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I. Introduction

This report focuses on employment data covering the
first two years of the Manhattan supported work controlled
study. ‘

The analysis of the impact of supported work (Wildcat)
on its participants, especially in terms of iong~tefm
employment, must be placed in the context of the general
employment plcture for ex-addicts. Empliloyment 1s an
importantrrehabilitative tool for the ex-addict in treat-
ment (1), who faces many obstacles in obtaining employ-
ment. HNormally closed off %o many jobs because of ad-
diction, criminal, and sporadic employment history, the
problem for the ex-addict becomes even more acute in a
Job market greatly reduced by recession.

Previous studies on employment among ex-addicts
have focused on methadone patients: Gearing (1) has found
that about 50% of MMTP patients who entered treatment in
1971-2 were "socially productive"® two years later. An
evaluation of the ARTC methadone program (2) found that
479 of the patients were employed during the first year
of treatment.

Although the emplecyment rates for the Manhattan
control group appeared to be similar (50% worked at all
the first year after entry, 48% the second), they had al-

ready been in treatment for an average of about one year

¥Includes employed, in school, or homemaker.



upon entering the sample, and thus are not strictly com-
parable to ex-addicts in the other samples. The supported
work sample represents neither the most stable/employable

nor the more unstable not-job~ready exmaddicts. As such

the employment data for the control group should provide

é valuable picture of employment success for ex-addicts

who ccould work but may need additional support and assistance
to find and maintain employment,

Since few studies have dealt with the typé and quality
of employment obtalned by ex~addicts, a focus of this
report will be the type of Jjobs obtained by ex-addicts,
how the jobs were obtained, average salaries, and job
retention. Further, a comparison is made between the
Jjobs cbtained by contrels and thoese by experimentals
after leaving supported work, as an assessment of
Wildcat's long-term impact on employment: Are supported
work participants able to obtain better, higher paying
Jobs than would otherwise be avallable? Comparisons are
made by type of Jjob, salarles, how jobs were obtained,
and retention.

An analysis of controls and experimentals able to
secure and maintain good jobs 1s alsc included to determine
if a sub-group of ex-addicts can be identified for whom
supported work is not necessary. What are the character-
lstics of successful ex-addicts, and how does successful

employment interact with other rehabilitative variables?



Conversely, some supported work participants have
employment difficulties, and are terminated wlthin a
short period of %ime; these are persons on whom supported
work may not have an impact. The impact of supported
work may increase with time at Wildcat, and the resources
invested in these persons are more substantlial. Therefore
experimentals who worked at least three months were selected
out and compared to controls who worked steadlily for at
least three months (to control for the effects of a steady
Job and income).

The data in this report cover the first two years
after entry into the sample, and include the first group
of 369 sample members (64% of the total) whose second
annual follow-up interviews were on computer file as of
November 1975,

Since the employment data are self-repcrted some
distortions might have occurred: participants may over-
report employment (by saying there were working when they
were not, or by inflating salaries and/or time on the
job) in an effort to present a more favorable image to
the interviewer. Therefore, attempts were made to verify
employment for random samples of respondents through
direct conftact with employers. It proved difficult to
verify employment in every case because 1) some employers
were not listed in telephone directories (as thelr names
were recorded on the Interview) 2) many respondents asked
Vera notl to contact their employers because their addicticn

history was not known, and 3) some employers did not



maintain employee records.
The preliminary results suggested that over~repeorting
was more prevalent among controls: A range between 52%
and Bﬁ% of control jobs could be confirmed, compared to
a range of 77% to 95% forpost-Wildcat experimental jobs.
Details on these projected verlfied employment rates are
presented in Appendix 1. Because of the difficulties in
verifying employment data, and the fact that in meoaet cases
no details on the employment could be obtalned, the self-
reported data are presented in this report without adjust-
ments, with the possibility acknowledged that at least
some of the participants may have over-reported employment.
These differences in verified employment rates suggest
that the employment differences between experimentals and
controls described in the following section may be even
more substantial,

IT. Employment during the first two years

In general experimentals worked more weeks and earned
more money in the first two years than did contrels. How-
ever, the employment differences between experimentals and
controls narrowed over time.

While about half the controls found work each of the
first two years, the mean number of weeks worked and an-

“nual earnings increased in the second year.



Table 1

First, Second, and Combined Years Earnings,

Mean Earnings##

% Worked at all

Mean Weeks Worked##

7 Worked, and Weeks Worled¥

First Year Second Year e Years 1 and 2
Exp. Control b Exp. Control i Exp. Control
{
$5014 $1060 $A4uLa $1827 - ——
(N=115) (N=135) § (N=132) (N=165) |
g2 50 75 48 95 6l
39 12 32 17 71 29

fExperimentals N=166; controls N=203.

data are lower because of missing salary data.

#%TIncludes those who did not work at all (averaged in as

0 weeks worked, $0 earnings).

Cumulatively, 129 controls (64%) worked some time

during the Ffirst two years, in 149 jobs,

In contrast,

64 of the 110 (568%) experimentals who leflt supported work

for any reason during the first two years worked at 76

post-Wildcat Jobs.

A. Type and Salary (Table 2)%

The 192%% controls in the 2-year sample found a total

of 149 jobs during their first two years.

Almost all were

N's for the earnings

“Appendix 2 contains a detailed listing of Jobs held by

type.

Jobs were classified as follows: S

killed, semi-

skilled and unskilled occupations are those bliue-collar,
manual labor jobs requiring use of the hands or the body

and the wearing of rough clothing.

Skille

d jobs are

those which require specialized training or ability; semi-
skilled jobs requlre some but not as much proficiency
as needed on skilled Jjobs, and unskiiled jobs refer to

those Jobs which requirerw training or skills at all.

The

differences lie mainly in the degree of education andg

tralning needed.

Clerical occupatlons refer to these non-

manual Jobs which involve working in an office or store
with papers and/or people, requiring a degree of formality
in dress but not exitensive skills or training.

% Controls who only worked in the WREP program are not
inecluded here -~ see p. 15.
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entry-level clerical, blue collar unskilled, or blue
collar seml-skilled. Only six percent of the jobs

were blue collar skilled or professional/managerial.
The experimentals worked in a total of 76 post-Wildcat
jobs: 'The proportions of job types were similar to
controls, except that experimentals found a higher pro-
portion of professional/managerial Jobs. This latter
category included staff Jjobs at Wildecat. The data
indicate that ex-addicts are unlikely to obtain skilled
blue collar or professional/managerial jobs, a finding
which is not surprising.

The following table shows the average weekly
salaries earned by experimentals and controls rfor each
of five job categorics:

Table 2

Types of Jobs and Average Salaries
{(N=number of jobs)

Experimentals {(N=76) Controls (N=1L49)
N %  Weekly Salary - N % Weekly Salary

Cierical (15) 20 §113 (40) 27 $105
Unskilled (24)y 31 $130 (56) 38 $ 90
Semi-Skilled  (25) 32 $130 (45) 30 $111
Skilled (2) 3 $174 L (5) 3 $185
Professional/
Managerial (10) 13 $165 (5) 3 $135

Average Salary $132 $106



For controlis, salary levels pgenerally Tollowed
sklll levels, with blue collar unskilled jobs paying
the lowest and skilled jobs the highest.

