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jildcat Service Corporation was established in 1672

Its aim was to explore the possibility that ex-addicts --

cr
]_J-

raditionally viewed as un-smployable and a threat to soclety
- could become a resource to society by developing work
hebits in a supported setting.

Wildcat was the most ambitlous of a series of supported
work projects started by the Vera Institute of Justice.
Vera, a non-profit organization located in New York City and
concernsed with criminal justice reform, has been trying for the

-

fifteen years to break the tie of addiction, crime, and

1y

past
unemployment. After considering various approaches, the Vera
staff came to believe that placement in the low.stress jobs
might work as a strategy for rehabilitating addicts. Speci-
fically, Vera sought to answer four guestions:
a Could a wérk‘environment be designed in which
chronically unemployed persons with drug his-

tories would work productively?

¢ Would work experience in such an environment
prepare employees for the ccmpetitive world?

e Would employment (either in the specizl environ-
ment or the competitive market) 1ift the perti-
cipant out of the cycle of welfare, addiction,
and crime?

o Could such a low-stress working envircnment be
created so that investment in the program was
returned to the taxpayer?

Seeking answers, Vera staff studled Zuropean sheltered

workshops for the handicapped and drew upon sxpsrience from

its own programs with accused persons, alcoholiecs, znd ex-

addicts® to develop the concept of "supperted work." Sup-

# The Manhattan Court Imploym
{a subsidiary of tne Manhzat
Acddiction Reseazrch and Trea:

ent project, Project Renewal
tan Bowery Project), and the
tment Corporation.



ported work derives rfrom the premise that persons not pre-
viously successful in the job market can learn skills, de-
velop goeod work habits, and build self confidence while earn-

ing a2 wage-~ il they are placed

agement and peers are sensitiv
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lar job market.

gquestions that Wlldcat was

creat To address, Vera established a research team to study
upported rk and 1ts impect on the participants. The re—~
search team has three strategies: an examination of the

Vera established the Piocneer
ployed ex-addi cba,
also staffed City Off-Track

ex~offender

Messenger Service which
s, and ex-alcoholics and
Betting offices with ex~addicts.
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day-to-day operaticns of Wildcat; a four year controlled study

comparing approximately 300 gualified applicants cifered jobs
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qualified zpplicants who were not; and

-cost~benefit analyses. .
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The people Wildcat employs

Wildeat offers employment to persons (90 percent are
men) who have a2 history of failure in the marketplace.. Alimost
90 percent have been on welflare before coming To supported work,
and 75 percent have not worked a day during the six months be-
fore they enter Wildezt. Over 90 percent do not have bank accounts.
Over. 50 percent lack previous‘job training. Literacy levels
are low; Wildcatiers have been schooled an average of 10 years
put average only fifth grade scores on arithmetic exams. Ninety
percent are black or Hispanic.

They are han@icapped in obtaining jobs by thelr crimi-
nal and addiction histories. The average Wildcatter is 31
years old with a record of eight arrests and four convictions.
The mean age of first addiction to drugs is 19. Seventy~two
ercent are referred to Wildcat from methadone programs and
18 percentAfrom drug-free programs. These referrals who conwi
stitute 90 percent of employees, have spent an average of 13
months in drug programs before coming to Wildecat. The remain-
inz ten percent are referred from correcticnal Taclilities or

re awaiting trial; about two-thirds of these persons have

-

w

addiction histories.

Unpromising as these statistics are for finding jobs



in the competitive labor market, even they do not adeguately
convey the tangle of problems that many Wildcat employees Ccarry
with them when theyv arrive at Wildcat. A&ddiction and criminal -
nistory reflect more than unaccounted years on a job resumej they
reflect an individual's history of destructiveness toward himsell
and society and a sense of anomie. As one Wildcat worker, Walter
put it: "When I applied to Wildeat, I hadn't worked since '45

or '51 and I was definitely ingrained in nothing. I was coming
off somewhat an alcoholic and ftired. And when you're tirsd, you
don't know what you're tired of 'cause you're resting all the

time."

The character of supported worx

Because of the employees' poor preparation for work, in-

ct

stabllity is tolerzted at Wildcat within wider boundaries than
in the non-subsidized world. Dismissal is nearly zlways preceded
by warnings, suspensions, and other intermediate measures. Work-
ers are glven occaslional time off for court appearances oOr
visits with parocle officers and drug treatment counselors. Wild-
cat also offers special supports to its workers such as vocation-
al counseling and referrals to outside agencies for assistance
with housing, legal, and health problems.

