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Sl~ort Term Stay Only ( con td )  - I I  - 

Age 
On 

~ m e  En t ry  
v 

19. VH 14 

A l t e r n a t i v e  I f  Date o f  
PORT Were Not En t r y  

Cour t  O f fense  A v a i l a b l e  To PORT 

Juv. H o m e  Cont inue 4/72 
I n c o r r i -  P roba t i on  
g i b i l i t y  

P resen t  Proqress & P rognos i s  

Shor t  term s tay  at  own r e q u e s t ;  
r e t u r n e d  home w i t h  p a r e n t s '  con-  
sen t .  

0. KT 15 Juv. H o m e  Sta te  Commit- 7/72 
I n c o r r i -  ment 
g i b i l i t y ,  Run-away 

Wi thdrew s a t i s f a c t o r y  8 / 2 0 ;  
AWOL. Re fe r red  h i m s e l f  to r e s i -  
d e n t i a l  t r e a t m e n t  c e n t e r .  

21. TM 16 Juv. B u r g l .  S ta te  Commit- 8/72 
ment 

Wi thdrew AWOL 9/72 

~I~. KH 16 Juv. Run- Cont inue Pro-  9/72 
away ba t i  on 

S e l f  r e f e r r a l ;  r e t u r n e d  home 
w i t h  p a r e n t s '  agreement .  

D 



A~TP~CT 

Thi~ i~ a p~ellmln~~y effor~-~ analyze .~ome problems in the evaluation 

of p ~ l ~  ~.~act in ~a general ~amework and ~ the"ap~oi£to"ioon.te~t o f t ~ e  

evaZuation of the i~paot of a l ~ t i v e  o r d i n a l  coua~, po].toCes£ e~rpeoCa].~r 

on recidivism. • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

The nature of poltoy evalnat~on p~esent~ major p~oblems~, A part£oular 

pol icy  output ~ls o ~ e n o n ~ r  one of a ~.ange of oausal  f a ~ r ~  a ~ f e o t ~ g  t h e  

Beoause t t  i~-&LC~oult~ ~o meaeu~e the p r ~ o i H  ~ o n t ~ u t t o n  o f e s o h  f a i r  one 

o~ot  d e t e ~ e  preci~®ly foe wha% rea~o~ a par4;ioular p~g~am ' ~  the ef feot  

that  ~% do~o .... Anal~e~aa~;tve r~p~nme ~o t h e . e p r o b l m ~ f  pol~y~eva~uat~on 
i 

bu% it has ,1~u ~.~m di~advantage~~nolu~ experimente~ ef~eo~--suoh as 

the "Ha~ho~me" effect and 'those p l ~ d ~ o ~  sel~,-fulfillinE prophecies and 

Critical '  au~l~fs ot .on=e~pe~ise.tal evalu~t~o.~ of the faeto~ 
! , 

that on the whole %he type of t ~ a ~ e ~ t  h a a a  major impaot, Those o f fendo~  
.i 

who a~e g~antA~d proba%ion gene~a!~r"have:j ign~f ioan~ lower ~a~e8 'of .... 

r e o i d i ~ l ~  than, tho~ewho have boen Luea~oe~tod; ~ pattern ,tendm to 

p o ~ t  ~ e n ~ O ~ o . d e r ~ e h ~ r a o t e ~ ~  and ~ ot  otten~e a ~  ~ntrol.l~o. 
T h e  8.~1s~7~;~. a l so  £n&%oa~,,%hat o~d~e~" f~#~or~ ~uoh as, type of ~ffenseo 

prior reoo~,  ra~e,- ago;" ~ ~ o ~ * ~  b i . ~ o ~  have a major :l~paot.i " Ikn~evero 

have a gz~a~e~ i~pa~% than %hese o ~ a o ~ r ~ t ~ e 8  or the type of offense.  
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H e w e v e r ; + ~ + ~ ~ , , e ~ i m ~ r a ~ e e u - ~ e r  ' these g~-~c~-In~ba~i~+~ ~ even when . . . . . . . . .  

other faeti are eontrolle~ does not necessarily IndAeate tha~ lower rates 

. Y ,  . . 

be largely" a n  a ~ a c t  o f  the  o o u ~ g l  de¢~e£on-mkk£ngo Judges may grant 

o f  ~he o f f  lender. T lms  i% i s  possibXe +.hat i t  iS tl~e of fenderee  eharac- 

terleties rather than ~he pa~ ieu1~r  t ~ n e n t  whleh i s  the p ~ r y  im- 

~ummee  oa  ~ o ~ d i v ~ e m .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ' . . . . . . .  
! , 

N~ver~heleu~ for the ~se of p~li~y ' evaluat ion and p r e s o r i p ~ o n ,  

pos.i     tb+ to 

~oor%akn which + faeber i s  ~.he~"bem~ " p r e d i e ~ r " .  ' PeX~ +ey-maker~ need t~'onnAtAon 

about ~he ~lana~y factors over Wh~eh they have some oon~l. These\"faotors 

wi~ probably give the poX~ey-maker grea~er ability ~o-aff~t %he o u ~ : ~ o = e ~ : :  

he~.~ght otherwise have~ A 'Judgeo or any other pellc~/-~k~er~ can do lit~le 

ehange anoffender°s age orb~s .number ofprlor cOnvlctions~ but he ean 

prescr ibe  .thep:~¢:L.e ~vpe 0£ t x ! ~ t m a t  • (p:robation or~incawc era~:l:on) .hLeh 

he w~ll receive; The ~$~ementa of ~Iv~= are d~fferent~or ~u.e eoeLal science 

~_.~a a~lledee~ ~ l ~ ~ e ~ a ~ ~  ~ ................. " . . . . . . . . . . . .  

An+~X~ernat~ve m e ~ d  Of ! a~alyzi~gthe relatle~ship b e ~ e e n  %71~ of 

%~ea~ent and re~idlv~sm!s conducting a eontr~IXed experiment. The Callfor~la 

Youth Au~ori1~s" ,Com~n£tyTreat~e~t Project" ~ e r l m s n t - r a m d o m l y " a ~ s l g ~ .  

after an ~ l . t i a X " s e ~ o  eenv~eted j~ve~Iles either %o an experlmea~al 

group which reeelve~ probation and In~gnslve eounse~llng or ~ a control group 

which ~m Incarcerated. After a ~follow~up + period of-~wen~-feUr mon~hs ~he 

',failume" rate  for  the ~xperimen~s1+~uP wa~ 38% and 6~ for  the conVeX grou~+~!':~+~+!ii++!~:i 
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Howevero the CTP-experiment was flawed in ~everal respe~o For 

~a~le, initial screening eliminated about 2~ percent of the eonvlo%ed male 

Juveniles (and ~O percent ef  the femal~:)~.-f~r~=~?~It~A~i~nal~zatien was 

deemed mandatory beoause they were involved in serious oases or because there 

Was eommunlty objection. This limits the breadth of the ooneluslons that 

oa~ be drawn, iThe data indicate that recidivism is less IAkely if the offende~ 

receive probatlono hut we do net know if ~hi~ applie~ to the me~t serlc~s 

offenders. .... 
- ~i' ~.' ~. ~. .. -:?i:~!~i~:i ~-:~- 

Also, because of the nab~_~e ef the intensive and speolal attention 

and supe~vlslon of the e~erlmeatal group it seems ve~y possible ~hat. its 

lower ,,fail~. ~e ~ ~.a' to soze degree a funotlen ~f experlmentereffeo~ ''~ ........ 

~uch a~ the~rb.~~"effeot and ~he"ef'feet~ of  a po~itlve selX,=£~,tl.~ili~X~'.g 

prepheey a n d p e e i t i v e  l~belingo ..... 

Neverthele~zo since the requirements of analysis seemto be different 

for pure aeelal solenee and applied e~ policy ~clal ~Ae~ee~ these ~ ~ i e ~  

tifieally flawed aspeots ef ~he CTP offer premising p e u i b i l i t i e s f o r  the 

goal of pol iey evaluat ion  and preseription~ (1) Screen out eases with 

assaultive baekg~ds0 ,and then grant probatiom to all ether Juvenile flrst 

o~ ,~de r s .  ~ e  ' ~CTP':~dioates tha t  pm~sbation leads te  l e s s  1~eeicllvlsm~ 

probation for all but those sereened ou~ by the above criteria should 

slgnlfleant~ lower the preset ,,failure" ra~e. (2) The CTp~s low-failure,' 

ra te  fo r  the experimental grip ean be u t i l i z e d  as an e x p l i c i t  and int~ 

t~onal positAve pe~Cyo A f t e r a n  ' i n i ~ a l  sereenAng Out ~ of assaultAve oaseso 

perhaps a l l  ~veaAle f i r s t  offenders should be granted probation and. 

assigned to an e~plio£tl~ aad i a t e n t t o n a ~ y  "Ha~tho~e"-and .pos i t i ve  se l f= 

f u l f i l l i n g  pzopheey" program° The e ~ t y  agents would ~atentAonally have 

Iv 



expee~atiens of "success n for these yeuths0 who also would be pesltlvely 

labelea (as ~ a- ,,~e~ta1" pa~alpaat), The CTP ~ s  ~ea~ 

that ~ eeuld elgalfleantly fewer the preseat overall ,!faLlure"-rate 

(i° e. ~ the eemblned ra~e for beth. offenders whe are granted probatlea 

without a special programa~i these who are Incareera~)o 

In a:p~i~mi~ry, fashlen~thes~eflndings~and preserlptlens are ......... 

applied te the c ~ l  eeurts ef Pit..%s~h ~ ~eapellSo This effort 

indicates that t e " e o n v e r t  t h e s e " ~ s  in~  : p e l ~ e y " ~ d s n e e  fer er~l 

eeurt j u d E e s ~ t h e  m a r j  goals el the criminal ~urt, ~add~tien te r e d u c e d  • 

reeid~vlsm, ~t be r~l~sider@~o ~ero lep hewever, a great deal of 1~e~slen 

among these geals, and there are may~ faeters, whleh affect them Whleh prebably 

are beyend the rea~ if the eeur~. " 

i " 
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~t~l reeently ~s+~ pubic dis~ss~a of ar~e prev~t~o~ has 

emphasized the highly  vlslble a~ dramatic role ef the penises The 

tragedy of Attlea~ the disturbances in mar~ other prlsons9 and the high rate 

of reoldlvlsm seem • to indicate that prisons are imperfectly fulfilling their function. 

In all prebability them~ the police bare  less impact on the extent of 

erlme tha~ de the deelslens of Judges te semtenoe "ecwvleted e~i~ 

prison or t o  let them remain free on prebation; T h i s  "~hen is a:prellmlaary 

a general framewerk 'aad •~m-the s p e e ~ i c  c o n ~  of the • evalcatlon 'of the . 
z ! 

 =pac  or  eri nax  IAai , o- 

The ~tu~e of peliey evalua~ preterites major pr~ble~sg A p a r t i c -  

u lar  policy eutput is eftea~e~ly ene of a bread range ef ~usal fetters 

affeotlng the behavior I at which %he pelicy is d l r e c t e d a ~  ~ of them are 

~t Oa e ~f r ~ e ' ' ~  C a ~ '  fae~rs of recidivism° One mast ee~s~r what 

Job opper~tles ~ a~e made available~ ceunse~, hems llfe, e%o)o ~ It is 

%~ns diffi~llt%~ measure the pre~Ise ¢ ~ n t r i ~ t t e n  of "each fae~er ~ e  

o f  the pr~bl~m' ef ~nl~%colllnear~ty. ~ v a l ~ o ~ s  that  '~n~de~ that. :the 

programs ~ . ~ < e ~ i d ~ f e ~ o e ~  i~r: be 1,az~ely the result eft.he preble~ ef  

p~sslble to precisely measure it ~ as dis~ulshed frem ~ e  effect ~ef other ~ 

i ~ t e r r e l a t ~ i  fac.ters; l~wever~ the f ~ e n ~  i absenee ~e fa  s a t i s f a c t o r y  " ,~i .... 

sedum%on . to  t h e m ~ d L t A c e l l l n e a r i ~ s h ~ I d  lead e n e t e  be mere eantloua in 

rejecting a pol~cy pregram. 