.for post-Wildcat experimentals, clerical jobs
pald the lowest salaries, with unskilled and semi-~
skilled jobs paying the next highest wages. In each
cateogry, except skilled work (where the number of
Jobs was very small) the post-~-Wildcat experimenals
earned higher weekly salaries than d4id the controls
working in the same type of job; on the average experi-
mental jobs paid much higher salaries than control Jobs
($132 vs. $106). While a control earned an average
$105 per week in.a clerical job, an experimental
earned $113, Unslkilled controls averaged $90 per
week, while their experimental ccunterparts in un-
skilled jobs earned $130. Semi-skilled jobs found
by the controls pald an average of $111 a week, but
experimentals in the same category earned 319 more each
week ~- $130. The same difference existed in pro-
fessional/managerial joBSu—experimentals earned an
average of $165 a week, while the controls had jobs

that earned them $135 a week,
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The differences in weekly salary in the unskilled
and professional categories are due in part to Wildcat's
promotion policies and the effects of Wildecat job
development and placement. For instance, five of the
24 experimentals in the unskilled category were placed
by Wildcat's job development office as maintenance
men in Rockefeller Center earning an average of $179
a veek, working the midnight to 8 A.M. shift. Within
the professicnal/managerial area, four of the ten
experimentals had been promoted to staff positions
within Wildecat and earned average weekly salaries
of $194, These high salaries increased the average
salaries of the gxperimentals in the unskilled and pro-
fessional areas.

However, the experimentals who found post-Wildcat
Jjobs without Wildcat assistance also had on the average
higher salaries than ccentrols in similar job categories:
18 experimentals found unskilled jobs averaging $113
a week, 21 experimentals found semi-skilled Jjobs paying
$127 per week, and 6 experimentals found professional/
managerial jobs averaging $145. In each category,
these salarieg are higher than the salaries earned by

the controls.® Since most jobs at Wildecat are clerical,

“The 10 experimentals who found clerical jobs without
Wildcat assistance earned the same as controls——=9$107
per weelk.



semi-skilled and unskilled, it may be that the experi-
ence ab Wildcat enables the experimentals to compete for
and get the higher-paying Jobs in their job area.

Only in the skilled area did controls find higher
paying jobs, but the total numbers here are so low,
representing only 3% of the tetal jobs found by experi-
mentals and controls (seven Jobs total), that no sub-

stantlve conelusions can be Arawn.

B. Job Sources (Table 3)

Sources of jobs were reported by 60 experimeﬁtals
and 105 éontrols,‘ The following table analyzes Jjob
sources by twe categories: Jobo found by the workers
themselves or with the help of family or friends, and
Jobs found with the assistance of public or private

agencies (e.g., V.A,, drug programs, Wildcat, NYSES),.#

“See Appendix 3 for a more complete listing of agency
Job sources.
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Table'B

Sources of Jobs, by Job Type

Experimentals Controls
N On Own With Agency| N On Own With Agency

Clerical 13 Ny 549 29 Y414 59%
Unskliled 15 0% 60% 39 647 36%
Semi~Skilled 22 50% 50% 30 67% 33%
Skilled 1 -t 1007% 5 100% -

Professional/

Managerial g 459 554 2  50% 50%
Total 60 459 55% 105 60% bog

The data indicate that controls (60%) more than experi-
mentals (45%) used family, friends or their own resources
to find a job. interestingly, the five controls who found
skilled jobs (averaging $185 weekly), did so with the
heip of friends or families.

Within the control group, the lowest paying jobs
(blue eollar unskilled and semi-skilled) were found most
often through family and frilends or by self-referral,
while clerical jobs were located more often through
agencies.. In general, experimental job sources were
evenly distributed; however, unskilled jobs were most

often obtained through agencies,
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C. Job Retention (Table 4)

Table 4 shows the average number of weelks worked
during the first two‘years by type of job.
-Experimentals who found post-Wildcat Jobs had heen

employed in Wildcat for an average of 36 weeks. Thus,

although the number of weeks worked in non-Wildcat Jjobs
was the same (29 weeks) for experimentals and controls,
on the average experimentals were employed for 43% of
the time outside of Wildecat (29/68 weeks) whereas contr
who found jobs were employed for only 28% of their time
on the Job market (29/104 weeks) in the first two years
Since the experimental sample includes many who were
negatively terminated, these data suggest that Wildcat
has Improved the employment prospects for many of its
participants.

Table U

0is

*

Average Total Length of Time on Job by Type, First Two Years

Jobh Type Experimentals with Post-Wildcat Jobs Controls
Clerical 26 weeks 30 weeks
Unskilled 26 25
Seml-Skilled 28 34
Skllled 31 49
Profess./Manag. 2 24
Overall (at Wildcat = 36 + 3_': 65 week total) 29




While the Tive controls who held skilled blue-collar

jobs worked longer on the average (U47% of the two-vear
period) than the controls who worked in other areas,
genefally there were only small differences within con-
trols in terms of Jjob retention by job type.

The number of weeks worked in post~Wildcat jobs did
not differ by job type, except in the professional/
managerial category. Experimentals (N=10) held these
jobs for an average of 42 weeks after leaving Wildcat. This
includes four men who were rolled over to Wildcat staff
after working an average of 35 weeks as crewmembers or
foremen.

D. Terminations {(Table 5)

lable 5 shows sell-reported reasons for leaving or
losing a job., Positive reasons include quitting for a
better job or to attend school;negative terminations
include incarceration, belng fired for arguing with super-
visors; and neutral reasons include loss of job due to
clrcumstances beyond the worker's perceived control;

e.g, 1lllness, being lald off, or a temporary job.%

*See Appendix 4 for a full list of reasons given for
leaving jobs. Among other reasons glven for leaving
jobs were:
Negatlive: fired--drinking, fired-~jail record dis-
covered, gquit--"mind wandered"
Neutral: quit--no future :
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Table 5

Reported Reasons Tor Terminations by Group:

Experimentals with Post-Wildcat Jobs Controls

Reasons % of all jobs® 4 of all jobs
(N=76) (N =149}

Positive - 3
Negative T 14
Neutral 20 24
Unknown 17 20

% of Jobs Lost gLy 627

% of Jobs Retained 5694 389

None of the experimentals and only 3% of the controls
reperted leaving theilr Jobs for positive reasons. Con-

trols were more likely to leave Jobs for negative reasons,

Mostf often Jjobh logs wag reporied as bein

~ o 4wy A
-1y wn uwe e ne

reasons. 1t may be that the post-Wildcat workers and.
controls tend to report more socially desirable, neutral
reasons for Job loss rather than reasons that may reflect
negatively on themselves.

Overall, controls were significantly more likely to
have left their jobs by the end of the second year (p < .01)
than experimentals with post~Wildcat Jobs.

For both controls and post~Wildcat experimentals no
relatlon was found between reason for termination, and

type of job or length of time on the Job.