A number of structual devices were built intc Wildeat
to reduce stress and encourage steady work nhabits. For instance,
workers are put in small crews to allow strong peer supporc.
The crews are headed by foremen who have been promoted up from
the entry-level ranks of ex-addicts, z policy that provides both

2 visible career path and first level superviscors who share the



problems of crew members. Bonuses, raises,and promotions come
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$95 a week szalary but become eligible for their first
raises after eight weeks. (Top salary for crewmen is $115 2 week;
for foremep, $125 a week.) tandards for raises are graeduzlly
made more stringent to accustom the employes to the discipline
demanded in non—gubsidized work.

Tnough support services, such zas counselin
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zre offered, the emphasis at Wildecat is on work. Work is

seen as therapy and Wildecat is structured to resemble the
non-subsidized job world rather than a therapeutic community.
Standards are set and employees are dismissed if they do not
meest the standards. Walter bears witness to the effectiveness
of the work-azs-therapy philosophy. .He said it

-

this way: "Wildcat took me out of [bhe 'tired syndrome'l,
I made my first move. Gebtting up in the morning was a problem
for me, but it gave me a push. That's what Wildcatl gave me;

it gave me that kick in the butt I needed." S

The work Wildcet does

.

Wildcat's work-consists mainly of providing public sef~-
vices for New York City. For example, Wildcatters clean bulld-
ing facades and interior masonry, restore clipper shios, paint
commercizal and public establishments, paint no-parking zones
a2t fire hydrants, exterminate vermin, maintain bulldings and
grounds at various agencies (including courthouses, district

attorneys' offices, and police precinct houses), prepare archi-

ct

ecturzl plans for microfilming, renovate Tirehouses,.interpret



for Spanish-speaking hosovital patients, and plant trees in
Brooklyn. In spring 1675 when a fire destroyed a large New

York Telephone plant, Wildcat workers provided emsrgency messenger
service to affected businesses,

There are constiraints on the selection of job sites,

anorr uh&ﬂ uhe smeclal needs of W11dcat Wo”hffﬁnJ w*;aca" trias

to avold taking extremely demeanlng Jobs that might reinforce
the employees' sense of being locked into the lowest rﬁngs of
the economic ladder. Nignht work, too, is aveoidsd because it
impedes employees' efforts to reestablish family and community —

ties.
Attractive jobs are difficult to find, however. Some

Civil Service zgencies resist hiring Wildcatters because many

see them as a threat to thelr own employees; they fear that the
increasingly impoverished city government will replace regular
workers with cheap Wildcat labor. Other jobs are blocked by

rade and craft labor unions; still others by stereotypes and
prejudiced attitudes. One préspective employer, a police officer,
admitted, "I used to arrest kids just the way [}be Wi 1d0&ut8”5]
looked. How could I have one of them working in my office?"

The supervisor in cne agency reported that women employees refused

to use the bathrooms beczuse they were af

-y

r

1))

id they would contract
venereal disease from the Wildcat women they thought were prosti-
tutes. Many agencies are reluctant to hire persons with criminal

records, which excludes almost 2ll Wildcatters. Anéd finally,

the sezrch {or attrac

C'|“

i ve jobs ds difficult because the typiczl
Wildcatter lacks marketaple skills.

Because ol these constrzints, the Wildcat staff scme-
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times have had to create new types ol work ror the crews, such
as home delivary of food to the elderly, a service no other

orvanlzauﬂon S pplied

Wildcat favors Jjobs bhat of’er an opportunﬁuy for employvees
to "roll over' to Dermapent positions on the sponsoring agency's
staff, And group, Or CIew, work is favored over individual

placement; small crews not only afford peer Suppore but are

J

more ezsily supervised. Individual placements ars made when
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articularly challenging, where agency supervision is

. These

2

strong, or where the opportunity for roll over is goo

individual placements are generally glven ©o experienced Wild-

The funding of Wildcat

Wildeat funding comes from diverse SOUrces, reflecting
the organization's multiple aims. For the 1975-76 fiscal year,
the per-person cost has been $9,500, of which about $6,600 is
paid to the employee in salary and fringe benefits.

