job trammg appears strongly Yelated td non- rec1d1v1sm when the -
trammg pr‘ogram is completeﬁd :
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. elght mom;hs of program planmng and operation’, reducing contact to once weekly afters K

Q
-

£l

. "with” rather than "arouhd"” the ‘staff, building into the gro;ept adeqnate provjision. for-re-,
p

and file review and for the collectlon “of monthly summary. statistl’cs. P o Caa R
A Staff‘Orienta‘zion AL e ’Z'r:‘/‘ R I
Lo "_. s ! . . A h Fy N | g < ’

SO & vr" IMPLICATIONS or PRO]ECT PENDLNGS Lo o
The prevmus sectrons ol thrs paper have descrrbed the research caQ pohent and )
preserited an assessmént of the quantitative matérial gathéred. The present section will” *
. go beyond th ? atfempting to order and organize project ffndlngs according,to. patterns .
whlcl'ilemerge fram the data and offering- recommendatrqns based upon thelie f1nd1ngs--o '
lncludlgg a certain amount of mference. and speculation. )

A

=~ 4 .
‘ 5..:« v —_— ‘. -‘.:"- , 44.§‘ A : . N :.; E .'::[ .‘ 3 K
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The ReSearch C’Jmponent L L el Lo - s i
: g e . St - ~
- A .

Demonstrah.on and/or Experrmentatron St LT e,

a L
. . « S, » .

N All px‘o;ects cannot be expe ted to do all things wrth equlvalent ease.._ An experr- o
mental and demonstratlon pro}ect ‘which is also required to undertake aresearch evaluatron )
“has many, somgtimes. confl’rtrng goals. Inan E& D program the feasfbrlrty of new gp~
~proaches and technlques are tested in practrce and.insights are achieved through, experi- -
rrlentﬁflon and ohange. A,.research undertakxng, Qn the, other hand, Qnented ‘towards the
gathering,. clagsifying.and evaluatmg of data.in :order to determine ‘the statistical signifi- . .
cance of quantitative diffetences among program elemen;ts, requires. a desrgn ‘ahd nmiethdd=
clogy not always readily adaptable to experimental projects. While the' fwo approaches
are not, necessarily mcompat”lble they place sach;.zophrenls: demands on projects. attémpt- |
ing to do’bath. Thought should be given-tg this troblem'{A advance df"program implemen-.’
tation” to ml-nlmlze the 1nevrtab}e compromrses entalled ln comb;nmg -both approaches.

If a.systematlc controlled emplr;cal ass&assment of a project's, lmpact and PYTRN
. fectivenegs 1s deslréd the research component should be an integral part of the project,
from planning to concluslon. The early- 1nclusion of a researcher would-efiablé him to work

a“.

cordrng, gaghering and evaluatmg materials. [or exgmple, pnce a_conoept has been
demgn'strated Isasible to. implément, program varmtrons m1ght be included to ‘help identjfy
critical program components. On a larger scale, an initial L&D prolect,gould prov1de the
basis for addltlonal projects aimed at/xnter and,or intra- program variation in an attempt
to aehneate the effectweness ‘of s“pec’lfrc techmques. e o

. ,..._ « v,
’,/ " /

. 'I.‘l'us of course, leads, us to.the questiof of how to undertake “the guidance of, many )
, projects workrng wrtbpslmxlar comcepts in similar contexts,, SO as ‘to maximize. the sys- " ‘" S
;ematm gan in knowledge. Although we w1ll not attempt to answer this g éstion in thys . -
papef,, it 1g suggested that more. thought be given, on the large scale and over, the long-.run
to ways of 1dent1fy1ng reliable technxques and providing’ valid generalrzat1ons. ‘A system-.,.
atic approach to, bu1ld1ng upon 1ns1ghts, recOmmendatlons and yeneralizations must b}a at*'
tempted which would in- turn 1nfluence pro;ects of simrlar orféntatxon. v