*Post~Wildecat only.
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The termination data point up an apparent lack of
upward mobility on the job market lor ex-addicts; if
employees do not remain at one job, they tend to be
fir@d or laid off, and very [lew move dirvectly from one
Job to a better job. This could reflect either the
poor state of the New York City job market for ex-~addicts,
or the ex-addict's lack of previcug employment experience
and related difficulty in holding onto a job.

JO Summary

The job type data suggest:

@ As would be expected, ex-addicts who find worlk
(and only half the controls work at all each year) gener-
ally do not obtain good Jeobs; 94% of the jobs were clerical,
blue~cellar unskilled, or blue~collar semi-skilled with
the average pay ranging from $90 tc $111 per week. The
Jobs usually were entry level, with high turnover and
little advancement or career opportunity. Without ad-
ditional training or job placement assistance, these ex-—
addicts may remain at the lower levels of the employment
market,

& Jdb turnover was high; over half the controls were
fired or left their jobs during the two years. The turn-
over rate was lower for experimentals in their post-
Wildcat Jobs, but since they worked at Wildcat for a
tlme there was a shorter time period for a job loss to

ccecur,



@ The supported work experience appears to be enabling
experimentals to get higher paying jobs, Within most job
categories, experimentals recelved hilgher salaries in
post-Wildcat jobs than dld controls. Although this was
In part a function of Willdcat job placement assistance,
those experimentals who found jobs without Wildeat assistance
also averaged higher salaries than controls with similar
jobs, except in the clerical category. Overall, post-
Wildcat experimentals obtained higher paying jobs than
controls,

¢ Experimentals who worked at post-Wildcat jobs were
employed for a larger propeortion of the time on the Job
market than were controls who worked. This suggests that
Wildeat is prepafing participants to secure and maintain
enployment more successiuily than vwould be expected without
supported work, Fifty-eight per cent of experimentals
who left Wildcat obtained other jobs, inciuding 32% of
those who had negatlvely terminated,

e I, as the verification data suggest, controls are
over-reporting employment more than experimentals, then
the'employment differences between controls and post-

Wildcat experimentals may be more substantial than indicated

in thls section.



ITT, Correlates of Employment

This section will be concerned with differences in
demographic, alcohol, drug, crime, employment and work
performance bebtween successful, moderately successiul
and unsuccessful employment groups, as defined by the
number of weeks worked during the Cirst two years in
the sample.

Manhattan sample experimentals and controls with
first and second annuals were sub-divided into three
groups based on the number of weeks worked in the first
two years. This permitted comparison between the most
successfully employed group (C), moderately successiul
group (B), and the least successful group (A).

‘ Table 6

Experimentals and Control Samples
" Grouped by Weeks Vorked Years 1 + 2

Experimentals® Controls®
Iy pA N %
Group A (0 ~ 13 weeks) 20 12 97 54
Group B (14 ~ 51 weeks) 26 16 28 16
Group C (52+ weeks) 116 72 54 30
N= 162 H=179

“The N's Tor these groups are somewhat smaller than the
number of experimentals and controls that have first and
second annuals, This 1= due to missing information and a
special group of controls (IN=14) whose work is public ser-
vice and whose pay 1s 100% diverted welfare funds (WREP).
They were omltted from the analysis since their WREP work
was reguired in order to receive welfare; it does not
represent voluntary employment.



Experimentals were much more likely than controls
to have worked 52 weeks or more (Table 6), while controls
were much more likely to have vworked 1ittle if at all as
compared to experimentals., Thus, 54% of the controls as
compared Lo 12% of the experimentals have been chronically
unemployed, and T72% of the experimentals as compared to
30% of the controls have achileved successful long-term
employment, The proportion of both samples in the middle
category {1U4-51 weeks) was the same.

A. Demographic Differences

Iin g@néralg expérimentals and controls (because of
random sampling)io not significantly differ demographically
Within emplo&ment subgroups, no significant dirf-

Terences were found in terms of age, race, marital status
at Intake, and mean monthly rent at first and second vear.
Sex proved to be a significant predictor of weeks worked
in the first two years: Males in both experimental and
control groups were more likely to have worked steadily

in the first two years than females.

. Table 7
oex Differences Between Sub~CGroups
Experimentals (%) Controls (%)
Male Female Male Female
Group A (0-13 weeks) 12 23 53 78
Group B {1H-~51 weeks) 15 31 14 22
Group € (524 weeks) T4 46 33 -
Combined groups Gz4 o9 029 87
(W=147) (W=13); (W=163) (N=147}
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Table 7 reveals that THZ of male experimentals and
33% of male controls were members of the most successful
employment group compared to 467 of female experimentals
and 0% of the female controls who were found fto belong
to this same group. These findings indicate that female
ex~addlcts have greater problems in finding employment
and holding onto a job than do males.

The number of people supported in the first two
years was found to be significantly related to the number
of weeks worked for the same period.

Tabie 8

Mean Number of People Supporfed First and Second Year

First Year Second Year
Experimentals Controls 1 Experimentals Controls
Group A (0-13) 2,3 2.3 2.3 2.4
Group B (14-51) 2.6 2.7 2.3 2.7
Group C (52+) 3, b 2.5 3.0 2.8

While only marginally significant differences were found
between unsuccessful and moderately successful employment
sub-groups, significant differences were found for experi-
méntals (at first and second year) between the Sﬁccessfully
employed sub-group and the other sub-groups. For the
controls, in the second year (during which most of their
employment took place), a similar difference occurred
between the least successful group A and the most successful
group C. As can be seen from Table 8, the overall effect

1s more distinct within experimentals (p{L.Dl) as compared



to controls (p« .05). Also, an overall stetistically
significant finding (p =% .001) indicated that for both
experimentals and coﬁtrols the larger the number of
peecple being supported, the greater the number of weeks
worked in year 1, year 2, and year 1 4+ 2, Thus, from

a motivational perspective, elther larger family responsi-
bilities mean an individual is more successful at holding
a Jjob, or that once an individual has a full-time job
he/she is able and willing to take on additional family
responsibilities.

B. Employment and Job Performance

Intake data indicate that there were no significant
differences between sub-groups for experimentals and
contrels, in terms of number of months worked in the
six months prior to intake.¥ However, for experimentals
(r=.195, p&£.05) and controls {(r=.,156, p<« .05) in general,
the longer a person had held a job any time prior to
intake, the greater number of weeks worked during the
first two years. This confirms prior studies of ex-~
addict employment.#%

With respect to first and second year data, both
experimentals and controls had higher mean weekly salaries

and larger gross annual incomes the more weeks they worked

“It was also revealed that previous formal siiils training
made no difference in terms of number of weeks worked in
the first two years.

¥¥Elizabeth Kaestner (ODAS), personal communication, 1975.



during the first two years (Table 9).

Thus,

successfully

employed experimentals and controls noet only have higher

income, as expected, but alsc have better paying Jobs.