The employees' salaries are put together Ifrom three tJDES
of income. Through an arrangeme nt with the Social Security ﬁd—
ministration, the welfare penefits (Supplemental Security Iﬁ—
come) that employees would receive ﬁere they still unemployed
are direcied into a Wildecat salary pool. These diverted wel-

fare funds naks up $2,400 of each Wildcetter's salary. Another

$2,000 comes from contracts with loecal municipal and privace
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ment and the U.S. Department of Labor (both interesteé in de-
veloping employment skills), from The National Institute of
Drug Abuse {(primarlly concerned with breaking the ex—addicts’
cycle of unemployment), and Irom the Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration (concerned with crime control).

Research studies of Wildcat

The Vera Institute research studies on how the program oper-
ated and its impact on participants began at the same time Wild-

cat @id.¥ To assess any changes experienced by Wildcat employeses,

the researchers designed a controlled study. By lottery. half . _

YL

Foling

of the first 500 eligible applicants were offersd a job at Wild-
cat -~ to form the experimental group -- and hall were not --
to form the control group. Togethér these two groups are called

the "Manhattan sample."

Since the beginning of the experiment in 1972, experi-
mentals and controls have been interviewed every three months

about their employment, welfare dependence, living arrangements,

To induce people not working at Wildeat to come in for inter-
views, $5 is paid for the quarterly session and $10 for the long-

er arnual interview.) Some self-reported data from the

b

nter-
views have been verified through arrests reccrds Ifrom the New

Yorik City Police Department, public assistance payment reports Ircm

»*

¥ Research on Wildecat was funded by the Addiction
Services fAgency of New York City, the National Institute on
Drug Abuse, and the Depertment of Employment of New York City.
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the Departiment of Socieal Services, earnings data from the
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urity Administration, and drug abuse information
from the relevant drug treatment programs. Data are avail-
able for about 85 percent of the experimental and control

group participants through the second year. @x thisvwriting
third analyses are in progress)
Members of the experimentzl group include those still at
Wildcat, those who never showed up for Wildest, and those
who have terminated from Wildcat — that is, were fired, resigned,
or moved.on to non-subsidized jobs. One difficulty with the
study design is that 11 percent of the accepted applicants never:
showed up for werk. These "no-shows" remain in the experi-
mental group bﬁt have never been expcsed to the supported work
program. And another nine percent worked fewer than three

months at Wildeat. Consequently d;fférenc s between controls

M

and experimentals are diluted.

Do ex—-addicts make good workers? ‘ -

Wildcat's experience shows thet ex-addicts and ex-cifenders
can work in a supportive environment. Absenteelism levels
(approximetely nine percent) are higher than the national

5

averages, but not so high as to interfere significantly with

ct

i_h

‘productivity.

In its first four years, 4,000 persons worked at Wildecat,

staying an average of 12 months. One year alrter date o



the proportion rose o seven out of eignht. Of those 4,000,
1,200 are now employed at Wildcat, 541 have graduated UC
non-subsidized jobs, §6 have returned €O school, 1,079 were
terminated with Cause, L4g left for non-jov related r2asons,
and 666 resigned. Almost half of the employees who re-

sign or are fired obtain other jobs.

Results from the controlled study in which the working

[

Wildcat
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patter
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of experimentals Was examined indice
significantly inereased the proportion of ex-addicts who
could be productively employed. One year &a:
soudy, (0 percent of experimentals wWere working comparad L0
34 percentv of controlis. - A1though the difference nad narroved
by the second year (62 percent of experimentals working com-

£

pared tO 41 percent OI

controls), it was <£i111 significant.
In addition, mgre~experimentals than controls worked &t

me; and they garned

(a3
[

some time; They worked for longer

more money. (Table 1)

TA4BRLE 1: Firsi- and Second-Year EMploYyMmEnt and Incoms: i
Manhattan Sample
(Self+Reported)
Experimentals Controls
N=199 N=217

Employment and
Trncome Date

Percentage Working at
Some Time During Year

First Year g2 51
Second Year 76 LT
Mean Number of Wesks
Worked
First Year 38 12
Second Year 32 17

Mean Weekly Earnings
T se Wno Workad

A
C oo

&1 0 g
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A series of productivity studies suggesté that although
productivity is nov uniformly hilgh, Wildcatters produce val-
uable and needed services. Productivity for maintenancs work

i1g estimated at 80 percent of commercial standardsy I0OF cler-

;cal-work, 78 percenv; for painting, 20 percent.