There are  .two major ~respenses r e  this p r e b l e m i ~  p e l i e y  evaluation° 

The first is the use of regressien ~is, which is designed ~ separate 

• viii .... 



: . ! 

effects ~n ~tAvarlate situations° Regression analysis h o l ~  several 

variables constant to asoertaln the independent effect ef another varlableo 

~t', however, the variables are highly c~rrelated then it is not useful. This 

problem is  ~ultloolllnearlty in its extreme. . . . . . .  

~ - a X t e ~ . T e - . z m s p o ~ s e t e  these pr~b$e~ of  pol icy  ev~uat~en i s  

but £~ ,.has ~ £ t s ~  d~sadv~ages° .They-su_~er lh~m such e~pe~tmarS~,en*- 

effects as ~he-"Ha~rne,' effect  (the subject acts dAfferently 

selely~ became they a ~ - i n  am e ~ p e ~ t )  and these+ produclng self~fulfilllng 

propheeAes arid Imbed .az~dem~trabed in Robert R e s ~ i o s  L ~ b ~ r a ' ~  3' " 

a~t e ~ o a t l e m a l  i~vestlgatAOmSo A third +me~oc~131~t~O~+ J ~qd ++ ~ @ r p ~ v @  

probl~a: is-the initial selectlen ef the population from whi~ the ~ontrol 

and experimental groups are o~san°  This problem ef selection bee.~mes a 

constraint onthe gene~alAty of the oonolusiens + drawn from-the ex~erlment°- 

Crimea1 s ~ . s i s  e f  ~ e ~ e ~ e r ~ a ~ l - e ~ a l u a % i e ~ s  ~f  t h e f a ~ s  

shaping recidiv!smo t n c ~  alter~atlv~e sentencing pO:Ltcieso. ~ULeat~s 

that  on ~bewhole t h e  ~ype e f  treatment ~ha~ a major i~acto Ont~e-wbole 

those oi~l'ende~swbo are ~ d  probation geaerally have sigalfioantly 

l~3mrer rates  of  ~ o ~ v L e ~  ~ m  those wb= have been in~z~era'cedo This pat~z'~ 

g e ~ e r a l ~  t e n ~  ~o ' per s i s t  when offer~er ohaPa~+ePis~es a n d r e  of effen6e 

of cf feMeo .prior rmooz~clO race, age~ and n~ee~c~es blstery also have a 

major tspact. He-ever0 with a few e~cept£ens the ~ e  o f  tmeatms~t preso~ibed 

177 the+ ~dge-S~mS t o  have a g~ , , te r  i~zpact than these ehaz~oteris%ios o r  + 

the t ~ e  of offense. ~+ 

~x 
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Hewever~ Ickier recidivism rates for those granted prebatlon~ even 

when other factor8 are .~trolled, does not n e c e s s a r i l y  Indicate that the 

lower rates are a speoiflo fumet~en of this We o f  treatment. - Instead0. t h i s  

relationship may be la~e ly  an  artlfaet of the court's deoisien-~tng 

process. It is possible that these, granted probation have Iower-recidivism 

rates because (a)thoseIndlviduals with "favorable" characteristics and " 

offenses (e~g., the-absence ef a prior record) are generally granted probation 

by the courts, and (b) those Indlvidnals with these,'favorable,.-~eharacter- 

is~tcs and offenses are most l i k e l y t o  have lower recidivism rateso ~ Thus It 

is possible that It is ~the offenderls eharaoteristlcs rather than anything 

inherent in thetype el treatment~ or anything inherent in beinggiven ene~s 

freedom when proba-tlon i8 gra~tedo That is the primary influence on recldivism. 

Nevertheless0 for the purpose of p o l i c y  eva lua t ion  and p r ~ c r i p t i o n ,  

this possibility may not be fully ~elevanto For this purpose it is Irmufflclent 

t~ sinq~ly ascertain whloh factor is the ,,best predictor,,. P~liay©makers need 

information aboutthe explanatory factors ever which they have some control. 

These fac~rs may predict an outcome less perfectXyo b u t  t h e y  will probably  

give the  policy~mak, or  g r ea t e r  a b i l i t y  to a f f e c t  the  outcome° A Judge~ or  

a~V other poli~maker0 can de little to, change an offender,s age or his 

i number ef priorconvlctlo~s~ but he canprescrlbe the preelee tYPe of trea%~ 

sent (probation or incarcera~en) which he will receive° ~he re~air~m~Lg~ 

analysis are dlfferent for pure se~_~olenee land .a~Dlled ~r ~li~v s~i~ smlenee~i 

X 
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An a~%eraatlve method ef a n a l y ~  the r e l a t i e ~ h i p  b e ~ e e n  ~ p e  ef 

trea~ae~t and recidivism is c~mdne%Ar~ a cen~r~lled experlm~nto: The Califernla 

after an initial s~re~ e~nvicted juveniles ei%her~i~ ~ an e~/imental 
/ 

group which receive~ probation and. intensive ,.ceunselllmg er %o a cemtrel grmmp 

which IS In~reerated~ ' ~fter a f~llc~:u p period ~ef ~wen~©fe;~ r" ~ a ~  the 

"failure" rate fo~ the  e~erlm~tal gr~p was 38% and 61% fo~ ~ ~n~l 

group ° : ...... " ....... 

Hewevev, the CTP e ~ e r i ~ e n t  see~  te have been f l a w ~  i n  several 

significant ~eCtSo Fe~ ~le~ i~Itial r 8 e ~  ~ el~ted abeu% 25 

e r  

where i~stlt~tlem~IAz~t~n-was d~e~ed mandatery because they were involved in 

seriems assaul~v .e  ca~es or Because there was ~mmunlty ebjeetieno This 

clearly l i m ~ s  the geme~ality eZ:the ce~elmsleas"that ~a~be drawn~ These 

data indlca~e that re~Idivlsm is less-llkely if effendere ~ecelve-pr, batAe~ 

but we do net know if this applies ÷~ the mDst serious effendere° Alse~ 

because efthe nature ef theintenslve and speolal a ~ n t i o n  and"supervielen 

ef the expe~im~tal g~oup i% seem very possible the% i~ Iower-:"failure,, 

rate is to seine degree a ~ e t i e n  of e~srimenter effee~ s'~eh as t h e  "~rne',~ 

labeling° An addltlenal flaw in the CTP s@~.. t~ have ~n %he:~t~ 

selectlen ef %he pepulatien frem which t~he ~z~erlmentaland centrol groups 

were selected : the 'subjects were. chesen .from areas which did net represent ..- 

a full cross-sectlen ef characteristics. Fer axample~ there,were few blacks and 

few subjects frem large industrialized areas. 

Nevertheless, since the requirements ef ~Xyelm seem to be different 

fer pure social scle~e and a~lied~'er percy soelal eele~ee~ these 

xl 



sclentlflesll~ fl~wed aspens of the CTP offer quite pro m~slag ~eslbilltAes 

fer the goal' of Pollcy evaluation and prescrlptien: (i) Perhaps. the initial 

screeaing peln~s~te a general policy prescription: Screen out cases with 

assaultive baokgreunds~ and the n grant probation to all ether Juvenile firs% 

offenders. ~ . e  CTP Indlc~te~ that probatien leads to lesslreeld~vism~ thus 

pTebatAan for siX but these screened out by the above e r i ~ A a  ~eheuld 

s i g r t £ ~ o a n ~  lower the present  "fai~" rate. • (2)Perhaps ~@,~slbi~tty . 

that the CTP's low "failure,' rate far the ~ ~ t a l  greu~ is to same 

degree the function ef experimenter effects can be utilized as an explicit 

and intentional positive policy. Indeed. though it is a rather bold policy 0 

after an initial screening cut of assaal~Ive cases, perhaps all ~j~le first 

offenders should be granted probation and assigned to anexpllcltly and 

~utentianal~* "HaWthorne " and ~p~sitive self=fulfilllng prophecy" pregra~o 

The c~mnmmlty agents would inte~tlonally have expectations ef "success" for 

these you ths~ who also would be pesitlvely labeled (as be~ an "experlme~al. 

partlc!pant). The CTP findings indicate tha~ t h i s  could sigalficaatly lower 

the present Overal!"failure,, rate (i,e.~ ~he combined rate for be/~h offenders 

who are granted probation without a special program and these who are in- 

carcerated). 

In a prel iminary fashion these f indings and p r e s c r i p ~ n s  are applied 

te the criminal' courts of Pittsburgh: and MAnnaapelis. Thls: effart~indlca~es 

that t~ convert these findings in~. pelley guidance for criminal coat% Judges0 

the ~ goals of the crimlmal court, in addition ~ re&aeed reeldlvlsm~ must 

be c e 1 ~ s i d e r e d ;  . . . . . . . . .  

• A ~ of the m a j a r  findings and some of the ~ p l i o d  rocemmendations 

o f  the  a n a l y s i s  and e x p e r t m e n ~  reviewed ea!a be statedo~ • For many per~enSo 

especially these w i t h  c e r t a i n  "favorable. characteristics (e.go0 the absence 



efa prior record)° pr~ba~iem can reduce the recidlv£m rate ~e approximately 

33 per ten@. The ~erlmemt indicates: that for m~st perm~rm, pr~batlen 

ale~g with i~te~Ive ~ :rand speclal at~tlon can-reduce Tecldlvi~m" ~~8 per 

cemt, F~r most ce~icted fele~s~ ~erefore, the type of treatment makes a 

signlflca~t ~tfferenCeo For other fe~enmo hewever~personal characteristics 

and the nature of t~ei~ eff~a~e seem mere imp, rtanto- The Ir~lueaoe of 

prebatlon 'en~recidlvlsm is thus f a r  from ~tal~ but it is clear that 

ledge ef ~ecldlvism ra~es mssecla~ed ~ith specific offenses and parti~ 

effemder characteri~tlcs could beef ~Iderable practical value to judges 

sentenclmgo 

On t h e  ~her hand~ it namt also ~e emphasized that even among 'p~ 

~i~ner~ there ~ a reci~iv~m ra~e eZ apprexlmately 33 per ce.t: 

Zi~e r e ~ ~  a ve~ .~e m~ber ~Z ~a~vi~Is ~d cr~, andi% 

as well as ~the fact that prebatlonerm recldlvate l~s than these whe are.. 

incarcerated~ ~zst be taken into acco~u~ in designing sent~,cLng p o ! i c i e ~  ~ 

b a s e d  upon t h e  f ~ d ~ r ~ s  e f  soc ia l ,  s c i ence°  ' .... 

There is cer~iderable te~slen among the goals of t h e  c r ~  c~rts. 

as ~ually is .the case with basic i~tA~tlenal geal~ and vaXUeS o ~ ludeed~ 

few i~po~tam~ goals and values i~ seclety can~be slmnl~eously ~zedo 

It i s  this teflon which makes a co~Ideration of ~r, he~e goal~ and values 

so Zaeelmat~ ~ and pe~l~o However~ la ter~s of the si~le ~ealof • 

reduced  rec id iv i sm9 th~s study has at~ted te :offer mere e~irlcal 

guidance to decision m~kez~ and pol icy,  evalua~r~o Yet te aahleve %hls 

goal. p e l i o y  makers n~s t  'aloe ~l~k beyond the criminal court~. As this' study 

has indlcatedD factors ether t-hart cou~t decisians also have a major impact 

on recidlvi~o The c ~  cannot and p ~ b a b l y  sheu3~l r~% affect these 

f a c t o r .  

zill 



CHAPTER i ~ NON=ZXP~IMZNTAL ANAL~ AND nVALUATION 

D~Ing the past few years there has been a refreshing wave of stndles of 

the relmtiorL~hlp between policy inputs end outputs in American urban and state 

polltlos. ~ The r~ader is referred to articles in the bibliography by l~lmon (1968), 

Jamb Vines (1965), Jacob lipoky Z vin and end Winters 

(1970) which cite and discuss tinny" of these recent studies. In addltlen~ for an 

analysis of the impact of recent Supreme Court deolsior~, the reader should 

examine the artloles by ~ir (1970), Wasby (1970) and Becks (1969)o These studies, 

have attempted to go beyond the analysis ef the pelitical processes of a unit of 

govezu~ment~ %o analyze its rel~tienship and that of ether factors such as sooie- 

economic chsracterlstlcs to the policy outputs of that unit. They have gone beyond 

~he analysls of ~ho governs? '~ to the analysis of '~hat difference d.es it make who 

governs?" and ,hvhat difference de certain socic-economic c~aracteristlcs make?" 
L 

(Wilson~ 1964z 133). In ether words, what are the consequences of these inputs for 

the. l~fe of the average citizen? These consequenc~ have been analyzed in terms ef 

the policy outputs and services of these governments in areas such as edueatien0 

welfare, criminal Justice, planning pregrams~ and gemeral social welfare measures. 