Table ©

Mean Weekly Szalary First and Second Year (8

Hirst Year. : Second Year
Experimentals Controls Experimentals Controls
Group A (0~13) 86 81 54 75
Group B (14-51) 98 83 89 105
Group C (52+) 112 117 129 121
Table 10
Mean Total Annual Income First and Second Year®
FPirst Year Second Year
Experimentals Controls Experimentals Convrols
Group A (0 -13) $2022 $o bl $24031 $2173
Group B (14~51) 2713 1889 1341 2L85
Group C {52+) L8222 3539 ] 5346 hglis

for experimentals and controls mean weekly salary was not
sipgnificantly different between unsuccessful and moderately
successful employment sub~groups A and B, However, sub-
group C earned significantly higher salaries than sub-groups
A and B (p « .01)., In addition, an overall analysis of
variance {for experimentals and contrels) of all three sub-

groups indicated a significant difference in terms of

“FPor experimentals and controls, total arnual income includes
direct welfare payments and job earnings. In addition, ex-
perimentals total annual 1Income includes any diverted welfare
monies which comprised a portion of their salaries while at
Wildeat.



total annual income (peﬂi.OOl): those who worked a
sreater number of weels earned more money, even with
direect welfare funds included in the total. Also a
Smalicr but significant difference was found bhetween
subgroups of experimentals and controls, such that
greater number of weels worked was positively associated
with larger mean weekly salaries.

Eunl

Because total annual income {igures include moniles
earned on the job plus those received from direct wel-
Tare payments, the issue of how nuch each sub-group recelves
annually from direct welfare paymencs is dmportant.
Presumably the more successiul employment groups will
receive less direct wellare monles., It should be noted
that for experimental sub-groups annuzl earnings from Wildcet
jobs include diverted welfare income pald to Wildcat.
After they had lef% Wildcat (61% of the experimentals
had lelt or been terminated from thelr Wildcat jobs after
one year) they would again be eligible for direct welfare
payments. However, 1t should also be noted that there
was no delineatlion of diverted welfare payments and salaries
within Wildcat employee paychecks. Thus, from the perspective
of the individual Wildcat worker, all Wildcat earnings

can be ceonsidered as salary, rather than a form of welfare.
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Mean Annual Direct Welfare Payments First and Second Year

First Year Second Year
Experimantals Controls Experimentals Controls
Group A (0-13) $1671 o $21h0 $236U $2171
Group B (14~51) 634 1572 1166 1630
Group C (52+) 146 1283 379 8h9

Generally, one can see from Table 11 the steady
decline of direct welfare payments received Irom sub-group
A to sub~group C, for both experimentals and controls. A
comparison of Table 11 with Table 10, indicates that, for the
unsuccessful employment sub-group A fotal annual income 1is
mostly direct welfare funds, but that Tor moderately

T 1

successTul and SUcceldo nt &
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there is a steady drop in the percentage of direct welfare
monies contributing to total annual income. It should

be noted that the general increase in direct welfare
payments recelved from first to second year for experi-
mentals, reflects‘the fact that more of thelir weeks worked
fell within the first year. Conversely for the successful
control employment sub-group C, the decline in wellare
monles received from first to second year indicates that
the bulk of thelr collective weeks worked fell within

the second year. While it should be obvious that direct
annual welfare payments received is going to be negatively
correlated with weeks worked in the same year, it was

also discovered that first annual direct welfare income
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1s negatively correlated with weelks worked in the gecond

year. Thus for experimentals (r=-.185,p« .00Ll) and con-
trolsA(rm ~.336, p el (001} higher direct welfare payments
received in the First year are predictive of fewer weeks
worked in the second. This may indicate that a major
impact of employment in general is to break the dependence
on welfare monies and make work a more realistic economic
alternative than welfare for the ex-addilct.

Job Performance at Wildcat:

Another important area of Interest is the relation-
ship between job performance at Wildeat and weeks worked
in and out of Wildecat for experimentals. Those promoted

within Wildcat worked a significantly greater number of

=2

= - 3 - o T 3 _
id these promotoed out of Wildeat,
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wecks in both ¥
This may indicate the difficulty than an ex-addict experi-
ences in maintalining a position in cutslde employment.
Those promoted early in their first year work a signifi-
cantly greater number of weeks in the second year than
those who are promoted later in the first year. This is
significant for both those promoted within Wildecat (t=
3.2?, p <.01) and those promoted ocut (t= -3.19, p< .01).
Thus 1t seems that those who fall to be prometed early on,
are less likely to succeed Iin holding onto jobs of greater
responsibility within or outside of Wildecat. This may
point to an optimum time period of supported work involve-

ment. On the other hand, ancther explanation is



that those ﬁho are promoted early in their VWildcat
careers are better candidates for long term successiul
employment to begin with, and are simply recognized as
such. No relation was found between number of transiers
during the first year and weelts worked during the first
two years.

Reasons for leaving Wildcat were examined. While
no relation was found between being suspended and number
of weeks worked in the first twc years combined, those
terminated with cause, separated, or resigned in the
first year, worked significantly less in the gecond year
than those who had not been negatively terminated {i.e,
promoted or no status change).

FMinally, behavioral performance measures in bhe
first year were also predictive of long term employment
for experimentals. Mean bonus rate® during the lirst
year was a positive predictor of weeks worked in year 1,
year 2, and the two combined. The higher the first annual

bonus rate, the greater the number of weeks worked in the

Tirst two years. Overall absenteeism rates were also
strong predictors of weeks worked in the first two years.

However, because weeks worked in the second year represents an

¥Based on absentesism and punctuality within a prescribed
bonus period.



important follow-up on performance differences in the
first year, especially for those having lelt Wildecat,

an additional analysis was made of second year weeks
worked, eliminating ﬁhese experimentals who worked at
Wildeat in the second year. Overall abcenteeism rates
proved tc be the lone significant predictor of weeks
worked in the second year for Wildcat experimentals

(r= —-.597, p<. .001).% Thus, successful employment
cutside of Wildcat in the second year was highly cor-
related with low absenteelsm rates in the first year.
This finding also held true for employment within Wildcat,
but in addition first annual bonus rates were also
highly correlate@ with successiul employment within
Wildcat in the second year. Punctuality was not found
to be significantly related tc weeks worked in the [{irst
twyo years {above and beyond the variance accounted for
by the other two variables).

C. Crime, Drup and Alcoheol Use

Turning to the issue of criminal history and its
relationship to weeks worked in and out of Wildecat, no
significant differences were found for experimentals
and controls between unsuccessful, moderately successful,
and successful employment sub-groups in terms of total
nunber of self-reported convictions prior to intake and
age at first arrest. In addition, no significant overall

retationship was found hetween self-reported number of

It should be noted that absenteeism, punctualiiy and
bonus rate are highly correlated with each other.
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arrests prior to intake, cor age at Tirst convietion and
number of weeksg worked in the Tirst two years.