' K
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i

- ros / )( e
‘I'he 1nGluslon of the researcher-who xs V1ewed as an ex- offl io staff member is en-
couraged.. Contracting for the services of this pe)'son (as opposed to placing him on sal- -
ary) would. enable him to maintamtsome “drstanCe from ,ldentlfl fon wlth the pro;ect. .
This was done, success-fully, in’the case of Project CrOSSI‘OédSa ) g RN

’
./ '[ ¢
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The researcher mrgh't work wl;h the project three tlmes weekly for ‘the first six to

‘the .program has stabilized. —The development of the overall research design, as well as
data gathering techaiques and deyices would be one job of the researcher, in joint ven®
ture with the staff. ‘Projéct supervlsors would be held ultimately responsible for case

Once qoals have been decided 'upon by ‘the fundi‘ng agency and the projecf director,
. the needs of the program in the area of staff selection become clear. If the research
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component is considered an important part of the project, an early staff orientation to tha
" rationale behind data gathering and the relevancy of a research evaluation will gain staff
. cooperation throughout the project. In the present project, the late iriclusion of the re-
‘search component and its underemphasis during project~establishment, made detailed rec-
ord-keeping a chore for the people-oriented "new careers" staff. - .
. P ) )
There is ljttle doubt that "new careers"” staffs working. in programs.for the disad-
. vantaged have been of outstanding value.12 However, this type of staff 1s unfamiliar
" with research metirods and rationale, initially uninterested in data gathering, and reluc-
tant to combine a péople—',to-people approach with a certain ar‘noun,t»'of “paper shuffling."

. L ’
_ ‘It 1s the researcher's opinion that the value of the "new caréers" individual far out—
weighs arry ‘misgivings about their acceptance of research as a valid undertaking. For the
most part; the initial role orientation of the staff toward the research task--as part of their
understanding of the program's goals--will determine later cooperation with the researcher.
Lack of skills on the part of this staff 15 not deemed important or necessarily valid. Thus,
we ‘again stress the early inclusion of the researcher into project planning. -

M . >

Sample Selection .

The sampling technique employed ih%projects of this type should ensure that a
sample representative of the larger population be drawn and that each member of the popu-
lation be given an equal chance of being selected. Although the systematic selection of
projectparticipants for the experimental sample in Project Crossroads was acceptable,
the simple random is preferable.. The ex-post facto selection of the experimental sample
served to avoid any inequality of services given to the "chosen" few, since the sample
was unknown'in, advance. ° K

~ s

* It {s suggested that the control sample, on the other hand, be randomly selected

from among all individuals meeting project criteria at the same time that the participant
population is selected. In other words, a specified numbes of individuals would be ex-

" cluded from project entrance based on a randomization process of selection. This would
assyre participant-control group comparability, and increase the likelihood of reaching

the control sample for follow-up purposes. Also, this technique would provide for a base- - .

rate of job finding, job holding, rep;diVism, and other variables which would pe indepen- -
dent of changing external conditioi}g}e.g. . alterations in labor conditions). The major
difficulty fo overcome*n control sample selection by this method is tpe frustration of the .,

- staff in turning away "accepta¥le" iri?ividuals.

A

—

» Y
b s .

Follow-Up Information . : *
The follow-up task is important in determining long-range program impact. It is
suggested that this information be systematically collected at pre-determined intervals,
each counselor being responsible for his owrl participants as well as for a given group of
controls. Data could conceivably be collected for some participants for a.{wo year post-
project Qeriod, {(in a three year project), - . .

In addition, the follow-up task might be reconceptualized as being an integral part
of the program in addition to being a technique for data gathering. Viewed as a data
gathering fethnique alone, it becomes a burden of contacting "old" cases for statistical
purpQses. But ak part of the prdgram--as an opportunity to be supportive and offer proj-
“ect aid--it could be viewed as an essential element of the.staff's efforts and ultimately

" important in the project's long-term effectiveness. In short, the purposées of follow-up

can be tied. more closely to, and foster, project goals. In this perspective, the researcher

12GORDON, [esse E.; Dr.: Testing, Counseling and Supportive Services forn.Disadvah><
taged Youth, University of Michigan. e
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‘The Counseling Service . ' o

. . e
miéht envision monthly follow-ups of project partici'pants. Increased frequency of at-
tempted control group follow-ups, should increase the hkehhood of this group's response.