(For a mo~e complete description of this approach, and its theorQtioal inter~ 

pretat~ons~ see David F~ston0s Pelltical Systems and Levln, ferthcomlng~) 

As the logical conclusion of these studies and the Inpu~output framework~ 

policy analysts ought to evaluate the impact or outcomes of these policy outputs 

and thus attempt to discover their ultimate consequences for secietyo (For e0mmple, 

in the area ef input-output analysis of cemparatlve politics, Pennock (1966) argues 

that an approach that focuses on "o~toemes" (the ultimate consequences for society 

of poRicy outputs) "deserves a certain 

=Portions of this report appeared in  .Pol icy ~valua~ion and Recldivism", Velo 6, 
~ ~9~ ~ (August 1971), pp. 17~ttT~ "Crime and PUnishment and Social 



pr~orlty,, because "~e tesl; of a~ :~ in terms ef wha. t p .~eduoes seems te 

direo~ed. 8eeend, the knowledge ~f  the  precise, degz~e ~ w ~ O h  each e f  the 

eatusal fao~,~:z~ of  zeo~.cttvlmm. :A Judge,. ~ram~ o't~er i0o'~o7,;miker~oam do 

which he will ~ecelVeo: A~so0 it is dlf~oaXt te as~a the preo~so 

degree '~whioh each of :~h~e causal fao~era:affeO~s .reoidiv~ma ra~m. I t  

is especially d i f f i c u l t  ~ asoe~tala the pmeol,se"deg~-"~ :w~ch omim£mal : "  : "  

ce~rt s e ~ c t ~ g  decisions ai~ec~ ~em~ !: .... ... i ...: ..!.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  

• The thizd pt,~blem in the ~tzmi-e ef  ~ l l o y  "eva1~mtlon: is that ~e 

~ange e l  C~Asal factors ~s typioal~y broad and ver~ :ee~mpl~ ~" of ~e~ 

~ ~ ~-~h~. o,a~-~, ~,.i ~,~ p.~:,~~: ~"o~ ~- 

~G ~e~eral p~em , ~ . l e h a ~ s ~  wh~  seine er a l l  of the e ~ ! a ~ t e r y  

va~ables :  i n - s - ~ l ~ t ~ o n  are ~ t ~ o o r r e ~ ' c ~ t .  I t  then becomes v e ~  d.ta=, 

flc~At, ~f net im~sslble0 to dls%i~guAsh and aseu8 their preolse zelatlve 

effects on the depe~ent variable. 1 
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There hsve been ~wo major responses te these problems in the 

evaluation of p~licy , : ~ a ~ .  The flr~t "has ~een evaltta~ion by %he use of 

z~gress£en analysisw hioh i s  designed ~ pz~dlc~ ei~'ecd~:in 'a nml~va~late 

si~tlon. Controlled e~er imenta~en has been the second respomSeo 

...... In pxOAnolple0 ro~x~ss~en analysis oan hold Seve~tl ex~lan~y 

variables ~ n s t a n t  to asc~r~in'the independent effect of a~thervarlable. 

In pra~tA~e~ h~wev~ IfIs only as effec~Ave"as the -a~"ef":the data 

alle'r~. ~ ~heec~pla~atery variables" a~ehlghl~r eer~elate~ (£;e~, nmlti~ 

c o l l t n ~ r ) ,  thin it is very d t fRou l t  for  z~g~eesisn ~ ~  i asess 

the ~e~i~e ~n~ib~tlen of each ef these v a ~ b l e s i :  '" . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

' The 0~I~ R~t (~966)is a classic £ 1 ~ a ~ o n  of  this  ~ 

pr~bl~ ~n p~li~y evaluation. It found that dlffereneesin family back= 

grounds of studen~ ac~unt for m~uh m~re varla~e~ in achlevae~t tham de 

school diffe~e~Ce~o However0 th~ aaalysis has l~e~-oz~tio!zed for greatly 

the  f..sah.1 q=u : 

from 'thediff£cul~ in assess!~ the relative c~n~t~-:l~tIL~Im of family back= 

ground a~d s~heol quality. This etff~alty is a predict ef the high 

eo~re la~ ionbe~een  the explana~ex~z vaz~tabless Gcedhom~ and geed s o h ~ l s  

to  oc~ ~gothev and weak homes and weak schools ~ to eoeur tegethero 

In 8hor~ ~eg~e~s~on analysis is only e f f e e ~ v e : i n  ass ess~nE the 

proviso c~nt~L~ution of several explanatory variables  i f  %he ~-a1~ 

,,£n't~r'nal.,ly" o.nt~o11~d" (L;e.,  ~ i f  th~ Isa g~ deal ofind~t 

v ~ a ~ o n  ~ the ~xplanato~yvariables). S tga£f~o~ l~ ,  m l ~ o o l l £ n e a ~ t y  

~tso w e a k ~  ~erences  based on cmss-tab~latisns. 3 Thus, mnlti~ll£~a~ity 

puts analysis and evaluation "in the "stat~s~.cal pest t~n of not b e ~  able 

t~ make br£~wlthout s~aw. (JoI~a~ten 19638 207)., 

3 
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~t ~t be ~eted, however,, that ~ l ~ e ~ l l A n ~ t a r i ~  is a statistical. 

ra~her ~ "a ma~h +smatioal cendAtten.: Thns, one should ~,. in terms of 

the p ~ b l ~  ~eve, zi~y rather than its existence or men=existence. ' ~I~, 

despite its f~equent premenoe, espeela~ i~ ~el~oy data, mnXt~eelllnearity 

is ne£thera~.~ aye ~severe r~r alway~ pPes~m~t. 'Farrar and GXaubner (£967s 94) 

sagge~t ithat ~he p~+eblmu bemmm~ severe when the ex~Wzy va~abXm are 

~t ~mt ~m+~m~ ~t are ~ h£gmy o+P~ela~(e.g., S~m~ter than +'7~), 

when it is diffi~t ~r ~ib~e+ ts obtain the  add~tlenal i ~ femt ien  to 

mit iga te  ~ high ~te~c~rrelatlen, an~ when in ad~t~n %o these 
r 

cond.~ons. .~mm are: : ~  the,  '~entW" ~ ' ~  points°  :: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

The +mine ef m++Iml m¢i+em~umts ~e .the pre~La  ef mnltloelllneari~ 

g~er~ Is u ~ a ~ i ~ f a o ~ z '  +~ecla~ fe~ ~e pur~. es ef pelAoy 'eval'aa'~5.on+ 

They aXmost exc~ive~v ~gge~ ebtair~ a&Ittle~ da~a whiah hepei~ 

i~ the m~ia~ ~z~e given by eeenometrlelans su~h as Jehnsten~ 

Fa~a~r, and Glaubnero ~ .T~m S~x+a~gy:has ' led them to ~e<~AentXy....use cress+ 

eeO~on~ over. ~se~t~s .data w ~  ~as:a rash! ~r~fema~enal c~nteat~ ~mzl - 

they have apparently been suc~sfmX at times in ~ l n g  the preblem ef 

mnltlcolllnearltyo See f+r exile Prals and ~euthakker (i~5)o Meyer and 

Kuh (19~?)+. Or~u+t (i~61)+ and S~ne (19~+); F~re ~ormatieamay~e:a 

suitable a~tra~t ~lu~Aen ~ ,~e preblemo b~t + it i+ e ,lien ~ u £ ~ a b l e + f e r  
, . +  

real=world pol~oy ~aluatleno Y.udeed, problems in  rm~experlme~tal data 

eme, h as m~t~e~m~rity were l~g everXeeke8 bee~ase the souree of 

stat&s~+al am~lyses, suoh as re~ression and erosm-tabal~e., was the 

cent~ened ~p~ of the l&berat@ry experlm~%o ~aere. unlike the reaX werld9 

variable8 man be manipulated :se t~atthe ma~Jer explanatery faeters under 

s~ operate Indep~nd~t~ of one another (~0~look, i~3~ 233)' The world 



simply seems te be me~e cem~le~ than additive me&~ euggest,~ Pelley clatao 

esl~oia~ly, ~ often seem te  be se co~lex and ~ t e r ~ e l a t e d  tha t  adcRtieaaX 

variati~ among :~he . e z p ~ t ~ y  variabXes sim~ly does net exist. ..... Aga~n~ the 

C~lemax~ Rep~z~ • (~.966)is illue~tx~tlve. It was based en an eztmmely large 

national s~Xe (3,155' sohos~"and ~68.000 ~ ~ ) ,  but: ~sdid net mitigate 

the o~r~l~n be~en-~he e::~:p~to~ varlabXes. T~ are slm~Xy 

f ~  ~eses e f  seed ~omes a~dweak scb.~e ls  er we~ heeemaz~ seed s o t ~ e l ~ ,  evea 

in a nat£e~ s ~ e y ,  " ' ......................... 

~. X r ~ o  even ~eeme o f  ' ~ e  who s ~ e s t  a d d i t ~ e n a l  data~to  ~ t t ~ s a t e  

the m~tAcel~eari~y pr@blem admit +~at frequentXy lt"~ net ia possible 

molutiono For exile+ FarraP and Glaubaer admi% "A~nitlens ~hat+new 

data, er addl ~nal a ~ £ufox~a~Aen, are ~ t,e bream the m~ti- 

Ce11Anearlty ~deadleok are hardly reas~, for ~e gap be~een Inferma~en 
' i 

on ~ a ~  + ~ o ~ t A o ~  ~ ~  ~ e s ~ t a  a ~del  ~ + ~ s e  ~ eZten 
. +  

t,mmeA,~.se.,, Fa:t,~ar-ond Glaub~er, (J.967'~ 96)0 Si,,d..l:ar],y J. J~ohnsten oem.t:Leeus 

"the z~medy l,~Lee; essent ia l ly  ~ the a oq'~i.sLt.tonO ~ ~ ~  ef new data 

whioh w i l l  break the . m l t i o o ~ z ~ . t ~ -  deadlock", Jehnsten, (1.963i ~0~) 

" Fax~' and G~autmer de, hew ever. go on ~e S~gsest seine m~1~ .... 

pal~a~ves s• Z'aey sugges~ a "specifioatAsn" and ..~./gaestAe a~reaahwh~ch 

(a) focuses ~u the "ezlt~oal varlab~es.~ (b) ~lera~es ",~l.~to~11i~earit~ 

among '~e~o~Itioal" varlables~ (o) seeks ad~i~leaa~ Infermat~on for the 

."o~ItAoal variables ~ if they -a~e affeoted by ~R~Aeel]£ne~. 