Thls lack of relationship changed upon inspection of
Verifiec arrest data. Speclfically, in relation %o
verified arrests prior to intake, controls with fewer

verlified arrests prior to intake were found to have worked

significantly more weeks in year 1 (r= - .210, p< .01)
and the Cirst two years combined (r= - .172, p< .05)

(but not year 2 alone). No such relationship was found
within the experimental group.
Table 12

Mean Number of Verified Arrests Prior to Entry

Experimentals Controls
Group A (0-13) 8.8 10.0
Group B (14-51) 6.4 6.7
Group C (52+) 8.0 6.5

As can be seen from Table 12, control sub-group A had
significantly more arrests prior to intake than the
other two sub-groups (p <2 .05), which were similar.
While no such difference exists within the experimental
sample (pbssibly due to the fact that supported work
performance should nct be prejudicially affected by
prior criminal history) the findings within the control
sample indicate that the length of an individual's
criminal history may be related to chronic unemployment.
It 1s unclear at this time what the overall relationship

Ex]

between length of criminal history is with respect to



long term employment. There was no cverall signiflicant

relationshin between verilied ayrests in the [irst year

alter entry and weeks worked in the Tirst two years.

'Mith respect to alcohol uze no significant differences
were found among employment sub-groups in terms of
self-reported freguency of alcohol consumpiion at first
year and second year. In addition, no significant
relationship was found between sellf-reported frequency
of liquor, wine, or beer consumption at intake, and
weeks worked during the First two years. Drug history
and drug use presented a somewhat different picture: for
controls, no significant differences were found between
sub-groups in terms of longest period off heroin prior
o intake and age flrst addicted. No significant dif-
Terences were found in terms of self-reported general
drug use, heroln use during the first and second year,
and time spent in a treatment program. The only signifi-
cant finding within the controel sample was that 2 smail
relationship was found between m1f-reported first annual
cocaine use and veeks worked during the first two years:
cdntrozs working a greater number of weeks in the Tirst
two years were less likely to report ccocaine use in the
first year.

With respect to the experimental sample, the situation

again proved somewhat different. As with controls, no



significant differences were found between sub-groups in
terms of longest periodoff heroin, and age [irst addicted.
An interesting relationship occcurred between the time
spent in a drug program prior to intake and weeks worked
in the first two years. The less Time an individual had
spent in his/her drug program prior te intake, the more
weeks they worked in year 1, year 2, and the two years
combined. While this result was somewhat unexpected, 1t
may indicate that length of Time within a drug program ia
not necessarily related to degree of successful rehabll-
itation (especially from an employnent perspective). Thus
it may be that an Iindividual with & longer time in a pro-
gram who is referred to Wildcat may also have had a longer
history of employment fallure (from previous program reé-
ferrals) compared to those in a program for a shorter time.
Given the fact that the finding only cccurred within the
experimental sample, this may also indicate an interaction
effect between supported work (as opposed to control em-
ployment) and shorter time spent within one's drug progranm.
Those who respond well to drug treatment may also respond
well to supported work,

Experimentals who reported heroin abuse during the
Tlrst year worked fewer weelts over the two year period, than
those whe did not report heroin abuse (r= -.183, p{i,OB),
Experimentals, but not controls, alsc had significant dif-
ferences 1In overall drug use among employment sub-groups

for first and second year.
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Table 13

% Reporting Drue Abuse,® WICHin Sub~Group, First and Sccond
Year
Pirst Year Second Year
Experimentals Controls Experimentals Controls
Group A (0~13) 18 31 u5 30
weeks
Group B (14-51) 38 17 b6 39
Group C (52+) 13 17 29 22

Table 13 reveals that the highest rate of self~reported
drug abuse among experimentals falls within the moderately
successful employment group B. Also noteworthy is the
general increase in self-reported drug abuse from first
to second year. Small sub-group sizes and the possibility
that selfwrepbrted drug use may be an indicator of report-
ing behavior ratﬁer than drug abuse, make 1t scmewhat
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that the most successful experimentals, in terms of employ~
ment, report lower abuse of drugs than other sub-groups

in both first and second years.®% It may well be that the
overall relationship between many of the crime, drug and
alcohol variables, and weeks worked in the flrst two years

is not a linear one {for example see Tables 12 and 137,

*Use of any iliicit drug, excluding marijuana.

o - U

¥ Among controls, the most successful employment group also
reported less drug abuse than other controls.
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The following findings emerged:

e In terms of the percentage of experimentals
and conbrols in the unsucezsiul, moderately successiul,
and succesaful employment sub-groups, 1t seems that
Wildecat's major impact is on providing Jjobs to unemployed
ex~addicts and in so doing inecreasing the likelihood that
such ex~addicts wlll meintain stable employment for the
first two years.

e With the exception of sex, demographic differences

were not predictive ol w

©

ceks worked in the Tirst two

yvears. Female ex-addicts worked on the average Tewer
weeks than males, for both experimentals and controls.
Also, experimentals in the

iret and secon

ED:

vear and
controls in the second year, reported a higher number of
pecple supported the more weeks they worked during the
period.

& With respect to socio~economic differences, success-
fully employed experimentals and controls were found to
not only have higher annual income, as expected, but &lso
better paying Jjobs. Perhaps the most significant finding
was the expected reductlion in direct welfare payments
recelved by successfully employed experimentals and
controls. This was especlally signiflicant lor experi-

mentals in the flrst year, and remained significant

D




irn the second year. YFrom a systems perspective the fact
that experimentals received diverted welfare funds while
yvorking at Wildecat would seem to vitiate the impcertance

of this finding. However, from the perspective o the
individual experimental, who had to werk to obitain these
funds, the importance of reducing direct welfare payments

is made clear in that lower direct welfare payments recelived

in the first year was predictive of more weeks worked in

the second year. Thus employment in general reduces the

direct welfare dependence and increases The likelihood
of socio-econcmic dependence on stable employment.
¢ Job performance data from Wildcat indicate that

. 5

first year absenteeism rates ave negatively correlate
with weeks worked in the second vear both in and cut of
Wildcat, First year bonus rates were alsc independently
predictive of weeks worked in the second year for those
who remained within Wildcat. Those negatively terminated
in the first yvear tended to work less in the second year.
® Finally, with respect to rehabilitative data, the
least successful control sub-group (group & working 0-13
weeks in the first two years) had a signiflcantly higher
number of verified arrests prior to entry than the more
successTul control sub-groups. This may indicate that
the number of prior arrests is predictive of success in

the general employment market. However, no such

pattern was found among the experimentals, suggesting



that supported worlk may help overcome the stigma of
a long arrest history.

© Neo significant differences hetween sub-groups
wvere Tound in terms of follow-up criminal behavior and
alcohol consumption., Both experimentals and controls
showed an increase 1In drug use from Tirst to second year,
However, both successfully employed experimental and
control sub-groups had somewhat lower rates of drug use
in the first and second year, indicating that general
employment in ex-addicts (as opposed to supported work
in particular) may reduce drug use. In general the long
term impact of supported work does not seem to affect

criminal , alcohol, or drug use behavior above and beyond
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Iv. ITHPACT O STEADY FHPLOYMENT

v

Data from previous ssudies on arrest rates and drug
use suggest that the longer a participant spent wiﬁhin
the Wildecal supported work setting, the greater the long
term impact con rehabilitation. It might be expected that
persons terminated from Wildcat within the first three
months, when termination rates are highest, will recelve
fewer benefits from the employment experience than those
that remaln longer; supported work may not be a viable
Intervention for those that terminate early. Because &
more substantlal investment has been made in those who
remain for at least three months, it is important to under-
stand differences in the impact of Wildecat on these persons
and early terminees.