Feeding WOIKErs back into the non-subsidized job market

The number of pPErsSOons graduating to non-subsidized joos
has not been a8 high as originally anticipated, but~graduates
have been successiully employed after thelr Wildecat experience.
Eighty-nine percent of randomly sampled Wildcat employees Wno

moved on to non-supported jobs (and for whom data &are avail-

able) were 5£311 working after three months ~-and thus passead
Ll /\

Yy

-

what is usually the toughest Der od of transition
to non~suppcrted Wwork. Seventy-five percant retzined their
non-supported jobs Tor =t least a year.

Results from the conirolled experiment show that those
who participatéd in Wildcet's supported work program 2re more
1ikely to pe successful in the Open markat aliter leaving Wild-
cat than the controls who did not nave an cpportunity ta work
at Wildcat. Experimentals who have left Wildcat (graduates

and terminees) WOrk more weexs at higher averags bPay., and are

rerminated less often than are controls. (Table 20 %

[

# These figures are based on participants‘ own reports.

+tempts tO verify self-reportad employment data have
revealed that self-reported job information from experi-
mentals is more 1ikely to be aceurate then +hat from con-
trols. This suggests that the differences in employment
petween controls and experimentals are greater than indi-
cated here.

wom supported
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TARLE 2: Comparison of Experimentzals and Controls in Non-
Subsidized Employnent
Experimentals Ceontrols
N=199 N=217
Percent of Time Worked 25 18
Mean Weekly Salary $132 $106
of those who worked
£ m 2 F. 8.
Percent Terminated by 56

(not promoted)

“Post Wildcat experimentals: N= T35
Controls who worked N=115

And since experimentals who have laft Wildcat include 2
higher propcrtion of employees "filred rather than "graduated,”

b}

these data suggest that Wildeat is afrf

1
f-ts

cting employment races

even for those participants who leave after a few months,

Until spring 1975 no time limit was imposed on employment
at Wildecat. Wildcat management thought that‘Wildcatters would
move on when they felt ready for non-subsidized work. But exper-
isnce has shown that employees are reluctant to leave supported
work, partly because theilr employment prospects are uncertain
and their confidence has not been bolstered by the shrinking

jop market , (Unemployment went from 6.5 percent in 1972 to

g

11.9 percent in 1975.) Too, many feel -- appropriately, as It

A
or outside jcobs. When Wildcat

[l

has turned out -~ unprepared

Fyd

hat formal training was less im-

ta

ct

first began, it was thought

i

portant than instilling good work habits. Wha

b

ng

2

ever train

ct

deemed necessary was to be done on the job. But the job de-
velopment specialists at Wildcat discovered that many of the
employees were not able to meseit industry standards even though
they hnad been doing well in supported work. This led to the

wore vocational
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counselors. The newly-imposed time limit on emplovment

B

is increasing the demand for skills training and increasing pre

on employees to improve their skilils. One Wildcatiter who enrolled

in an IBM-sponsored clerical training course sa2id: "I'm not
a young man and this is the las® chance for me in the event

that T ever make anything of myself, and hopefully by gettin

Uu

into Wildecet and IBM I was trying to get sort of a2 bzckground

so0 somebody might accept me, because before I had none."

Does Wildecat rehabilitate?

The Vera Institute originally developed the progranm
of supported work nect simply to provide employment but to
loosen the tlie between addiction, unemployment and crime. And
data from the controlled experiment, which comrared ex-zddicts

L3

whe worked at Wlld with s

. =

- -

that the supporte d~work program has made a positive but nos
consistent impact in the areas of dependence on public assis-~

tance, drug and alcohel use, ecriminal activity, eand other

Dependence on public assistance, Experimentals who have

left Wildcat are less likely to receive public assistance tnan

are controls. (Table 3)

milar persons who did not, indicate
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TARLE 3¢ Percencaége of Experimental and Control GroubsS Si= Recelv-—
ing Direct Tuolic Assistence gStipenas angd Imount cf
Stipend
Post-Wildcet
Exnerlmenuals Controls
N=85 N=217