(d) u ~ z e s  dla~s~.Ic~ ~ deve1~p the add~lenaX i]s~er~a~Len: .~r~e~tra~, 

integrity ever an-e~ire se~, admi~ed~, re.tea beth oem~le~ epeolfloatlon 

and In~e~ erthogo~Xityo Oae ~ t  ob ~n reIAabXe ~tima.~es for am 
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enti~e n ~ ~ l e ~ l  ~ t h e m ~ s 0  ~ fewer than a s i ~ a n t  ~ u ~ s l e ~  e f  

• n d e p e n ~ t  v a ~ a t i e n ~  Yet 'al!  var iab le s  are s~ldom ~ '  ~ ~ t o .  o 

T h ~ s ~  q u ~ L ~  ~ z ~ u a ~ l y  focus  on ~ r e l a ~ v e l ~ r s m a l l  port ion  o f  an 

inde~endent v a ~  s~to ~ .Only one - er  a t  most two o r  throe  ~ s t r a t e g i o a l l y  

,Lmportant~ax~Lables are o x ~ k n a ~  p~t ~ a regres~Lon equatien. " W ~  

complete speciflea@Ion and detailed ~ght into I the l o e a ~ n a n d  pattern 

ne~rL~oa~ variables can Be tele~atedo 8~euld orLti~al variables also 

b~ affected. ++ a d d ~ l e ~  infermatlen te p ~ d e  ceeffleien% estimates e t ~ e r  

fer the e~ment~al va~ablem di~e~t~, or for those me~be~-s of the se% on 

for the pattera ~f in~rdepe~da~ee that ~adermln~ the experimental ~ t y  

ef  X pe~n~L~ ~ c h  infer~a~L~n te-be developed and app~Ltedbeth fz~ga~.y and 

do 

a so lut ion  of  the  p~bl~m. Far~ar and Glaubner a~e st~ll ~Iz~d~ to rely 

en ,'addit~enal i~fermatien,' for th~ c~Itlca~ varlab)~s. As ~s paper has 

a~Aedo anda~ Faz~v~r and Glauhn~w indi~tly e~a~e in the pre~ec~Lng 

paragraph, such information f~quently does net ex~s~ in pelley datao The 

d ~ a ~ e s ~ e s  that t h e y  I ~ u ~ : ~  de not  o b v i a t e  t h ~ s  p~bXe~  and in  a remea~eh 

si%uat£en they are at best em~ya p~ce to begin to deaXwith the problem° 

Indeed, Farrar a~d Glau~ner a~e ferced to eenelu~e~ nit would be pleasant 

te  cenelude on a i " ~ e  of tr~u~h~ha% the p~blem has been s o l v e d . . . ~ o h  a 

t e e ~ '  eXea~Xy~ weuXd be misleadi~go Diag~esls~ a l ~ u g h  a necessary 

flrmt m~ep, deem not ~ c~we; °-°The d~agnos~Acs described here ref~er the 



Their assumption that theoretAcal questions ordinarily focus on a 

small perti~n of the indepeudent variable set is another significant weakness 

in Far.at a~l Gla~bner~s euggestionso Indeed. in the evaluation of oour t  

pelleies~'that is. oarrIGd cut in this p&per~ one of the major prebl~as of 

analy~is"i~:the large r~mber of ,,oriti~al v~r£ables, invelved~ . . . . .  

The e x p l a n a t i e ~ s  ~ g iven  f e r  %he h~ere~fo re  inadequa te  a t ~ e n t t o n  g iven  

te the preble~~ef nn~eellinea~ty seem ~ indicate that the preble m is 

precisely ~ ~ctlen of the con~le~ity of the real wor ld .  ' Meet suggest 

that pzebl~ pz~sent~d by none~per~Xmental data were leng overleeked because 

~he source of sta~8~al ~alyses, smch, as~regresslon and eross=tabulatlon, 

was. ,'the-.c~ntTelled woful ef the hborabry we~t. l~r example, "Theoretical 

statlsticlans, drawing their training, experlenee, and data from the controlled 

world of the laboratory ezperlment~ are netloeably Imln~rested in theproblea 

of multicelllnearity altegethero" (Farrar and Glaubner, po 95~ He Blalock0 po 233o) 

Indeed, as Blalock poln~s ........ 

out. by ~ent~ast te nene~perim~ntal or real world researohers, those 

werk ing  with ~iments 'a~e able re manilmlate thelrvarlables so that the 

maJer ec~lanat~r~ f~c~e~ +~ler study operate independently of one another° 

".'Fer e ~ l e ,  they  may make use of twe~way analysis of varlanoe 

er some mere cem~le~ design invelvlng equal numbers of r e p u t a t i o n s  i n  a ] l  

subcellso Rand~mizatien may thenbe used te previde assurance thatat least 

s.me ef the additional l:~ unme~ variables operating W i l l  affect the 

dependent variable independently of the faete~s under st~o', (Hlaleck. 

I063: 233). l " . . . . .  

a multlcellAnearlty deadleek which in practice cannot be elthe~ by addltAonal 

? 
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Inferma%len er by ~he use ef ~iffe~ •Sta~.~Aoal metheds (Jehns'~n~s 

cencluslen is le~s pessimistic ~ d  far=reaching tha n the erie reached here). 6 
~'~,. . • . 

Tukey s s eenol~s~en based- on a &~s~slen of" beth ~eg1~sslen and path 

ceeffiolen~s i~ ','The ~bl~ i s  h~ghly cemp!~ and p e r l ~ p s " ~ t  capable ef 

yle~ ar~. sa t i s fac tory  s~lutlen" (T~key~ ~95~)o "~reeVer, mmlt~c@ll~arlty 

seems t~ have sp~c~a~ "~e~ec~ence~ for i~cry evalna~whieh have been  

over1~ekecl by even-the ~m~.~ oa~ anal~s~;o Fer ey,~mple~ Hhl~ckSs ~ne~ 

~dys~s eZ the p~blem :el mlt~c~lli~£ty is ~ne elthe f~:that m~ly~ 

sc~nt~ts~s. " ~e~ze~beless, he does ~t"Ctts~s its c=~eq~moes fer l~lioy 

~ellent a~TsS~; of metheds ef ~ ~  data a ~ i s  ~IJa pel~1~%eal sclemee 

peints e~t seine consec~ce~ of mltlcolllnoa~i~y but ~t fer pelley evaluatlen. 
'c 

In p¢]~%~ ev~l~atien~ the. p r e ~  :~ questien is ef%en .ez~y one ef 

several fao%e~ a~ect~ the be~vier at which it ~ is ~ec~o and e~ 

these f a e ~  a re  h~ghly ~1~t~lated. ' A program may have an ~effeet~ but 

because ef ms!tlc~~ri~y it may net be pess~hle te measuA~ .It precisely 

as'dls~she~ f~em the effect ef ether £ n ~ r c e ~ ~ d ,  fac~rSo .Thus~ 

when evaiuatier~ of specific p~grams ~nclude ~hat the p~gr~ make ne 

~f fe r ence  (eogo, crime and delL~quen~ rednotien pregrams' ~ Ope~atiea Head- 

s~r%p a~ ether ~empensate~ e~Acat~a pregrams). This ceneluslen may be 

largely the result ef the problem ef mltleelli~earlty; 

Fer example~ this Is the cen¢luslen ef Miller (fox~hcom~-ng) sen- 

ce~nlng the effeet of:almest all programs te send.el and prevent delin- 

quency, including detached werker prepares. ~larly, after analyzing 

the verieus erlme prevention and rehabilltatien programs undertake n thus 

far" ~tanten Wheeler and his asseC£a~es eencl~e. ~ "As ef .ew, there are ne 
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demenatrable and proven metheds far re~c~ the incidence ef serle~s 

delinquent acts ~rough preventive er ~ehabi~ItatAve preC~o F~ther 

the d~cr!ptlve kn~ledge has~-n,t been translated In~ feasible aetien 

programs,-er the prepares have net been suoeessf~lly ~Xemented~ er if 

~lemeated~ thoy" have" lacked ~valua~en~ er if evaluated~ the results have 

usually beom neggtlvel and in the fGw ca~es ef ~Jperted posltlve results~ 

r~li~:~i:~n s have bee~ lacking,' (Nilsen~ 1967~. 73), 

~-• A~ter .~urveylng~varle~ efferts at-c~ensatery educatAe~, the 

UoS. Civ~l R~ghte C~zi~si~n (1967z138)' seid ~nene ef the pregra~s appear 

have rai~d ~i~If~y the g~hlevement of partlc~pa~Ing pupils; '~ 

There have b~en si~lar ~udles ef Operatic n Headstart~ ,whlch have had 

sim~lar cenclus£en~. (Wem~h~se Learning C~rp~eratlen~ndy~ ~ ~969~ 

.~ans, i~69)° ~ ~st ef ~he~e studlee have been saldte have serious 

 eth a®legic l ii tt ti,    ferr g eh e  eetiem  

te the prebiem ef mu~ti~bli~ear~tyo A1~e ~e! C~hen (19~0s 8, 23~2/t)fe~ 

an ~a~Tste ef ~re ~c~mt eval~atle~ e~ ,~Title I ~ p ~ g r ~  which reach, 

s i m i l a r  ce~cl~sler~ o ' . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

...... The diffi~Itles in c~n~t~Ing pellcies t~ reduce the prebl~m e f  

recid£vlsm a~ typlcal e~ the dile~ which beth the ~clal scientist and 

the pellcy©maker eften face in devel~ping ~e "best" and meet .ratlenal" 

p~gram. One dlfflc~l~ i~ %he ~ni~[ve ~tatAens ef pu, re se.clal science. 

If we- c~uld ".kn~w ~erfectly what the 'b~st and mast ratienal pellcy Is~ if 

seclal ecle~ee c~Id preduce knewledge a~ u~amblgue~s~ clear and precise 

as that ef the~natural s c i e n c ~  ~en-.pel£oy~maklag weuld became mere ef a 

technical ~ amd admlnls~atlve task and less ef a pelitAeal eaeo ~t, as 

cur analysis ~ef • reci~vlsm ~hews0 p~re seclal science findings are eften 

far  f ~ m  ~blgueua. Pure soClal eclence is an essentAal bat 
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imperfect foundation fer  pellcy • making. Yet ~n the fgce of p ~ e s s ~  social 

preblems, the 'p~lle7 a~a!yst-~like the pelltical ac%ez~=canaot afford te 

~maln agnestlc er p~sslve. ~hls is ~he fi~% basis Of ~ dlstin~%Ion 

between p~pe soclal science and p~li~" social science. 

"A second element in this distlnotlen Is pellcy seelal selenee,s 

emp, ,hasls more en e x p i a t o r 7  facters ovez"which they ha~e some e e n t ~ l  l.ather 

than simply these which ape the "beSt  p~l~Cthm"o P~e social science 

ideally ~uphaslzes certainty and t~h; In pm~s~m~nlo~s ~nd minlmallstio 

~ e r .  Ifat%erupts ~ i se la te  ~he necessar~"and s u f f i c i e n t  ~nd i t ions  fer  

the ~c~1~Tence e~ the ph~menon ~nder Investlga~on0 (As put in "O~k~mmSs 

ra~.e~", explanatory v ~ l a b l e s a ~  n~t %~be mnl%Iplled unneOemsarilyo) But 

the applieatien :of parsemeni~s methods ef  p ~ f  ~ the causal analysis of 

recid~vismweu'Id lead to' agnemtl¢ cenclusiens and'thus pass iv i ty ,  The 

p e l i ~  az~rst .houevex-,  need net be l imited by ~ o s e  ~ i r ~ e n ~  ef  pups 
. . . . . . . .  ~ ~ , i ? • 

s~eial  science, H~ve~ ,  f e r  p~l~y  ~ y s l s  -it ~-s in~uff!cient  ~ s~.l_y 

ascertain ~hLch fae~:er Is the 'q~st predlcter". 