Thus, experimentals who worked continucusly at Wildcat
three months or more were compared to contrels who worked
steadlily for at least three months on one job during the
Tirst twoyears (o control for the effects of a steady
job and income).

The data for this section are based on four sub-~
samples drawn from those Manhattan experimentals and
controls with first and second annuals: &) A group of
64 controls (33%) who had worked steadily for three
montheg or more in the first two years were compared to
the 133 experimentals (80%) who had worked 3 months or

more at Wildecat. B) A group of 19 controls who had



worked consgistently at relatively well-paying positions
were compared o a group of 26 post-Yildcat experimentals

whe had done the same. The =i

N

es of these gub-samples

are different from previcusly dellined moderately successful
(sub~group B) and highly successful (sub-group C) sub-
groups because additional employment criteria were used

to zelect the samples,

A. Long Term Involvement With Vildcoat

With respect to the "worked 3 months or more'" sube-
groupings, intake data revealed few diflerences between
experimentals and controls., No differences were Tfound
in terms of sex or marital stavus. A slightly, but
gsignificantly higher percentage of the controls were
vhite as compared to the experimentals (13% of the cone
trois and 2% of the experimentals, X2=9g37, p=.,01} which
in turn had a nhigher percentage of blacks, BExperimentals
vere alsc found to be slightly older on the average than
controls (t= -~ 1.865, pqi.O?), with the mean age of experi-
mentals heing 30.5 and that of controls being 28.4. In
terms of drug and criminal history no differences were
found in terms of age first addicted, longest period off
heroin, age at first arrest, and total number ol con-
victlons prior to entry. Controls had significantly
Tewer verified arrests priocr to entry than experimentals
(6.5 for controls versus 8.7 for ezxperimentals, t= ~ 2,20

» ¢i=05) and this was also substantially lower than the
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io~eeconomic and employment data do seem to

E

volvement with Wildecat for three months

some effect in the [irst year. However,

(SN
1

tion these differences

all but disappear in the second year.

vere more open to their non-Wildcecat employers
their drug histories in the second year than con-
of experimentals saying emplcyers knew about
stories as compaved to 39% of the controls), and

yvere less open in the second year than in

between experimentals

Experi-



the first.® This may be a cumulative reasction fto the
possible discriminative policles againet ex-addicis
among outside employers. However, it may also be the
case {especially for controls) thalt respondents ave
lying about their being employed and using the "ne
emplover knowledge of drug history" as a tactic to

prevent employment verification.

Income and Rent Data
Working 5 or tiore honths

Tirst Year Second Year
Frperimentals Controls Experimentals Contrels

(N=133) (H=64) (11=133) (=64
Mean Weekly Salary $ 110 $ 115 $ 127 $ 127
M Direet Welfapeii T4 170 § 12 & 53 4 BO7
lean Direct Welfare 3 i $ 1201L 3 53 0 oufY

Payments
Mean Annual Incomew#® R £ 3003 & 452¢g & U318
Mean Monthly Rent $ 106 $ 91 $ 103 $ 109
*For experimentals, first year employment was almost

exclusively Umlmca GMDWOFWEWt ~ fthug 100% of experi-
mentals would have revealed their drug history to Wildeat.

¥As previously reported (p. 21 ) ezperimental mean direct
wellare payments increase from first to second year because

the bulk of the weeks worked are within the Tirst year:; control
direct wellare payments decrease from first to second vear
because the bulk ol their weeks worked are in the second year.

##¥Includes direct welfare payments and job earnings.
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As can be soen from Table 14 experimentals who

[
a

worlked at Wildeat 2 months or more had on the aversge
significantly lower anmual direct wellare payments
(£=8.00, p .« 001), and larger total annual income

=3,67, pwi,DDl). No sipnificant difference wasd found
between experimentals and contrels in terms of mean
weekly salary, thus lndicating that experimental-control
aifferences in terms of gross annual income 1s & function

o

of the number of weelks worked {above and beyond the first

i

3 months). Second annual data revesl that only mean dgirect
welfare paymenits for experimentals 1s significantly
Qifferent from the controls (t=2.06, p« .05), and that this
difference has aiminished considerably from the first
vear. One interesting finding was that while experi-
mental second annual mean weskly salary was comparable
to general experimental mean weekly salaries, controls
who worked three months or more ab one job had & higher
mean weekly salary than controls in general in the second
year.

The data point to one conclusion that the long-
term socio-economic impact of working at Wildcat for 3
months or more helps to reduce the expected amount of

direct annual welfare payments after leaving Wildcat.



Given the previously reported fHinding that, Tor both
experimentals and controls, the amount of direct wellare

payment in the flirst year is negat

wveeks worked in the gecond year, it is also suggested
that Willdcat may help to brealk the long term dependence
on welfare as & scurce of incoms by simply providing a
job, and by so doing increase the probability of long-
term invelvement Iin the employment market as an alternate
source of income. However, the fact that mean direct
welfare payments decreased the second year for controls
and increased for experimentals may indicate a trend

v

toward similar welfare l1lncome, since experimentals worl

controls work more weeks dn the second yeor than in the
first.
Finally, 1t was found that,in the first year,

experimentals

larger numnber

controls (2.6; t=

disappeared in the

controls

(including self).

dicate that

report supporting a

mentals

(1.6 filrst year,

report

(2.6 at first year,

reported on the average a significantly

of people supported (3.2) than did the

- 3.43, p« .001l). This difference

second year with both experimentals and

ing an average of 2.8 people being supported

Both first and second year data in-

these experimental and.control subgroups

larger number of people than experi-

1.9 at second) and controls

1.7 at second) 1.

penera
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th no sxception, rehebllitative data indicate

that there were noe differences between cxperimentals

working at Wildeat for 3 months or more and con

et
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working 3 months or more in terms of drug use, alcochol
consumpbtion and verilfied earrest alter entry. The only
signlficant finding was that 2% of the experimental
group reported having used herolin during the flrst year
as compared to 9% of the controls (T2=H,99, P .05).
However this difflerence disappeared in the second year

and is similer to overall experimental/control dilferences

in addition, both exverimental and control groups had

v

higher incidence of drug use in the second year thea

3

In the first. However this may reflect a change in re-

E

porting behavior from [irst o second mblier vhan

]

Jear,
an increase in drug use.

Discussion:

-

In suwmmary, data from the first two years indicate
that experimentels remaining in supperted work for 3
months or more show both lower direct welfare payments in
the second year and higher job earnings fthan centrols
who worked Tor 2 months. Rehabilitative variables were
net substantilally afflected by supported work as ageinst
3 months of regular work. [Further, drug use was similar
for the 3 month groups and the overall samples. Although

verified arrest rates after entry were similar for the

(')

3~month cxperimentals and all experimentals, the 3-



month controels had a lower arrest rate than the overall

control group. Since they also had fewer prior arrests,
there is an indication that criminal activity is relatved
to employment Tor ex-zddicts, but does not interset with

Fa

the impact of supported worlk.