P -

* v

The Employment Service < s .

s

The data reported in the body of this paper has shown the proclivity of many vari-."
ables to be related, and these variables to bear some relation to project success (favor-
able termiffation and non-recidivism). The Crossroads endeavor, for purposes of social
policy planiing, has had a relatively higher success rate (in terms of recidivism) with in-.
dividuals who are older (20-24), have a background of relatiyely steady employment, and
are high school graduates. The project also "reaches" a 3tatistically significant greater
proportion of females, as dpposed to males, even when these females do not exhibit
stable employment or educational credentials, Whether or not, in the case of females,
this relates to arrest policy of law enforcement officials or type of criminal behavior en-
gaged in, has been previously alluded to. Since males appear before.the court 1n over-
whelmingly larger numbers than do females, the bulk of this report as well as emphasrs
in future projects, is directed to the male population. R

The Crossroads approach--crisis 1ntervention at first court appearante and pr.ov1s-
ion of manpower services--has been shown to be least successful with Lhose participants
with extreme disadvantaged backgrounds, employment-wise and educationally, prior to
Crossroads entrance, particularly the younger adults. This leads us to question-the as-
sumption that a basically employment-orientéd approach such as Crossroads provides,
can Qe effective with dll disadvantaged youths.

. - BN

Although no data could be obtained for the juvenile population, other than the find--

1nc_'; thrat the project had .no effect on their recidivismi, it 1s the researcher's impression that
little success was possible with this group. It is quite possible that overall maturity 14
an important factor in success through an employment oriented program, and this may come

" with age, increased responsrbilitie.s (e.g.,, marriage) and experience, (e.g., gnilhtdry train-

ing), and previous employment opportunities. This leads the researcher to sp late that .
individuals devoid of these characteristics and history might be assigned®to a specific
component within a project, which is designed to serve this group with & more intensive
counseling effort, coupled with incentives for educational advancement and,or. short-term
job experience .as part of a planned entrance into a stable career. '
Apparently, the incentive to work prov1ded by the possibility of a’ nol- pros ad~
judication, is not strong_enough to overcome those variables which work against success
through employment for & small "hardcore” group. It is this researcher's recommendation
that the entire question of "incentives” be reconsidered in planning for programs which
aim at the least stable (or least "mature”) group. Juveniles, espeéially, might need more
of a petspective on how and where they fit into society. before they can be expected to
settle down with employment--and a program which is employment-oriented may not be the
appropriate vehicle. Although the completion of a job training program by a smalf number
of participants has been shown to be related to success in Crossroads, the problem to be
tackled revolves around the many who start training progsams but never finish., It might -
be important to undertake a special effort to analyze program failures,_ ifi an attempt to
work with those individuals in most need of assistagce. In short, the question of how to
motivate and change the behayior of a hard-to-feach pepulation which does not succeed
in a‘program heavily oriented towards steady emp10yment must ead us to reconceptuali-
zation of our traditjonal notions of "incentives" which betomes part of future program ."

'
N "

. - o f .

v

Little has been said in this paper about the work of the Crossroads counseling

division. This is no way reflects upon the importance of the counseling operation, as it
does upon: (1)} a dearth of Quantitative material; (2) limited re'searcher involvement with

-
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day-to-day staff activities; and (3) an inability to isolate counseling from other project
activities. No variation in counseling technique, nor major counseling philosophy, was
structured into the project. The result was an inability to precisely evaluate the impor-
tance of the counselmg operation as it relates to project success. While this reseascher
1s of the opinion ‘that this kind of variation was not called for in demonstrating the feasi-
. bility of the Cro%’sroads concept, future projects should be structured to offer insights re-
garding counselmg services ({techniques, or1entataons) as well as counselor type {"new
careers” versus professionals). ) :