For ~ ~uple, ~e p~blem of ml%icellinearlty e c ~  when the 

F~s~d~nt's Comlss~on on law ~fe~em~n% and Criminal Jus~ce (1967) 

ana~vzed ~xe peliey ef i~Pcved st peet llgh~Lm~o The p~op~nen~s ef this 
• ., • - 

policy s~g~s.t tha t  adequate ~ and par t i cu la r ly  abeve ad~luate ~= etl~efe. 

l~hting .~r~il, first d e ~ r  certain types ef  stpeet crimes by incpeasing the 

oMfenderSs ~ i s k  of ~ i n g  dotee~d and, seaondo e ~  the probabi l i ty  of 

&pprohendtng the offender. A s ~ d y  ' e l  F l in t ,  Miobigm~ns ma~er impNvmen% 

e f  I t s  ofnt ra l  1rosiness d i s t ~ c t  l igh t ing  f ~ d  tha t  ever a e~x~mm~th period 

there was a 60~ Peduotlon in the number of all felonies and n~sde~s and 

an 80~ ~duc~en In'larcenies. Howevert at the same ~%me there was an 

inopease In police s~rveillance ef the area. Therefereo It is net ~sslble 



to aseer ta in the  p~eoise e f f e c t  o f  s t ree t  l i g h t i n g  alone. In  ether words, 

two pess:~ble eausal ~aoters "~  tmpreved l ightimg and inc~eased p®lioe 

surve~llanee -: were perfeotly oe~ted, and i~ is i~sslble te assess the 

precise oentri~tlen of eaeho Beth ef thesepossible eausal rasters eften are 

• lAMely to eoc~r tegether baoause they are the preduct ef the same, general 

ferce -- the desire te r~duce~ezlmeo ~A~h = •complex and celllnear pattern is 

probably ~leal of ~lloy p~grams and ~e fao~ s~undlag them. Never.= 

thelessp the  f indings ef  the Fl in t  s tudy  and ether s t u d i e s • e l  impreved s t r e e t  

l i ~  I~ the President, s C~mi~ion ~ een¢l~de that "there is ne evidence 

that ~vad llghtiag weuld have a hs~ng or Slgnlficaat in~aet  en erlme 

rates,"ithe~they did add • that • 'there is a streng suggestlen that i% 

might. "7 . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . .  , 

• - r "  ' 

In mmmary, the frequent absenee of a satlsfaete~y sel~tlen to the 

~tle¢llinearl~y deadleek sheuld ~ead one te be more eautie~s i~ reJe~tlng 

a ~licy program as "makLqg no difference°, If s~oh a flmdlng ~ te be 

Iz~ioa~ed~~neishould then Investlgate %he Interrelatlenshlps among the 

independent varlables- ~ ascertain whether :zltlesXIA~ear~ty does in faot 

exist and~ i f  se, te what degree. If .it dees exist, however, policy evaXuaters 

should net despair c~mple%ely. Fi~t, as w£11 be dlsctmsed in the fellewlng 

seo o , th :a  el evaluation ether than regreSs e  a.aly is 

and eress-t~latien° See~nd~"the experlenee ef physicists is perhaps 

£nstruot ive;  'Heisenb~rg 's  ~certaln~ ~pr~oiple has ~aused d i f f i e u l t i e s  in 

~he f i e l d  ef subatemio t h ~ r ~  ha~ enthe whele phys ic i s t s  have made :aJe~ 

~eere~Aeal s t r i d e s - d e s p i t e  t h i s  prd-,~eiple. (~e ~ e e r t a , ~  • t~ p~.neiple 

s t a t e s  tha t  ~t  is ~:~osslblet~ s~eelfy ~er determine sln~lta~eeas~y beth 

the pesltion and veleei~yef a pa~AoXe ~th~ ao~Araoy~ ~- It .,is p~ssi~le 

te fix ei~er ef these ~a~titAe~ as preelsely as de~Iz~do but the ~re 



exactness in erie, the ino~easing e~eer~t~ An the ethe~.o ~h£s lack e£ 

prec~s~en resa~ts frem the effec~ of the observation on the observed 

particle:. ) ~ ~per~mtZy, the p~eeis~.on ef  applied seXenee (e.go, sending 

a man te the moon e~ plnpeln~ an TCI~4 target 3eO00 mixes away) has net bee~ 

detasr~d slgrd~eamtly. ~- ~e l ~ £ 1 ~ m ~ s  o f " : ~ a l ~ s i s  s ~  ~ :~. di£fe1~nt fer  

pure se ienee  .and applied selenee° SimIXarly~ see£al s e l o n ~ s ~ s  eught ~ 

tble  . ~  make .strldes In both pure and" applied f4e~Is de~pl te  the eemplexity 

and ~ e q u ~ t  mul t~eo l l inoa~ty  o f  the' ~eal-weald.  'Perhaps they  eugh~ te  

devel~p:%h~etre~m ~ n e s r ~ m ~  'p~d:neiple~ The eXeser one":gets t ~  t h e  £aots ,  

the me~e'difi~Le~t i t  ~ s t e  ~ffer eenfUe~t:gene~.alizatiekm; l ~ e e v e r ,  they 

.ught t .  beco=e-awa~ ~ t  t ~ e r ~ u ~ e n t ~  . ~ ~ S B ~  are d ~ f e z ~ t  ~ , r  

~ seet~l se~enoo andapplled , r  p,lleyB,e~al set ency.: The: second p~-~ 

of thAs paper w~ll  attempt t~ i n d l e a ~ t h e  f ~ i t f l a l n . ~ s  of  th is  d:kstAnet~n 

in a eenorete ease e f  pel loy evaluation and presel~.ptien. ' 
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C ~  2, CONTROLLED E~PSRIMENTAL ANALYSIS AND KVALUATION 

Control led experimentation ~s an ~ e r n a t i v e  response to some of  

the problems of evaluating p e l l ~  Impact. lu. randomly applying a program 

e~ treatment to a pepulatlon, the various pesslble independent variables other 

than the ~program in question are controlled. The data are thus controlled 

by random~zat~e~ at the outset rather than..in ex pes t  facto manner, as in 

regression analysis. Also.,. in controlled experimentatlen the data can be 

~anipu~ated so that they d, not present problems for statistical analysis, 

such ~ ,  mnlti~Xllnearity. Finally~ in controlled ex~erlmentatlen all 

v-ari~ebXeswhioh are present  in. that  l ~ p u l a t ! e n  are included~ and i t  thus, 

avoids the problem of failing to ~nelude them in the regression eq~tlen. 

TM~s is especially Important in policy evaluation (e.g.. often we may net' 

be ful~ aware ef all the possible major causes ef a seclal problem such as 

 eidivism.  ) 
..... ~ In th~ criminal Justice area, the pesslbility that the rela~enshlp 

be~een ty~e/ef treatment and recidivism rates may be an artifact ef the 

emxrt's deoi~ion-making proeees may net be fu l ly  relevant for the purpose 

o~ policy evaluatlea and presoriptleno It is possible that effendersl 

cha~acterlstlco, rather than ar~ing inherent in the type of t z ~ a ~ t ,  Is 

• the primary in~Auenco en reeldlvism. However, for policy ana~Is it is 

~nsuffiolent te slm~ly ascertain which factor is the .best predlcter". 

Pelley-makers need information about the explanatory factors ever whioh they 
: : 

h~ve some'control. These factors may pred~ct an outcome less perfectly, 

they will probably give the pokey-maker greater ability to affect the 

e~me. A Judge, or any other pollcy-maker~ ~an de little to change an 

offender's age or his number of prior convictions, but he can prescribe the 

precise type of treatment (probation or incarceration) which he will reeelve. 

.... °4 13 
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In the education area, even if a studentss family background is the best 

predictor of educatienal achlevement, it is almost impesslble for polioy= 

makers to influenoe this factor. Hewever, they do have some c~ntrel over 

scheel quality, though in the Coleman Report analysis this facter seems to 

have been a less Impertant prediet@r of educatlonal aohievemento 

Recently pollcy analysts have had a f6w opper~unltles te cenduct 

genuine centrolled experimentatien with seclal pellcieso (Rosenthal and 

Jacobsen (1968a) previde for descriptions ef the experlmentm they conducted 

~whlch fetus en educational achievement and experimentier~subJeet ~Interactlon 

and bias' They alse llst several other centrolled e~periment8 focusing en 

soelal policies, primarily in the field of educatlOno) 8 H,wever, the 

difficulty with eontr~lled experimental evaluatlens of peli~ impact seems 

t~ be less a problem of cendueting them than a preblem of the nature of 

their methodolegy and experimentation. 

The first ef these problems ~ a well=known cencept te social 

. . . . .  selentAsts, and therefere will be discussed brlei~° In centrelled 

.experlmentatlen there is the danger ef the "Hawthozne effect" eccurrlngo 

,The name cemes free the intenslve series of experlmen:ts eenducted at the 
I 

Western Electric Cempany~s Hawthorne Werks in Chlcage in the 1920~s to 

.... ~determlne hew varleus changes in werklng eondltlens would affect the 

~perfermanee of female werkers. ~me ef the experlmentso fer example~ 

• . - i n v e l v e d  charades in lighting. The researchers feund it was not significant 

whether the werker had mere er less light but merely that she was the 

subject ef attention. Any changes that involved her~ and even aetiens 

that she envy theught were changes; were likely te impreve her perfermanee. 

Thus, the impreved performance seems te have been largely a funetlen ef the 

werkers being part of an experiment. 9 The term Hawthorne effect is usually 
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applied te changes brought abeut in this ®r a similar manner such as a 

subject s~ly bece~ the fetus of a special effart er attentlen. In 

the medical sciences a similar phenomenon is the "p!acebe effect" which is 

the iA~treductlen ef a new treatment accempauied by imprevem~mt regardless 

ef the natare ef that treatment. X0 ~ 

A secend, and u n t i l  recent~v a less frequently analyzed set ef 

preblems in controlled experlmentatleng, results from experimenter effects 

which produce a seXf-fUlfiLXlng prophecy and the special cases of experlmenter 

blas and labeling' D~ring the last ~ ten years Rebert F~senthal and various 

asseela~Is have investigated ~erimenter effects and experimen~r~subJeot 

interaetien in ~arieus ~nteXtSo II One Investlgatien fecused en the 

effect ef teacher expestatlens with e~perlments in which teachers were led 

believe at the beginning ef a scheel year that~ en the basis ef tests 

that had been a&mi~Ister~ reward the 'e~d ef the preceding scheel year, 

certai~ ef their Pupils ceuld be expect~ to show ce~siderable academic 

~revemen~ during the year. In actuality the chiXdren designated as 

pete~t~al-sputters,, had been chese~ at tandem ~ net on the basis ef * 

testlmg. Nene~eless, intelligence tests given after the experlment had 

been in progress for several :enths i~dlcated that en the whele the 

!ra~demly chesen children had improved mere ~ the rest (Resenthal and 

,;ace oni  ,968bi J.9.-,20). 
, Speclflcally~ they investigated the effect ef teacher expectations 

w~th ex~erlmeats in which teachers were led to believe at the beginning ef 

a scheel year that certain ef their pupils ~uld be expected to shew 

C~nsiderable academic i~revement dnrlng the year° The teachers were t~Id 

that the pr~ilctle~s were based en tests that had been administered te the 

student bedy reward the end ef the preceding soheel year° In ac~allty 



the ehil~ designated as petentlal ,,~purte~s. had been chesen at ran~m 

~and net on the basis ef testLng. Nenetheless, intelligence testsglven after 

~:the experi~snt had been in progress fer Several months i~eated that en 

the whole the rand®sly ehesea ehildren had impre~ red merethan the rest. 

Rosenthal and Ja~.bson had taken steps te make ~rtaln that the 

~predictlens' about the ~hil~ren were n~t based en judgments derived frem 

,prevleusly eb~erved behavlero ~ thus ~xplsln this" greater ~revem~t 

,as a functien ef a self©fulfi11Lng p~pheey whAah~ :in this oase~ was the 

+ teacher's pesltlve expectatlen8 fer tM~e .~ildreno .The essenoe ef the 

,c~ept ef the s ~ 1 £ = i ~ i ~ n g  prepheoy.." Rosenthaland Jacobsen e~plain~ 

~Is that ene pe~se."s prodi~tien~f anether persen's behavler semehow ~emss 

t~ be ~ a l l z e d .  The predlotlen may~ ef ~esur~se~ be realized enly ~ the 

~pe~eptAen ef ~he predicter. Itls alse p~sslble~ hewever~ that the 

predicter~s ~ectatien is esm~uni~ated te the ether persen, ~ perhaps in 

,quite subtle and unint~a~ed ways~ and se has an influence en his ac~ml 

~bahavler. The general phen~menen that they suggest is that in s~me ~ta~oe 

'a prodiotien absut subsequent behavler has an affect en that bohavler 

.. independent Of (and s~metimes g~eater than) ~thez' fa~rs. 