Monthly Monthly

Amount % Amount %
Tirst Year
(monthly stipend) $186 uz $19% 68
gecond Year . : :
(monthly stipend) 222 38 $219 €0

Experimentals who nad left Wildcat and controls received appr
imately the same monthly stlpends, however, a significantly smzller

proportion of éxperimentals than contﬂols were dspendent on direct

assistance €wo y=a¢§ afver entering
Drug USE. It was an nticipated that drug use would decreass
for experimentars as & conseguence of more sfab*e employment,
the supportive work environment, and peer pressure. The first
and second year data, however, eshow no dirffe erences in 4rug use

petween the experimental and control groubs. About a third -

of each group reported 111icit drug use (excluding marijuana).-

# Self-weooruad data on drug UsEe are sometlmes considered un-
relizble by the interviewers. Attempts TO verify drug use
data with drug Programs has met with 1imited success becauvse

of concern ahout cOni ~identiallby: the data collsctad, howeve:
do sSuggesv that sample members unuerrepor+ drug use.
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Only z small proportion of each group (about two percent) _
nas reported returning to regular heroin use after two yesars.
This low rate of addiction recidivism lnd¢caoes that drug treat-

ment programs in New York City have been successful. Wildcat

has apparently not further reduced this already low rate of

recidivism.

Nevertheless, some differences emerged a2t the end of the

second year in the two groups' inveolvement in drug treatment

cr

programs. About a

Lo

ment programs, but 33 percent of controls who guit reénrolie

hird of both groups left their drug treai-

in new ones, as opposed to 22 percent of experimentals who Quit

And mo”e experimentals reported they had detoxed from methadone

Alcohol use. Wildcat supervisors report that drinking

mere of a problem zmong employees than is 1l1llicit drug use

lease one third of Wildcatters have & drinking problem. The

ure is similar for controls. First and third year results sh

slightly less dally drinki

'3

washed out during the second year. Alcohol use appears to he

related to employment status: among both experimentals and
controls, those who have drinking problems are less likely €
be employed.

Criminal activity. During the first six months after

fewer experimentals were arrested than controls, but tThe air

ences narrowed by the end of the first year and into the se&cC

(22 percenu) and‘becann @wuc—free uhan de cont ro?s (z 6 aercenu)

g for experimentals, but this difference



year.* in general, z reduction oceurs only for those who Té~
main at Wildcat. (Teble by (The proportion of felony and
misdemeancr ayrests wes similar in the first year put in the
second year a higher proportion of controls wWas srrested on
felony charges. )

TABLE H: Percent of Experimentals and Controls prrested iIn
Tirst and Tecond year

Experimentals Controls
N=258 ] N=258
Year Prior 34 37
wirst Year a 25 31
(lst siX months)b 12 19
(2nd six months) 16 S
gecond Year .23 22
(1st six months)® 13 13
(2nd six months) 16 12
a: x% - 2.8, p.c.< .1
p: x° = 3.8, p.C. ¥ .05
c: TN.S.

Conviction rates Were similar for the two Broups, put

Fal

members oI the experimental group Were 1ess likely to recelve

z prison sentence. (Teple 5) gSentencing eppears x5 be rela’

Lo employment S5£atuss in both Zroups, convicted participan
(=}

who had jobs were 1ess 1ikely toO receive @ prison sentence.

e

% New York CITY Police Department arrest recoyds &TE used &t

most reliable and least niased measure of ciminal 2 1Tk

However, self-repcrted data on hustling and criminal actis
parallel tpe verified srrest data.
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TABLE 5 Disposition of &rrests (Percent of Arrests)
(Excluding Pending Cases)
First Year Second Year
Experimentals Controls Experimentals Controls
N=53 N=64 N=66 N=51
7 % % %
Dismissal 42 k1 38 33
Convicted 58 59 62 67
Fine ( 4 ( 8) (1) (7
Conditional
Discharge (21) (13) (11) (18)
Probation® (25) ( 97 {15) ( 5)
Prison ( 9) (30} (26) (38)
100% 100% 00% 100%
Mean Sentence
{months) 4,6 months 8.8 months k.6 months 13 months

a: Pirst year: xe
Second year: n.s.