' Many ‘1ns1ghts have already come from previous E & D projects: (1) counseling
should not replace performance in life but should be a part of a larger set of services;
(2) peer prassure seems more effective than pressure from staff.in inducing attitude
change; and (¥ group counseling 1s practical and functional for getting across interview
behavior, grooming, etc. 13 Although we have no way of quantitatively evaluating the im-
. bact of the counseling service as separate and distinct from that of the employment div-
1sion, answers to the anonymous Participant Evaluation Form give.every reason to believe
that-countseling plays a critically important role 1n the project.

This form was devised to obtain feedback on the groject from the point of view of
the recipient of its sermices. Distributed and returned ahonymously at termination from
the project, the completed forms do not distinguish.between the 18- and 24-year old, the
black or the white, the project success or the recidivist. There 1sx reason to believe,
though that there is ah\evirabundance of answers from favorably terminated individuals.
A consé‘nsus on responses to questions emerges from 100 evaluation forms, giving a clear
picture of the counselor/and his services. . . . 3

0

Questlon One-asked: "What do you think is the most important thing your counsel-
or does for you?' There 1s Little doubt that the personal bond formed between counselor
and participant--which 1s reflected in responses wh1ch cite "caring” about the participant
"as an individual, trying to understand his problems ’and just being there when needed--
was strong and appreciated. Many of the answers indicate that apparently genuine con-
_cern shown by counselors.on a.continuing basis was important to the participant. Often
_ mentioned was the notion of being helped to "get myseif together,' as werte such s‘pec1£1cs

as bé&ing taken to a job interview and being helped in communicating with h1$ famlly. -

Rarely mentioned were specifics regarding problem sclving, per se (such as helping a par-

ticipant with the court), which leads the researcher to believe that the quality of the rela-

. tionship was mote important than the problem sotving aspects--although in reality, ‘both

are necessary. -* s, . . ,
. , . ‘

) The second question, which asked how the participant might do things differently
if he were a counselor, tevealed neqrly complete satisfaction with the counselor. The ma-
jority of comments were related to spending more time with the participant;, going deeper
1nto problems,. and enlarging the program so that more tndividuals could take advantage of
it. A few comments indicated that the part1cipant would like to be like his ccunselor.

. Sorne ‘of the gomments would have it appear that thls was the first time the partici-
pant was made to feel worthwhile as an individual. The following are offered to transmit
the "feeling” quality of the remarks: , \ * O

.
-

. 3 - =
"The counselor WQi'ks with'more as a himan being, plus with the help-
ing hand and voice (o experience. They listen to the dccused more fair-_
1y0 . . * 3 v - . .

"He has put a little more inCOuragement Ysic) intd me. Also for just
one day a week and a little of your fime your really think about what he is
all about.“ ) .. . ’ .

When she talks to me about my troubles, and. I can let mySelf go, it

’ seems like she understands. "

UGORDON “op. cit. . .

' 36 ~ ' )

*

> -




L

"To me the most important thing ------------- does for me.is to be ' I
a friend." \ . .

"I would get the participants more time to spend with me to show love
and understafiding and willingrfess to listen. "

. - Questions related to the employment service reveal that although the staff might

" consider speed in finding a job, willingness of the employer to hire, and dependability
of the employment service itself important, the participant was particularly impressed by

the ‘counselor's effort in his behalf. On the other hand, criticisms of the employment
. services were more often directed at the ]Ob market, as opposed to the service provided.
alary was rarely mentioned.
The Parttclpant Evaluatton Form is important in that it directs our gaze at the

. "secondary” benefits of the program--an improved feeling of self-worth for the participant
and an image given by the program that there are people who care. Although it may sound

*overly sentimental to middle class readers who have beén taught to put faith in the Pro-
testant Ethic, the people-to-people approach of the counselors 1s an essential ingredient