.... This explanatlem efa pattern ef experimenter e fleets in the ferm 

....... ef a self-fulfilling prephecy was deve~eped ea~er in R~senthalSs laberatery 

..... exper~mentso Hero the experimenter effeo~ that was focused en was the special 

,-ease .~f experimenter bias. Rosenthal"s ex~er~.~.'L,~ used "rats that were said to 

be either bright er dull. In ene experiment 12 students in psyoheloKy were ' 

. ~each given five laborn~ry rats ef the same strain. ~Kx ef the students 

.,were t~Id that their rats had been bred fer brlgh~ess in running a maze; 

the ether six students were told ~t their rats ceuld be expeo~ for 

~ e ~ J . o  reasons to be poor at ~ng a maze. The assignment given the 
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students was te teach the rats to ram the maze° F~em the eutset the rats 

believed te have the higher petentlal preved"~ be the better perfermerso 

The rats theught te be dull made peer pregress and semetimes weuld net even 

budge from the starting peeltlen in the maze.° P~senthal and Jacobseno 

The preblem ef experimenter bias is eften dealt with in natural 

science and medical science by usi~ deuble=blind trlals~wlthheldlng frem 

.... the experimenter the knowledge ef beth the recipient ef the treatment and 

the exact treatment in an individual case° Hewever. even in these sciences 

these precautiens are frequently net executed successfullyo (Resenthal and 

Jacobsen, ~ i968a). Fete impertant~y, such precautie~ are usually dlfFlcult 

even institute and then execute successf~lly in pellcy evaluation as 

indicated by ReeenthalSs own investlgatiens and these ~ t~at he describe s. 

Rese~thal and Jacobsen alse tested the alternative e~planatien 

that these intelligence tee~. results were a functlen ef a Hawtherne effect 
rather than ef a self-fUlfilllng praphecyo Perhaps the fact that researchers 

supported by federal funds were interested in this scheel led tea general 

imprev~nent ef merale and a greater elf err en the part ef the tea~herSo 

They are able te reject this alternative explanatien because "a Hawtherne 

effect might account fer the gains shown by the children in the contrel 
./ 

greup, but i t weuld net account fer the greater g~ made by the children 

in the experimental greup" (Resenthal and Jacobsen g:i968bs 23)° 12 

Rese, thal and Jacobsen alse analyze negative experimenter effects 

caused by negative prephecies~ !3 and they cite several examples ef such 
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prophecies from "everyday l i f e "  and ~he medical scteaaces. Pasenthal and 

Jacobsen (1968a)'  As w i l l  be noted in  the  c L ~ ~ s t c n  e~ c r ~  J ~ t t ~  

policies, the alternatives of positlve and negative pPephecles and their 

effects are  quite significant for the speolal ease of a eelf=f~filling 

prophecy re ined  "labeling., In this pz~cess an individual i s named or 

given a " l a b e l  which then seems to o f t en  c r ea t e  a s e ! f - f . l f t ~ l ~  id~rntity 

of pe r sona l  d e f i n i t i o n  c f  h i s  behavior.  
/ 

Res~mthal and h i s  assoc ia tes  de ne t  use the  term " l a b e l i n g "  in  ar~ 

ef the s~dies nor de they expli~tly ~scuss %hls special oaSe o Other 

st~dles offer little hard data oencernlng this phe~cmenon~ though it is 

dealt with in interpretive and deserlptAve terms in many f a s c i n a t i n g  studies' ~ 

The h ~ c  of precision indicated by the Helsenberg uncertainty 

prlnolple is another difficulty resulting from experimenter effeots~ This 

lack cf preoislen speolfloall7 results from the effect ef observation on 

the observed particle. ~, observing a system it is neoesmary to exohaz~e 

energy and momentum with it. T~s exchange alters the original prsperties 

of the system. 

The third of these methodological and interpretive problems in 

controlled e~perlmentation is the initial seleotlon of the l~pulatAon or 

universe from which the control and experimental groups will be randomly 

seleotsd. ~ The nature-and charaoterlstlcs of this populatlon becomes a 

oo~stralnt on the generality of the ooneluslons drawn from the experimento 

For exampleo if this populatlon is not typical of the more general populatign 

.at which the policy is to be di rec ted  or if it differs in even one or two 

major oharaoterlstles, the applicability of the experiment's cancluslons 

fQr this more general pepulatlon is clearly questionable° (For example0 

.... 18 



O 

~n ~ o k i n g  a t  the  ques t ivn  of  ~o~divism in  the  Community Treatment .Program examined 

below, the most serious .felons were screened out from the program° It is 

Impesslble te asoertaln what effect that program would have on them° ) This 

situation seems to be a real possibility. In praetlce there seems to  be a 

tendency in pellcy evaluation to select the pepulatlen er universe on criteria 

@f cenvenlence and ~en-contrever~. This often means that close at hand 

and those in pelltlcal Jurlsdi~tlens whose elected offlelals are willing te 

allow a policy e~erlment te occur. For example, in seme.lnstances small 
s 

urban areas ha'ye been the source Qf experim~tal pepuhtlens because ef 

convenlenee~:they are close to the state capital in which the geveramental 

unit eo~Acti~g the experiment is l e c a t e d ,  and they are ce~sldered to be 

"mere manageable". ~ch a population may net be typical ef a larger urban 

. area toward which the policy is generally directed° In ether instances 

small urban and rural areas have been used because the elected officials ef 

the mere relaxant larger urban areas have been ~-~illlng to allow a ~llcy 

experiment te take place there° Thle seems te h~,:ve ecsurred in some welfare 

and income malnter~noe experlment~, Alse~ ~ Im several policy exper~aents 

the source ef the pe~lation has been Indlvlduals in a unlvex~i~v town er 

individuals in the unlversi~ itself~ and this has obvious shortcen~u~s~ ~ In 

a few instances the source of the pepulatlen has been typical ef the mere 

general p o l i c y  target pe~atlen~ but it has been small in order to keep the 

study ,,mere manageable". This unferto~ately has meant that there have 

sometimes been too few cases for valid cencXusle~ in certain oategerles ef 

the population in the s~y. 
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CHAPT~ 3~ THE EVALUATZON OF ALT~RNATIV~ CRIMINAL COURT ~NTI~CING POLICII 

Nen.,~erimental A n:slvsis and ] ~ v ~ a ~ a n  

This part of the study will evaluate thelmpact of alternative criminal 

C~urt sentencing pelleles on red~clng recldlvlsm. Crlm~ court judges have 

a very high degree ef dlscretion in Sentenolng declslenSo Criminal statutes 

in most states allow the judge the chelce of incarcerating a aenvleted 

defendant or of granting prebatlen in comHen felonleSo If the Judge decides 

ts imprison him~ the statutes .also allow him freedom to set the tera in 

pris®n within certain prescribed limits. Ceurte in some areas generally tend 

te incarcerate convicted defendants mere frequently than they grant prebatleno 

Courts in ether areas generally tend te do the eppeslte~ and some courts 

choose each alternative with a~ut the same frequency. That is, the sentencing 

deelslens of some criminal cmurts are generally lenlent~ while others are 

generally severe. (Of course, there nmy be a good deal of variance among 

the deelsions of the individual judge~ in a single jurlsdiotlO.o I am 

referring here to the overall statlst~oal pattern foun~ in that jurisdiction 

as indicated by the percentage of convicted offenders that receive probationo) 

For example, in 19660 inthestate of California as a whole 32o0~ of the 

convicted defendants ~n superler e~art recelved probation° The range of 

frequency of prebatlen among the stategs thirteen largest counties was from 

7.2 (Fresno) te ~0.7 (Alameda i.e°, the Oakland area)° In LDs Angeles 

County the frequenay o f  probatlen was 37.0~ but in Orange County it was 

12.5%; in San Francisco County it was 35.6%0 but in Sacramento County it 

was 9'~% (Besttle and Bridges, 1970). Similarly an earlier stu~4v that I 

conducted indicated during the mid-i960Is approximately ~9~ of the eenvlcted 

ce~nen felons received probation in Pittsburgh~ while approximately 37% ef 

them reeelved it in Minneapolis° M~reever0 this difference between these 

two cltles is even greater when controls are introduced for factors such 
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as race and prior record (Levin° 19700 Chapter V). 

This part ef the paper will evaluate the impact ef alternative 

criminal ceurt sentencing polleles. It will focus almost exoluslvely en 

the impact ef these pelicles en reducing recidivism° This is ene of the 

majer goals ef the c r i ~ 1 ,  ceurt~ and it alse contributes to the attalrmwnt 

ef ~e ether clesely related geals ef the c~urtx greater protectien ef 

seclety and greater rehabilltatlen ef defendants° M~r~ver~ reduced 

reei~vlem can be quant~.~led and measured wi~'~ seine preclslen. Thus~ 

evaluatlen ef the ~mpaet ef sentencing pelloles en reducing recidivism aids 

in making a pollcy ahelce be~ee~ courts that frequently ,tend ~e ~reerate 

and those that frequently tend te grant probatleno The impact en recidivism 

ef facters ether than ceurt pellcles will al~e be evalua%edo This analysis 

aise aids in prescrlbinggeneral policies to achieve r-~uced r~cldlvlSmo ~ 

(By realdlvlsm I simply mean an Ind~vidnal whe is c~r~icted ef an effense 

after he has been convicted efa previous offen~e. The use of this term 

~n ne way implies the oppeslte er rehabilltatieno For the sake ef brevi~, 

recidivism rates will almest always be stated in the shorthand terms ef 

"success', rates er "failuret' rates (which in ne way ~v any ~xist~ntlal" 

state). ~%n~ they are sherthand terms~, the ~eade~ should note their 

precise eperatienal deflnltlen which eften va~es ameng the s~dles 

In analyzing these s~dles fermal prebatien with supervlsien and 

suspended sentences which de net involve supervlsien are c~nsldered 

~ge~her under the shertha~d category of ,pr~batieno" I~ mest ef the 

s~d~es~ almest all ef the cases in this categery Invelve fermal probatlen 

with supe1~slen. No eases which ~Ive pro batlon plus seine term ef 
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,incaroeratlon are Includ~ in the .categQ~r "p~batlon~,' altheugh in the 

effi¢lal data of seae sta~es, such as Callferaia; the term '~z~batlen~" 

includes such eases. In this armlysls these latter cases are included in 

the categery ef "Incarceratieno" 

Ultlmately~ t h i s  s~Ad~v is primarily concerned with the i,~act ef 

c r i m t ~ l  ceurt pe!i¢ies en realdivism~ b~t there seems te be ne  a prieri 
i 

reasen to suspect that o~uL~t" polloies weuJLd be the only factor, or even 

the predeminant lacteal, shaping recidivism rates, The s~dles of reoidlvism 

that, will be analyzed here are therefore these that deal with the i~pact ef 

several varlables~ and the relative impact cf each of these variables 

wiIA be analyzed. 