Experimentals employed at Wildcat haed lower arrest rates
(.21)% than experimentals who were terminated (.56) or grad-
uated (.34). For controls the arrest rate was .43.

To gain a better understanding of whether support work -

or employment per se affects amount of criminal zctivity, the

® Arrest rates are per person-year measures that reflect the
average number of arrests of a member of a group during a
group during a year. Thus a rate of .33 arrests per psrson-
year would mean that an individual would have one in three
possibllities of being arrested. Rates rather than percent
arrested are used when the time period varies among groups.

R



prooortion of controls arrested who worked in the first yesar

of the study was compared with those who did not work. Twenty-

nine percent cf those controls who worksd were arrested the year
prior to the study compared TO 3¢ percent of the controls who
did not work. During the year aftar entering the study 25 per-

cent of the controls who worked during the first year wers arres-—
ted and 33 percent of the non—working controls were arres ed.

These data suggest an association between employment and eriminal

-
88

L
v e

zctivity but deo

t
5

1 whether high criminal activity reducs
employment Or anouher factor (such as lack of motivation) caused

voth arrests and unemployment.

General living patterns. It was assumed that if Wildcat
affected employment rates, i+ would also affect other living
patterns of its employees. The mobility, health, and educatiocon

patterns, family arrangements, and schedules of daily 1ifs botl
pefore and after Wildcatb have been compared for experimentals
and controls. During the ripst two years, Wildecat participants

ikely than controls to be financially supperting mors
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two people,® to be living in a stable relationshirs

person, and to have children living with them. Although more €Xp-

erimentals than controls were nospitalized during the first year

sfter entering the study, experimentals during tnhe second year
were less likely than controls to be nospitelized. (Recause the

majority of hospitalizations among +his group resulted
- Lo} o= -

problems or violence, less hospitalization igs interpreted as &

positive adjustment.)

# The difference Was stztistically significant at end of y=ar one:
at end of year two the a3 ~farance had narrcwed anéd was no longer
significant.
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Tn sum these findings sugzest That experimentals were MOre
1ikely then controls O be seeking & settled 11

e e i b T e — "

Costs and benefits: does the investment in Wildgzat Day of
Vi

7
4

LY

When it planned Wildcas, the Vers Institute wished tcC
explore not only the issue of employment and its effects on 2X-
addicts, but a2lso whether it wes possible tO create & finan-~
ecizlly sound supported work progrem. The following analysis
therefore focuses on costs and benefits to the texpeyer (rether
than the participant). Although the penefits of Wildcat are
expected TO extend beyond two years, this analysis 18 1limited

to the first TWO years afiter entry.?

# The data for rnig analysls &are +aken from 2 sempie ¢f Dper-

sons wWho joined Wildcat between 1972 an 1¢73. The total
costs and benefits of the entire Wildcat population are
then estimated DY extrapolating the dzta based on this sen-
ple. It was assumed that this samplie was representative of
the larger population, and data from anobher more recens
saemple bear out this agsumption. T4 remalins possible, now-~
ever, that these extrapelations involved some error. Like-
wise, data on workers' productlvity were extrapolated frenm
apn examination of 20 job sites randomly selected from the
300 total sites. These £indings should thus De viewed 28
estimates rather than firm figures.
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The average annual cost of mainteining an em loyee in W
Z P10j

=
[
i

cat 1is $9 500 and since on the averag a Wildcat employes

stays with the program for a year, t

oy
1Y

taxpayer investment

e et e e —— b i,

1n hlm 15 39, 500 This cost is borne by (1) garnings for
services provided New York City pubzic and private zgenciles,

(2) diverted welfare funds, and (3) grants from public agencies.

Benefits, not as easily calculated as costs, are divided
into two categories: (1) those that result from public services
performed by Wildcat employees (e.z., the values of work rerformed
in maintaining police DPEClanS or painting fire stations),
and (2) ‘those that result from the rehabilitative effect Wild-
cat has on its participants (e.g., reduced dependence on wel-
fare and lessened criminsl activity).