Y

to the participants. This finding leads us to questions concerning abrupt program termin- . ’
ation and the dichotomized counseling--employment division in services as they both re- t N
late to participant stability. R Y
. . | o
Counseling as Support * ‘ N

Individual Eomments of participants on the evaluation form lead the researcher to
beheve that the _counselor is appreciated by many as a supportive figure. To further in-
crefase the impact of this service, increasing the frequency of counselor-participant.con-
tact is recommended, particularly for those participants with a background of failure: high
school dropout, poor work history. These characteristics were found most fréquently
among the younger age group (18- and 19-year olds) of project participants, suggesting .
that a specific effort oriented toward that group is desirable.

n This, of course, is related to the issue of counselor caseloads: more frequent

. counselor-participant contact might result in fewer cases handled. To some extent, group
counseling might minimize this problem while at the same time providing a vehicle for
peer contact as well as for information imparting by the counselor. Whether individuals
are grouped according to stage of progress through the program or age or gounselor, it
might be adviseable for the more difficult to help group of partlc1pants as a. supplement to
individual- counsehng. — - .-

Although quantative documentation is not available, observations of the adminis-
trative and content aspects of the program leads the researcher to suggest that the coun-
seling staff take more responsibility for, employment counseling than engaged in at present,
This would give the counselor more of a "task” purpose, in addition to his present.sup-
portive role. Greater counselpr contact would be generated, resulting in a more compre-
henswe counselor-p@rttc;.pant relationship. R . -

v

Counse10r as Role Model

4 - N
- .\

The positive role model offered the partlcipant by the staff, as interpreted from
partlcl ant evaluation forms, leads this researcher to believe that the "new carcers" per-

. son’'s value to the program cannot be overestimated. Also, the overrepresentation of black
youth in the participant populatian, coupled with the pride-in-race movement and racial
tenston in urban aréas, encourages the continuation ofa predominantly black staff for this
and similar programs. This would not necessarily sacrifice staff effectivene$s with white |
particlpants according to data from this study, there was no noticeable lack of success
for white Crossroads participants. As it turned out, race-linked variables such as educa-
tion, age, and employment were related to most trends. Othéy studies have already shown

. that a good "mix".was a multi-ractdl staff with a heavy propo omo‘ counselors who are Q
- 4 . : . '
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of the same racial group as the participants.!4 Also, since an overwhelming number of
males are handled by the courts, it is suggested that project services and staff apportion-
ment continue being oriented to the male population.

N -

Differential Services¢ > : . L

The quantitative data included ip the body.of this paper leads us to believe that
the differenatial needs of participants must be met through differential services. Whether
this means.a series of projects, each providing a different service to a specific population,
or one project with compQnent parts stryctured for spec1a1 needs 1s a policy decision which
is not within the purview of this paper. -

The relative lack of success with the teenage population leads the researcher to 7
"believe that this group must be a priority target for future offender rehabilitation programs.
Although we arg not in a position to know all the reasons for continued failure, perhaps an
experimental and demonstration program has the imperative ofnot allowing a person to
fail--at least until 1t was very clear that the program cannot be of any help but after new
insights were gained which will avoid the problem in the future. . It must be remembered
that failure in a program such as Crossroads is 1ndicat1ve of fai].ures to follow.

Although the question of extending the term of project participation takes us into
the problem of denying an accused offender a speedy trial .abrupt termination of a partici-
pant may not be beneficial for all participants. We have seen in Section IV that a pro-
‘portion of favorably terminated participants recidivate after leaving Project Crossroads.
Frequent follow-ups for a "mgrginal” ‘group of participants might serve to provide consis-
tency in supportand reduce post-project recidivism.

. To sum, the project is a "last chance" for mény participants. "Givmg up" on
those who are qore difficult to'work with is taking the easy way out. It 1s suggested' that
even more resources be devoted to working with the most severely disadvantaged problem
cases. While "success" statistics may not look as good in tinal evaluations, when this
approach is taken, a program should be flexible and determiged to put forth the greatest
effort on behalf of the most difficult gases.