B, Sueccessful Pest-Wildeat Dxperimentals vs, 3uccessiul
Cont“cls

2l

A second issus was that of ldentlilying, character-
izing, and comparing successiully employed controls with
successlully emploved {(post-Wildcal) experimentals. The
characteristics of successiTully employed ex-addicts were
delineated and evaluated along with other rehavilitative

variables. These successfully employed controls represent

a sub-group for whom supnported worlk does not seem to be

Twenty-six successfiul post-¥Wildcat experimentals and
19 successful controls were sgelscted Irom the previously
discussed sub-~groups €, limited to those who had worked
78 weeks or more. For experimentals an additional selection
criterion was that they had consistently worked in positions
outs de of Wildecat. Tor ccontrols, three additional people
not included in Sectlon III are included in this sub-group

because additional Information was subsequently obtained,
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Summa Ty
b LA B AL L B

Lnployaed

Mean Age

Sex = Viale (9) Go 990
Female (%) b 10
Race - Black (%) 59 57
Vihite (%) 8 11
Puerto Ricean (%) 23 22
Married - Yes 35 27
No 65 73

These data ave simllar to the HManhattan experimental
and control groups as & whole, except that successful
controls are somevhat younger than the average control

an age of controls at intale was 30.6).
£

With respect to drug hilstory no significant differences
vere found between groups 1n terms of age Tirst addicted,
longest period off heroin, and type of program referral.
These wvariables dld not substantially differ from the
groups as a whole. Reviewing criminal history data, no
slgnificant differences were Tfound in terms of age at
first arrest and total number of convictlions between

successiul experimentals and successful controls., One

[
=0
O

vnexpected finding was that the successiul exzperimentals

had., on the averare.d higher number of verified arresits



prior to entury (10.¢ as comparsd to 5.9 Tor control )
However, the estimate of the mean foy the experimental

eroup had a higher standard deviation
of the control mean (7.29 as compared to 5.07 Ior the
ontrols). Tikis reflects a grezster variability within
ezperimental verified prior arressts, and extreme values
within this group combined with the small sample size
probably account for the signilficant difference bhetween

Ead

the successful experimentals and successiul controls on

[}

pe ,05). The successlul cone

trois hed fewer pricor arrests than all controls, while

ferences were found belween
time held job and number of months worked sixz months
pricr to intake.¥®

Follow-up data again indicate only a few significant
soclo~economic differences between the two groups and
thege were for the most part limited to the first year,
No significant differences were found between experi-
mentals and controls in terms of the percentage of each
group reporting that thelr employer knew about theilr

drug problem at irst or second year. Once again there

“While small snmn1e glzes make stab
difficult to achleve, absclute difle:
larpge

ignilicance
re not
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decline

was a

employver

did know from first to second yvear and this was especlally
true for the controls (E7% of contro said employers
Lneyw sbout arug history at lirst year while 38% said
enployers knew at second year, for experimentals GOF szid
emplovers knew at second year).
Income and Rent Datay v, For Sucgessg-
iully Emploved Post-Ui and Controls
Mirst Year Seeond Year
Experinentals Controls Experimantals Controls
Mean Veekly Salary ] 121 ¢ 122 $ 157 & 1k
Mean Annual Direct
Welfare Payvments | $ 142 & 348 5 119 4 225
Mean Total Arnual
2 [ ag s & oo & o0 L s
Lncone P 50c0 B OO0 i fOOL B0 n
Mean Monthly Rent $ 121 % 72 $ 121 $ a3
The lone sgignificant difference between the fvo

successful groups yas for mean monthly

(t= - .59, p<L .001). Also mean

in the second year were marginally sign

P 4:.10) vwhich may be suggestive of a 1
iy

on this dimension hetween the two group

vihat is much more salient for successiu

monthly rent 4iff

rent Tirst year

ificant (&=
ong term difference
s.%  However,

1 experimentals

to second year

and controls are the changes [rom first
81t 1s interesting thet despite substan
income than the rest of the controls, ©
controls pald somewhat lower rsnts the
This may rellect Lhe JAJflLN?LCE“Df the v
may encour: ] s for

Succaessiul T hzrnr" ren

experimentals, however.

reliare
1 ome unemnloyed controls.

tially higher

he successiul

First two vears.
syatem which

Ls than other
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in terms of increased weekly galaries, increased total
annual incomes, and reduced direct wellave payments,

These indices all point to the cenclusion that success-~

ully employved ex~addicts continue to improve thelr
socio-economic status over time as a Tuncticen of their
steady enployvment These total income increases Ifrom

firat to se

[6)]

ccond yvear for bhotly the experimental and
control sub~pgroups arc in contrast to the decrease
in annual earnings filirst te second yesr that experimentals
and controls, in general, experience, Finally, success—
ful experimentals, as previocusly repcorted for other
groups, report a larger mean nuaber of people supported
(3.2) in the first year than do successiul controls

2.6, £ = -~ 2. 24, pe . 0B), This difference was again
limited to the Tirst year. Both sub-groups report
higher mean number of people suppoerted in the Tirst and
second year than do experimentals and controls in genersl.

Follow-up rehabilitative data indicated no significant

differences between successful experimentals and successlul
controls In fTerms of drug and alecohol use or criminal
activity in the first and seccond year. Previously
reported trends, in terms of increased drug use in the
second yesar, vere also much less apparent for these groups.

¥

These two most successlul employment groups had



2 somevhadt snaller percentage ol people reporting drug

use both Tirst and second yvear than the previcusly re-

ported moderately successiul groups.
Discuscion:

In comparizon te experimsntals and controls in
general, a) successiul experimentals had lower [irst-
year arrest rates than other experimentals, b) reported
cocalne use was lover Tor both successiul experimental
and control groups in the first year, c¢) overall drug
use was lower for successful experimentals the first
vear and Tor successzsful controls the second year.
Because the successivl group sample sizes were fairly
semall, these differences may bhe due to chance. However,
the trend of the data does indicate that these er—addicts
vihic are asble to hoeld geod jebhes for extended periods of
time also show some reduction in crims and drug use.®
It is not clear whether those who are able to maintain
steady, well-paying jobs (a small percentapge of the
overall groups) also tend {o reduce drug use and crime,
or whether steady employment results in decreases in
these indicators. In other words, there seems to be

gsome relationship, but no cause and effect 1s implied.

*Por a general @iSCU‘b on of the interactions among
employment, crime, and drug uvuse, see HIDA report dabed
1/13/76.
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V. Conclusions

The control group data cenlfirm thet ex-addicts are

on the lower rungs of the empnloyvment ladder. Those that

L

are able to obtain jobs generally {ind jobs with little

.

Tuture and low salaries:; even the most successful con-

trols had an average ennual income of less tThan $7,000.
Turnever rates were generally high, and few controls
left a job Tor positive reasons.