Services performed. Two techniques have been used to

estimate the value of services provided to New York City's public
(1) ecmﬁercial value of job completed
(for instance, the commercial value of tiling a firehouse floor
is $1, 151,and that of renovating two~family homes is $96,000);
and (2) assignment of a value (based on productivity) to the
hours an employee works. According to the second method, 1t has
been estimeted that a2 Wildeczt elerical employee produces $3.32
worth of services per hour, averzging $6,024 per year; a main-

tenance worker producses work worth approximately 35 per hour

or $9,100 per year. Lecording to these technigues, an average
Wildcatter produces $7,000 worth of services per year,
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For income and soclal security tax

(b

stimates, averages were
taken frcm the IRS standard tax scheduls. Table 6 illustrates
the differences between income levels and taxes pald by
experimentals and controls.

TABLE 6: Income and Social Security Taxses Paid by the Averaze
Experimental and Control™

Experimentals Controcls Difference between
N=19%9 N=217 experimentels and
) controls
Mean Mezan Meazn Mean
Income Tex : Income Tax
Year One $4999 $572 $1118  $ 75 $hqg7
Year Two $H3U7 $556 $1854 $120 $4386
Total $933

}

The increase over two years in income and social security

»

taxes attributeble to Wildeat employment is $933.

# Wildcat employees would be more likely than controls or
experimentals not working at Wildest to pay taxes because
Wildeat withholds, but other employers, especially those

offering merginal employment, may not withhold as dependably
a2s Wildcat.

i L -




dicated that expasrimentals spend 46 percent of their incone

on taxable goods compared to 41 percent for controls. In

-

+

the [irst year, an experimentel peaid an estimated avsrage of
$85 more sales tax than a control. In the second year, the

figure dropped to $55 more.
Wellfzre. A comparison of experimentals and contrcls shows

that there is a decreased depend

(D

E_.J

.‘.*

nce on welfare for those whe

work at Wildeat; and this continues after the experimentals

Y

leave Wildcat. (The indirect welfare monies paid to Wildeazt for
employees' salaries are included in the cost of Wildeat.)
TABLE 7: Annusl Direct Welfare Moniss Received by the
Average cxperimental and Control
Experimental Control Difference bhetween
N=162 N=176G experimental and contro
Year One - $406 . $1793 $1387
Year Two $744 - 51688 $ ghl
Total $233% .
Crime-related savings. The costs of criminal activity were

}ie

measured by arrest rates® and days

=y

ncarcerated as a result o
conviections. #%#

It has been estimated that it costs $1,705%#% to procsss
4

# Not included is the approximate reducticn in crims-related
losses to New York residents of $580,000, which weuld be counted
as benefits to "society," but not to the taxpayer.

W
¥

*# In 1971-72, the cost per arrest was $1,705 (See Expendi~
ture and Employment Date for the Criminal Justice System,
1671-1972, National Criminal Justice Information and Statis-
tical Service SEZ-EZ No. 4, U.S8.G.P.0., 1974).

¥%% Table 4 reports percsntage of gr
cost znd benefift detz are based on a
(see Tootnote p. 20).

however, the

oup ary é:
r person-year

st
rests per
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Y

an arrest in New York City. Multipiying arrest reates by tn

(]

cost per arrest reveals that in ysar one, becauses experimentals

TARBLE 8: Average Arrssit Costs for Experimentals and Controls
Experimental Controel Difference betwesn =X
N=258 N=258 perimental and contro
Year One .36 x $1705=$614  .H3 x $1705=3733 $1139
Year Two .35 x $1705=35597 .31 x 3$1705=3%529 $-68
| Total . § 5%

han controls, the taxpayer

ct

were less likely te be arrested

i)

saved $119 per Wildcat employee in criminzal processing costs.
Experimentals are more likely than controls to be arrested in
Year Two, howaver, resulting in a cost of $68 to the tax-
payer. When both years are considered, the net savings to
the taxpayer is $51 per Wildcat employee (Table 8).
Incarceraztion costs have been estimated by the New York
City Bureau of the-Budget to be $U0 per day per prisoner.
Since fewer experimentals than controls were sentenced to
prison and for shorter time ?eriods (Table 5), the taxpayer

in incarceration costs per employas
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Estimated overall costs and tenelits.

benefits of Wildecat to the texpayer

are summarized in Table 9.