.
Y

= There is_little doubt that the Crossr sads effort was quite successful in reducing -

court case processing time and recidivism,and in increasing employment and related var- N
iables of wage arfd skill, for most of its participants. But the success was relative, and

as the project presently f'unctions it-is more successful with those participants who were

most stable updn project entrance. The project achieved, least success with the youngest
non-working, non-studying offenders. Efforts with juveniles were inconclusive. The fol-

lowing program modifications--extrapolated from findings and discussions contained with-

in the paper--are offered to stimulate thinking, and not as a thoroughly reconceptualized

approach to new programs. . .o

The Employment Approagh . - o <L
- . . .
Our data indicates that an employment oriented project is most suited for a rela-
tively stable, older population. On the basis of evaluating a cluster of background char- -
acteristics (previously mentioned),_a program of €rossroads’ nature might be opened to
first offenders ranging beyond the 26 years old group. e is a variable/’which should . ‘

help a person into the project as opposed to screening him out., The first offender status
is expedient to retainr in thxs manpower program by screening out “"career"” offenders.

1




o~ * ‘ ' ¢ )
- . . { < - '/_
] . .

The emphasis of the project must continue to center on ‘employmént and job training .
programs as economic alternatives to crime. Better training programs and opportun1t1es,
however, seem ‘essential 1f economic stabrlity is sought.

The Counseling Approach -

Data indicate that Project Crossroads had a,lesser impact on participants who have
a_poor work and school history. This is usually correlated with a younger age. The re-
searcher interprets this data as indicating that the group was not "ready" for a program
oriented towards regular, long term employment., It has Jbeen prev1ously noted that juven-
iles with prior arrest records comprised the larger segment of the recidivating juvenile
population. It is speculated that the same would be true for adults with previous arrests,
although the data were not avarlable. .
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It.is felt that this group is in need of an extenswe and intensive counseling pro-

gram (individual and group), job training and/or remedial education. Since incentive and,

-
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motivation are important to success, it 1s quite conceivable that participants be paid

when err6lled in a schooling or job training program and that' nontraditional methods and
variations be consideéred. For some participants, time will be needed for "growing up” to
thé demands of legitimate society. Whatever the need, this counseling approach would
give the participant-the time and supportive services necessary to work through personal,
and family problems, as well as those related to employment, without the pressure of a
"real” )ob "
Although the technical first offender status is desirable for expediency, the charge *
criteria might be expanded for thrs group to involve those individuals (predommently

" youths) most in need of assistande. New approaches to project termination, follow-up,

S

and counselor contact must be considered and have been alluded to 1n the early pages of.
this section. R . )
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A promising approach to workrng with this group might involve the avarlability of a
res1dent1al facility. For many participants there is a need to be removed from home and
neighborhood for a limited amount of time--pérticularly in conjunction with supportive
services. The best concepts of the, "therapeutic community, " "behavior modification, "
and the "half-way house™ might.be incorporated into a trial facilrty
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Ihe Educational Igpproach

A program designed with juvenile offenders in mind (14. through 17) could be simil@r
to the above with the ‘emphasis placed on education. This program might best serve a
juvenile population, a pract;cal distinction in age categories which 1 necesgitated by
court administration. It fs conceivable that work toward the GED would be encouraged
through payments, and right take place as a program organized outside of the usual
school context. Although this paper is not the proper vehicle for a program to work with
juveniles, the approach which 'is recommended would emphasize extracting the best of
existing knowledge and approaches of existing institutions, which presently fail with juven-
iles, and establishing a program better Suited to the needs of this special group. .
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.. - CONCLUSION | ;"
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Pro}ect Crossroads has succeeded in deterring recid1vism and stabilizmg employ-
ment for the large majority of its participants. Its success would be misunderst®dod and
misplaced if it became a pre-packaged approach to delinquency and crime prevention.
The data examined, in the body of this report indicate the importance of using insights
available from this experience, in conjunction with those gained from past experimental -
and demonstration projects, in order to modify program approacHes to meet the differing
needs of participantsceand locales.
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