The studies of factors affecting recldivism all indicate that 

effenders who have received prebatlen generally have significantly lower 

rates of recidivism than those whe have been Incaroeratedo They alse 

indicate that of these incarcerated, the effenders whe have received a 

sherter term ef Lncarceratien general~ have a semewhat lewer reeldlvlsm rate 

th~n these who receive lenger :termS o With a few exceptiens~ these differences 

persist when one centrels for fa¢~rs such as type of ®ffense~ type ef 

eem~nlty~ the effender,s age~ race0 and rsAmber of prevleus cenvlctiens. ~ 

That ~s,~,, the dlfferenee in recidivism rates fer the ~e trea~men~ generally 

remains the same for all types of offenders. Hewever~ fer those with 

certain characteristics (e,g. ~ yeuthfulness~ prevleus record) there are 

some slgn~floa~t Varlatiens in the everall recidivism rates when type ef 

treatment is centrelXed (e,g,~ fer all these whe reoelve pre~atlen the 

~vlsm ~ates are highest fer the yeu~gest and fer these with the 

greatest prier recerd). 

Beattie an, d Brldgeso analysis In 1970 ef recidivism rates ef 

offenders ~he were elthe~ grante~ ~pr~ba%~en or were-incarcerated by the 
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!ncareeratlen are included in the categery "prebatlen~" although in the 

efflclal data ef seas states~ such as Califer~a, the term '~rebatlen," 

includes such cases. In this analysis these latter cases are included in 

the eategery ef "incarceratieno" 
• i 

Ultlmately~ this study is primarily cancerned with the impact ef 

criminal ceurt pellcies en recldlvism~ b~t there seems to be ne a prierl 

reason to suspect that ~eurt pelicles weuld be the enly factor, er even 

the prede~t facter~ shaping recidivism rates, The s~dles ef recidlvlsm 

that will be analyzed here are therefore these tha t  deal with the ln~act ef 

several varlables~ and the relative impact ef each ef these variables 

will be analyzed. 

The s~Adies ef facters affecting recidivism all indicate that 

effenders whe have received prebatlen generally have sAgalflcantly lewer 

rates ef recidivism ~ these whe have been incarcerated° They alse 

indicate that ef these incarcerated, the effer~ers who have received a 

sherter term ef incarceratien generally have a seme~hat lower recidivism rate 

these whe receive lenger :terms° With a few exceptiens~ these differences 

persist when ene centrels fer factors such as type ef effense~, type• ef 

c~m~mi~ the effender, s age~ ~ race~ and rsmber ef prevleus cenvlctle~s. 

~hat is, ~ the difference in recidivism rates fer the t~e treatm~t~ generally 

remains the same fer all types of effe~. Hewever~ for these with 

certain characteristics (e.g.~ youthfulness, prevleus reeerd) there are 

seine s~gnlflcant Varlatiens in the everall recidivism rates when type ef 

~ea~ent is ~ntrelled (e,ge~ fer all those whe receive probation the 

~A~ivism rates are highest fer the youngest and fer these with the 
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Beattie ~ B~Idges0 analysis ia 1970 ef recidivism rates ef 

,ffenders whe were eithe~ granted probation or were incarcerated by the 
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~perier Courts of Callfornlags thirteen largest counties is the most 

eomprehenslve study to date of factors affecting recldlvlsm (Beattle and 

Bridges, ~ 1970). (The Superior Court is the couu~ ~trlal court in Callfornla~ 

i t s  c ~  Jurisdict ion includes a l l  serious offenses ( i °e , ,  a l l  felonies 

and several major mlsdemeanors). The offenses included in their study are 

homlolde, robbery, assaults, forged cheeks0 auto theft, ,'other theftg" sex 

offenses, drug law violat ions,  and ,ether offenses°":. 

The data in this study include all the ~perier Court probation: and 

Jall cases for the first six months of 1966 for twelve of the thirteen 

counties and 30% of those eases from Los Angeles~) It ei~Itaneously 

analyzes recidivism for both those incarcerated and those granted probation' 

with contrels for many factors  other than type of  trea~uento It indieates 

that the ,,success": rate for those granted probation was 65.8% (2,1~8) 

af te r  a one-year follow=up ~ d  48.6~ (2,.56J.) f o r  those sentenced to Ja i l .  

~'Jail" refers here to a term of incai, eeratlon of ne mo~ their, one y~ar~ 

which is served in a elt~or county jail, In California all terms of incar: 

ceratlon greater ~han one year are served in a state prlson~ The Beattie and 

Bridges stndy did not include offenders sentenced by the ~erlor Courte to 

state prison,, but they are analyzed in studies described ~ o  \ 

The follow-up period in this study-~was twelve ~nths from the time ~of the 

indiv idual ' s  release to the streeti,en probation or following incareerationo 

This is a llmltation only in  assess  the genersl degree ef reoldlvlsme 

(O~r studies have indicated that while most i~cldlvlsm occurs during the 

fi~t year follc .~ring release, a significant degree does occur in the next 

year,) -This does not seem to be a limitation for assessing the differenceS, 

• i f  any, in recidivism rates for different types of trea~nent. There is no 

evidence in other stndles ~%hat the, reeidlvism rates for different types of 
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treatment would vary significantly from the first to second year. ~r is 

there any substantive ~eaeon to e~tertaln such a hypothesis°) The ',success, 

rate cited here is !~attie and Brldges, ,'none" category which signifies no 

known a r r e s t  e i ther  for  a nea~ crime or for  t e ~ i c a l  v iola t ion of probation 

or parole d u r ~ g t h e  one-year follow-up period. I This differenc~ between 
: . .  

"suecess n rates for ~the probationand J a i l  groups pers i s t s  when the following 

factors are ~ont~olJLedg .co.m~,-sexe age, race, prior record, o f f ~ s e ~  

when the followLng factors are-controlled si~taneouslyg offense and 

age, offense and race, offense and prior re~rd (Beattle and Bridges, l~Os 

ZJ.-zoo). 

George Davisl earlier study IndAvates, after.a four to seven-year 

follow-up perlod, a ,success, rate (i.e. reno subsequent probation vlola~.~, ns 

or arrests) of 67.1% (6~268) f o r a l l  those granted p r o b a t A a ~  f i f t y ~ s t x  of 

C a l A f o ~ a ' s  f i f ty -q lgh~  counties° ~'~AIJ. defendants g r a ~ d  probation or 

' robation :tus jail" in Ca! cr Aa were  clu ed the 

analysis, e0~pt those in los Angeles and Alameda (Oakland area) counties for 

which "there was A~adequate Infermatlen at that time" (Davis~ 1960)0 ~ ~hls 

study also i~cluded offenders incarcerated under the senten~robatlon 

plus Jail. ', Their ,,success, rate was 56.?% (5,~O0)~ It:dld not ~nclude 

offenders incarcerated under the s~tenoe=-"straight jail". (~ee note 

above for an explanatlcn of these categories. ) These overall rates for each 

type of treatment were not controlled for factors such as offense9 age, 

rac~, and prior record. (Davis cnly presents percentages fer +.he 

combined ,categerles prebatien and..',prebatAen p_.l~..jaIl,!.=.eateger~eS~ .... 

I have recaleul~ted his raw data te ascertain percentages for these 

oategerles separately. ) . 

Ralph I~ngland's'study iz~lAcates, a f t e r  a s ix to eleven=year 
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fol low~up per iod,  a "success" rate o f  82°3% (/;90) f o r  a sample o f  adu l t  

probationers sentenced in the federal district court of the Eastern District 

of Pennsylvania from 1939 to 19~ ~ (England. 1957). This study does not 

include any reeidlvism data on a comparable group of offende~ who were 

incarcerated by this court. A~o. the .success,' rate that it indicates is 

not strictly comparable to those in the studies ci~ed above. , England used 

a less strlngent orlterla of "snlceess" than did the Other' StudieS. and 

the offenses oommltted by ~hose in his sample are generally less serious 

than those in the other studies.' I~land e~pl~cltly states only a 

precise criterion of "fallure"-~ 

if a probationer is subsequently convicted of a misdemeanor or felony. 

~hez~)fore, it is likely that included in his "success" group are some 

indivi~Is who~were arrested but not convicted, or who committed a techn ica l  

violation of probation ~ut were not convicted of a new offense° ~ ~a~s, in 

comparison to these other s~Adi~, the ,,success,, rate ~that ~]~nd 

ind ica tes  i s  probably somewhat of an everestimationo Despite these  l i m i t a t i o n s ' .  

the relatively unique characteristics of the offenders and offenses in England's 

study makes it of special interest to this analysis, ~hese unique characteristics 

presen5 a good opportunity to test .some hypotheses concern~ ~the relative 

impact of offender characteristics on recidivism as opposed to the impact of 

different t~pes of treatment, and t h i s  w i l l  be done below. 

Rngland"s study also summarizes the findings of eleven f, ollow-up 
" 

s t ~ e s  of rec id iv ism r tes of  indiv iduals  placed on probation° In nine o f  

the eleven studies there was a .success" rate of 70 to 90 percent and in  the 

other two it was between 60 and 70 percent. Again, the criteria of ,,success" . 

used in most of. these studies is less stringent than that of  the Beattie and 

Bridges or Davis studies. Therefore, in comparison to these studies, the 
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,success, rates are probably somewhat of an overest~tlono However, aside 

from this, the valldity of these findings is greatly bolstered by their 

~Aformlty and their bresdth=-they were carried out i~ five states and one 

I~opean  oom~try over a thlr~y~year  period (1921 to 1954)o 

Data from the Cal ifornia  Vep~taen t  o f  Corrections (CDC) fo r  indi -  

viduals  released after Incar~eratlcn in California state prisons indlcate, 

after a one-year follow-up period, a "failure-rate ranging from 2#.?~ to 

34.2% with a Man "failure,, rate 30.5% (9,226) for each year from 1958 

to 1968.17 (These data  tneS.ude no informatAon on a ~  type of "sUccess" 

rate.  ) The c r i t e r i o n  f o r  " f a i l u r e "  used by the CDC i s  retarned to p r ison  

e i t he r  w i th  a new fe lony conv ic t ion  or w i thout  one ( i . e , ,  a technica l  

v i o l a t i o n ) .  By cont ras t ,  when a s imi l a r  c r i t e r i o n  i s  applied to the Beat t ie  

and Brldgest data, the ,,failure,, rate for those granted probation then the 

Sample is only 10~9~ (2.1~8). (Because of the differences in the categories 

used by Boattie and Bridges. this .failure" rate is probably eom~hat of 

an underest imat ion in  comparison t o  the CDC data. ) Since these two sets of  

data are both from California, they also enable us to examine possible 

differences in recidivism rates according to length of incarceration. ~ All 

individuals in the BeattAe and Bridges "jail" group were incarcerated for 

twelve months or lees and their "fail~re" rate is 21.1% (20561)o (Again 

this percentage is probably ..somewhat of an underestimation° ) By contrast, 

all individuals in the CDC data were incarcerated for more than ~elve 

months. (The median term of incarceration for this group ranged from 

~enty-four to thlrty-slx months during 1960 to 1968. ) As noted, their 

failure rate for these years ranged from 2@.7% to 34° 2% with a median of 

30.5  (9.266). 