The costs and

25

for ths average employee

TABIE Q: Costs and Benefits for the Average Wildeat
Employee During rirst Two Years alter enteripg '
Wildcat
Costs Benefits Yr. 1 Yr.
Sources of funds for Estimated
Average Wildcat Zmployee Benefits
for 12 Months from ths
. Average Wild-
Contracts for %1840 cat emplovee
services per- oo Value of ser- 37000 v (e
formed vices
Grants from $5820° Increased
Public agen- ' Taxes paid by
cies Employee
) Inccme tax
Indirect $18L0C Sales tax $ Loy § 43
Welfare Pay-
ments Reduced Di-~
- rect Welfare $1367 $ gk
Payments
Reduced Cri-
minal acti- ’
vity: :
Reduced
srrests § 11¢ (3 ~¢€
Reduced
Incarcer- .
e ation $ 6L5 $10¢
$9500 Toteal 39733 $235
Benefits Year One and Two= $12,12%
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For an investment of about $9,500 per employee it is estimated

|de

the taxpayer recleves §12,12% in two years' benefi<csg yield

-+
ot
a9

&

-

a net return of $2,62L or over $1.25 for each dollar invested.

-4

What has been learned from Wildcas?

The most important lesscn to be drawn from the Wildcat

experience is that, with supports, ex-addicis are willing

ct
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and egble to work. Wildcat shows that
employ persons can, in fact, provide valuable sepvices to
New York City. The average Wildecat worker produces aboub
$7,000 worth of servicss each year, stays in the program for
12 months, and is absent less than one day in ten.

Some of the: other lessons are less clear. Does supported
work prepare employees for non-supported work? The zbsencse

of a policy requiring employees to lezve Wilde after a given
= (]

m

time and the shrinking economy in New York City have contributed
te a disappointingly low Drobortion of employeses vlaced in the
open market (14 percent). However, those who have been placed .
have done well, a finding that indicates that supported work

prepares employees to be self-sufficient. But still unanswered

is what proporticn of the total could be seli-sufficient and

what proportion cannot survive outside supported work environ-
mentcs.
Similerly determining the rehabilitative value of

Wildeet is difficult at this point. The impact of Wildecat
upon behavicr patterns other than employment has not been

powerful. Th

[ $]
b
4]
w
H
[{1]
o
8]
[e)
O
w3
4]
J
UJ
P
L
3
tf
R.‘
[#4]
’_l’a
o
3
[N
-y
3%
0
sV
1
ot
L
[
L]
14y
¢
H
1§
3
Q
D
w



27

between experimentals and contrcls in drug use, criminal

125
-

activity, and living styles. Is this becauses Wildeat does

not offer more supports to encourage these changes, or 1s

it because employment doss not affect non-job-relzted activitiles?
Was it unrealisticelly optimistic to believe that offering a
person'a steady nine to five job would change habits built

up over a decade or more? Thus far the research has not been
able to answer these guestions.

anuamgupported’yor1 program like Wildcat pay off for the

»

taxpayer? The answer to this question relies on the answers
to the earlier questicns translated into financial terms.
The finding that ex~addicts are employable and can be pro-

-

ductive means that some of the costs of supported work are

.

reimbursed immediately to the tazxpayer in the form of public
services. The early results on long term self-sufficiency

ving returns both in in

1=

suggest that the taxpayer 1s rece

;..

+

creased taxes paid by participants'and decreased public assist-
ance pald to them. Whether these benefits will be sustained in the
third and foursh years is not yet known. But diiferences be-
tween controls' and experimentals' arrest rates in the first
six months and in incarceration rates for the {irst tTwo years
result in saving to the taxpayers.

So, in the short run, Wildcat is a good investment. For
the dollar the taxpayer invested in 1975, he gets $1.25 during
the next two years in services, increased taxes, and reduced

welfzre andé criminal justice costs.



the Ford Foundation and five federal azgenciss
the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) o

systematically develop and study the supported work concept.
In January 1975 MDRC chose 13 sites nationally to test sup-
ported work on.different types of employees: out-oi-school

youth, AFDC mothers, ex-zlcoholics, and ex-mental patients,

s

as well as ex-a2ddicts and ex-oifenders. MDRC supporied workers

will provide public services but will also expand into the
private sector, producing commercially competitive goods and

services. MDRC's experience will carry us well beycnd what

has been learned from Wildcat.

® U.3. Departments of Labor; Health, Education and Welfzare;
Housing and Urban Develcopment; National Institute of Drug
Abuse; and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.