In this context, 1t appears that their supported

vorl experience enables experimentals to obtaln better-

s
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paying Jjobs wit of the Jjob categoriss. This is
gensrally true even for these who find pest-Wildcat jobs
on their own. In addition, experimentals worked a
greater proportion of their time on the job market than
did controls

The 9% of controls who were able to obtain and hold
well-paying Jjobs form a di&tinct sub~group of ex-addicts
apparently able vo do well without supporited work., However,
a detalled analysis of this group indicated that it would
be difficult to tdentifly them a prilori, Successful con~

trols were slightly younger and had fewer arrests prior

3
-

to entry; othervwise they were demographically similar
to other conbtrols. For both experimentals and controls,
the trend is for job retention and salary to be correlated.

That 1s, those who work most also have the highest pavipg

Jobs.
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In general, demographic variables were not strong
predictors of employment success or failure for elther
experimentals or controls, with the [ollowing excepltlions:
1) Females in both groups worked less during the two years
than males. Discussionswith drug program personnel secn
fo indicate that female ex~addicts are not particularly
encouraged by the cwunselling staff to find work, so this
finding was not surprising. 2) Among controls, the more
successful sub-groups tend to be slightly younger and
have fewer prior arrests., However, among experimentals,
neither age nor prior arrests are associated with post-
entry employment. 3) As would be expected, the longest
time held a job prior to intake was positively correlated
with weeks workéd during the first two years.

For experimentals, Job performancé data in Wildesat
during the first year after entry generally predicts
employment patterns duringthe second year, when most
experimentals had already left Wildcat., Negative termi-
nation during the first year waé assoclated with fever
weeks worked the second year, while low absenteeism rate,
high bonus rate, and promobing within or out were all
assoclated with a greater number of weeks‘worked the
second year. Thus 1t seems that those who fall in sup-
ported work also have general employment problems, whereas
those that do well also have a betlter chance of dolng

well in pest-Wildeat employment.
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The findings were inconcluslve in relation to the
impact of employment on drug and alcohel use and arrest
rates. These were similar for ecxperimentals and controls
who worked at least 3 months on a job. Drug use was sim-
ilar for the 3-month groups ccempared to the overall samples,
suggesting that supported work does not have a substantial
overall impact on drug use, even for those who remain atv
least 3 months; this 1s alsc true of arrest rates. Con-
trols who worked for at least 3 months did have lower
arrest rates than the overall control group, however, Since
these controls also had fewer prior arrests, there does
appear to be some relationship between employment and
criminal activity, but the nature of this relationship
is not eclear. The most successTul experimentals had lowver
arrest rates than other experimentals.

Rehabllitative data for the most successful groups
did Indicate that, for both experimentals and controls,
steady employment tended to bLe assoclated with lower rates
of drug use, although this does not occur consistently
in the first two years. The main point to be gathered
from the arrest and drug use data is that although employ-
ment seems to be assoclated with leower drug use and arrvest
rates, the effect 1s neither large nor consistent: not
even [or the most successlul employment groups does
criminal activity or drug use disappear, and the unemployed
controls do not have significantly higher rates of drug

use than employed controls.
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Appencix 1

~

Efforts were made to verlfly the employment of a
random sample of 50 controls and 22 post-Wildeat experi-
mentals who reported having jobs, in order to assess the
extent of overreporting and differences between experi-
mentals and controls. Verifications were made by tele-
phone.

The results were not conclusive but suggested that
controls over-reported employment to a greaeter extent

than post-Wildcat experimentvals. The malin problems was

[

hat a number of employers were not listed in telephone
directories or the information operator. Thus it was
not possible to say whether the respondents made up the
name ol an employer, or the interviewer transcribed in-
gsufficient or erroneous employver information.

Therefore a range of true employvment rates (based
on the % employed data given in Section II) was calculated:

assuming all those whose employers could not be located

actually did yeork, the maxinum verified employment rate

for the second year 1s projected at 409 for controls (8U%
of jobs verified) and 46% for post-Wildecat experimentals
(95% of jobs verified). The minimum projected rate,

assuming 2ll those whose emplovers were nch locatbed

actually did not work, was 25% for controls(52¢ of

Jobs verified), and 37% Tor post-Wildcat experimentals

774 of jobs verified).
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, experimentals had a higher

-

proportion of jobs verifled, indicating more over-reportin

o]

by controls. Takling a stralght average of the maximum

and minimum verified employment rates, it is estimated that
68% of control and B6% of experimental jobs were verified.
Additlonal employment verification studies are currently
under way to refine these estimates of employment over-

reporting.



Clerical - 40

Clerk - 21

Sales Clerk 6
Inventory (Clerk - 2
Mail Clerk - 2

Key Puncher - 1
Bank Clerk - 1
Teletype Operator -

Appendix 2A

c- 52 -

- List of Jobs Held by Controls

1

Travel Agency Clerk - 1
HRA Technical Clerk - 1

Shipping Cleric - &

Skilled ~ 3

Ship Rigger - 2
Mechanic - 1

Unskilled - 56

Trucker's Helper - §
Janitor - 8
xterminator - 7

Cook - 5

Messenger - 4

Furniture Mover ~ 4
Guardg - 4

0dd Jobs - 3

Packer -~ 2

Countermen - 2

¥ennel Cleaner - 1
Vacuum Operator - 1
Bathhouse Attendant -~ 1
Factory Worker - 1
Disco Dancer - 1
Car Parker - 1
Launderer - 1

Prorfessional /Managerial -~ 5
j=]

Counselor - 2

Accountant - 1
Administrative Assistant -~ 1
Teacher's Assistant - 1

Semi~skilled - 45

jon

Cab Driver - 7
Painter - 6
Machine Operator - 6
Construction Laborer
Welder - 2

Dress Cutter - 2
Repairman - 2

Waiter - 2

Tailor Trainee - 1
Plumber Trainee - 1
Carpenter Trainee -~ 1
Machine Shop Worker -
Brushmaker - 1
Jeweler - 1

Engraver - 1

Drawer - 1

Linemants Helper - 1
Food Supplier -~ Drive
Sheet Metal Apprentic
Aggigtant Bullding Ma
Floor Scraper -
Sound Studio Ass
Printing Press O

1

3



ck clerk - 3

1 clerk - 1

0x operator ~ 1

ist - 1

dezt intake clerk - 1

-
=
e

Skilled - 2

Il

mechanic - 1
computer programmer - 1

janitor - 13
handyman - 4

guard - 2

odd jobs - 2
doorman - 1

usher - 1

kitehen helper - 1

Professional /Managerial - 10

counselor - 3

Wildcat supervisor - 3
Wildeat interviewer - 1
therapy assistant - 1
activity aid - 1
teacher's agid - 1

Semi-slilled - 25

painters - 7

machine operator - 3
mascenry cleaner - 3
construction laborer - 2
factory worker - 2

ilm assistant ~ 1
assistant lab techniciagn - 1
superintendent - 2
landscaper - 1

community health aide - 1
corrections aid - 1
mechanic trainese - 1
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Apnendix 3

Agency Sources {or Jobs,
Controls and Post-vildcat Experimentals®

-Drug program

New York State Employment
Private employment agency
Newspaper ad

HManpower progranm

Union

Community organization

VA

New York City government agency
Fortune Society

Parole

School

- # In ovder of frequency reported. WEEP jobs not included.
In addltion, 22 experimental jobs (29%) were obtained
through Wildeot.