A detailed 1970 study ~y Public ayste,~ Incorporated (PSI) based 
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on California Department of Correetions data for individuals released from 

s t a t e  pr isons ~ 1964 and 1966 Indieates ,  a f t e r  a three=year follow-up 

period, a ',success" rate of 32.8% (I,423) and 33.6% (i,208) respectively, 

or about half that of the-suceess, rate of those California offenders 

granted probation inthe Beattle and Bridges analys~s (Kolodney, i~Os 

Vol. 2..Ill.-?). (The definitions of ',success. were" exactly identical in 

both s tudies--no sutsequent a r res t s .  However, the follow-up period in  the 

Pal study was three years and in the Beattle and Bridges study it was only 

one year. This should not have slgnifieantly lowered the ,'success" rate in 

the PSI study because most studies indicate that the preponderance of 

reoldivism oeours dnrlng the flrst twelve months. Indeed, the PSI data 

themselves indieate almost 70% of the recidivism of those in its study 

oeeurred during tha t  period;:) Also, a comparison of the PSI and the Beat t ie  

and Bridges data again ~ndi~ates lower reeldivism rates for shorter terms 

of incarceration: All of tke Beattie~Bridges "jail-group had terms of 

~elve months o r  l e s s  and, as noted, their "success" rate was ~816% (2,56X)~ 

all in the P s I  group had terms for more than twelve months, with the median 

term of incarceration of 30 months in 1964 and 36 months in 1961 ands as 

noted, their ,'success', rate for 196~ and 1966 was 32.8% (1,423) and 33.6% 

Charles IC~o1~mm's study of two gro~!ps of J~oarcera'~l offende~ 

indioa~ a lower .failure" rate for those with shorter terms of in- 

oarceration ( I ~ ~ .  %9~6;). The G~deon ~. 3~JQ~!2&~ , ~ h t  to ~ e l "  

decis ion by the U,S. Supreme Court required the s t a t e  of Florida to 

discharge £,252. prisoners well before their normal release dates. These 
/ 

were indlgents who had been tried for felonies without counsel. Eiehman 

analyzed the pos~-release ~erience of a group of llO of these Gideon 
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early releases and a control group of ~I0 full-term releases° The ~o 

groups were careful~ matched for similar characteristics such as Prior 

convictions, type O f  offense, age, and occupational skill level0 (The 

small final sample w a s  the result of rigorous selection among 406 prisoners 

for tr~e matches, ) Upon release the ~ early release~ had been in- 

carcerated forslgnificantly less time than the f u l l - t e r m  releases. - .  

(60% ef the Gideen early releases had been Incarcerated : k 

for less .than elghteen months ~nd only 46.5% of the full©term releases had 

been incarcerated for •less than that time..(Hichman's analysis ef the 

statistlcal slgnAficance of the difference in length of incarceration 

indicates a P of less than . 001 for a Chl Square=53o6321, with 6 degrees of 

freedom. ) E~chman found that after a ~enty-eight month follow-up period 

the ,failure" rate for the ~ early release group west,.6% (110).. " 

Bich~an,s ~fa~lure,, rate ~ : i s  based on subsequent incarceration. 

ELchman's ChaSSiS of the statistical significance of this difference in 

"failure" rates indicates a P less than .05 for a Chi~Square=@,162@, with 

one degree Of"Zreedom/) For the full-term releases it was 25o/I~ (11.0). 

Daniel GlaserSs monumental study of the Federal prison and parole 

system indicates, after a feur~year follow-up, a "success" rate of 52.~ 

(I, 015 ) for individuals who had been incarcerated in the federal prison 

system (Glaserp £967). It should be noted that because Glaser~s sample 

was from Federal prisons it includes offenses that are gene~ally less serious 

than those in the other stndies, which are based on state prison and 

probation populatlons, ~ i n  ~omparlson to these other studies the 

"success,, rate of the Glaser s~0 like that of the Ralph ~k~land study 

which e~vers Federal probationers~ is probably somewhat of an overestlmatlon~ 

Glaser also describes three studies similar to his own which cover 
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state prisons in California (1946 to 1949), Washln~ton State (1957 to 1959), 

and Pennsylvania (1956 to 1958). They indicate that afte~ fellow-up periods 

of thlrty-six months, six to thirty months, and approxLmately twenty-eight 

months . i the re  were ',success,' rates of 28%, ~ °  and 52% respectively (Olaser~ 

Some of  these studies analyzed the Impact On recldAvlsm factors othe~ 

than the type:of treatm~t prescribed by the court0 Beattie and Bridges 

found that the youngerthe defendant~ the more likely he was to repeat. For 

both those who received probation and those incarcerated, .the youngest 

of fenders  had the l~est :'success" rates and these rates increased for each 

age category (Bea t t i e  and ~ i d g e s .  19708 14-15).  They also found t h a t  

Negro offenders have lower "success" rates than whites, for both offenders 

gran ted  proba t ion  and those inca rce ra ted  ( ~ a t t A e  and Bridges.  1970~ 1.,~28)' ~ 

The g r e a t e r a n  of fender ,  s p r i o r  record ,  the more l i k e l y  he i s  to  repea t ,  ~ For 

botch ",those granted p roba t ion  and those incarcera ted~ those wi th  no p r i o r  

record had the highest ,,success rates, and these rates decreased for each 

level ofa prior record (Beattie and Bridges° 1~0s 16~29)o They also 

found significant variation in the recidivism rates aceordlng to the type of 

of fense .  F o r  both- those  granted probation and those incarcerated, those 

who had coDAt ted  sex of fenses  and crimes a g a i n s t  persons (homicide. robbery.  

and assaults l) had the highest ~ "success, rates respeetlvely~ those that had 

oom~itted auto t h e f t ,  burg la ry ,  and drug law v i o l a t i o n s  had the  lowest  

,'success" rates respecltvely (Beattle and Bridges. 1970~ 13. 2~25)~ ~ The 

studies by George Davis. P$ID and Danlel Olaser have similar findings. ~ 

In a few Instances in these oth~w studies° the impact of these 

other  f a c t o r s  i s  not as pronounced as i t  i s  in Bea t t i e  and Bridges,  da ta .  ~ 

However. in  a l a t e r  ana lys i s  we w i l l  i nd i ca t e  in d e t a i l  t h a t  t h i s  u sua l l y  
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has, bee n e i t h e r  due to the i n su f f i c i eno~  in  these  s tud i e s  of  d e t a i l e d  da ta  

on these  v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  or  the  unwil l ingness  of  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  in  government 

sponsored r~searoh to draw apparent ly  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  conclusions ,  such as 

higher recld~vlsm rates for certai n racial groups. 

Thus, these factors clearly have an Impact an recldlvlsm, but in 

almost all instances there is still a signlficant ~ difference in recidivism 

rates for those individuals with these characteristics who receive probation 

and those who are incarcerated. In these instances the t.yo~ of ~reatment 

prescrlb~ by the Judge seems to have a greater impact than these 

~harao5eristlcs or the type of offense. However, one characterlstle-~the 

absence of a prior record, and the two offenses~-auto theft and drug law 

violat$ons'-ssem to have a greater impact on recidivism than does th e type 

of treatment prescribed by the judge. In another instance the combination 

of a particular offense with two other characteristics, has a greater impact 

~n recidivism than d~em the type of treatment. 

~peclflcally. for offenders with no prior record0 Beattle and 

Bridges found that for those granted probation the ',success" rate is 78°2% 

(687) and for those ~ncarcerated it is 72.8% (377)° Thus in this instance 

the type of treatment has less of an impact on the ,,success" rate than 

does the characteristic of having no prior record; if an offender has no 

prior record, he will have a very high "success" rate no matter which ~ type 

of treatment is prescribed by the court' Similarly, if an offender commits 

auto theft or a drug law violation he will have a low ,,success" rate no 

matter which type of treatment he receives. For auto theft~ for the/ss 

granted probation t~e .success. rate is ~.1% (I18) and for those incarcerated 

it iS 39.0% (24i). For drug law violations these figures are 5807% (339) 

and 52.o% (32 ) resp tively. 
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However~ fo r  a l l  o the r  of fenses ,  inoluding those t h a t  the data  

Indloate have a major impaot on recldlvlsmo the type of treatment has a 

greater impact than does the type of offense. For burglary the "sucoeas" 

rates are low for beth those granted probation and those Incaroerated~-56.3% 

(304) and 43.8% (526) respeetlvely, but it is significantly lower for those 

incarcerated. There are similar patterns for sex offenses and orlmes 

against persons; these offenders have high .suecess" rates for both treat- 

ment eategorles0 but they are significantly higher for those granted probation. 

Though when offens~i~nd age are s!~m~Itaneomsly eontrolled~ for sex offenses 

eommltted by individUals over thirty years old the siz~taneous impact of 

these faotors is greater than the type of treatment which they reeelve. The 

"success,' rate for these offenders is 86.9% (114) for those granted probation 

and 8$.2% (32) for those Inear~erated. When offense and prior reoord are 

slmmltaneously oontrolled~ there are similar patterns of a greater impaot of 

these simultaneous factors for sex offenses eommltted by whites (almost 

Identioally high "suoeess" rates for beth types of treatment)9 for sex 

offenses oommitted by individuals with no prior reoord (almost Identically 

high), and for burglary committed by individUals with no prior record 

(almost identically moderate "suooess,, rates.) 

Beattie and Brldges data also indicate that for offenders with all 

other oharacterlstlcs, including these that the 'data indicate have a major 

impact on reoldlvlsm, the type of treatment has a greater i,~aot than do 

their char@~erlstlcs (either individually or slmmltaneously)o For example0 

as noted, youthfulness has a maJor~aot on reoidivlsm0 but for offenders 

under twenty years old and for those twenty to twenty-four years old the 

.sueoess, rates are higher for those granted probatlon-~SAoO% (176) and 

58.0% (712) respeetively-~than for those inearcerate~°~% (180) and 
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42.7~ (92~) respect ive ly .  S ~ . l a r l y ,  as noted, whether an offender i s  a 

Negro has a s i g n i f i c a n t  impact on reoidivism0-but for  Negro offenders the 

"success.. ra tes  are much., higher for  those granted probation. The degree of 

p r io r  record also ~has ~a major ispaet  on reoidtvism, but for  those with the 
' i  

greates t  degrees of pr ior  record, the ,,success" ra tes  are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

higher for those granted probation (~E@attle and Bridges, 1970~ 2i -35)o 

The regression a n a l y s t s o f  the ,PSI study ~is the most sophisticated 

and carei~al effort thus ~far to assess the relative impact on recidivism of 

type of treatment, type of offense and offender eharacteristlcs. Before 

describing the PSI findings, it should be ~oted that two major shortcomings 

in the analysis l i n ~ L t i t s  appl ica t ion .  F i r s t ,  the PSI stody only analyzed 

,an incaroerated population~ it has no da~a whatsoever on individuals who 

reoeived probat ion.  Seeond~ as'rwill  be indicated below, everA within  t h i s  

po tien, .ome t e- is is pl ued   = tico  rity  

The PSl atu~v concluded tha t  " a t  the 90% l e v e l  of co..nfldenee0 the 

variables which are associated with the response ~oe~, no reoldivls~ are° 

in order of their eontrlbutlon, prior record, class, narcotic history, 

ethnic L~.e., raela~ groupo ~ base expeotanoyo and age° Prior record, class  

and narcotlo history are by far the most important variables . . . .  The variables 

of primary i n t e r e s t ,  time served ~ i n c a r s e r a t i o ~ ,  ,fell outs of the model. ~ 

This variable has no effect or i s  not associated with the probability that ~ 

 divi  is el°an LT.e.. no reoldlvlsg." 1 Og Ino ) 

It should be emphasized that this eenoluslon o~ applies to one type of 

treatment-~Incareeratlon. More importantlyo there seems to. be three reasons 

to be hesitant in aooeptlng it even with respect to incarceration° Firs to  

the cross-tabulation analysis presented in the PSI stody itself indicates 

that when type of o£fense is controlled, for most offenses there are 
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significant differences in the recldlvlsm rates for those Inoaroerated 

for .short,, or "long" terms. (Kolodney. 19708 IIl=18) (Admittedly of 

course, oross-tabulatlon is less powerful and less revealing than regression.) 

Second. there are reasons to suspect that ~ e r e  was insufflole~t 

variation among the data points for the independent variable of ,,time served 

in inoaroeratlon" to properly assess Its ~ potential contribution to recidivism 

rates. (The Coleman Report had precisely the same dlfflc~lty with Insufflolent 

variation among the data points for the independent variable of "class size,,. 

There was '~an insufficient number of small classes0 • Some erltlcs have 

suggested that this led the Coleman analyels to underestimate the potential 

impact of class sls~-Qspeolally a small class slze~on ednoatlonal aohleve~ 

n~nt. This type of Insufflolent variation is common in the analysis of 

policy data.) ~eolfloally. the terms of inoaroeratAon all tend to be rather 

long. The PSI study uses the labels ',short', and .long" terms of inoaroeratlon 

but In faot. there are too few genuinely short terms of incarceration (e.g.~. 

twelve months or less or even eighteen months or less) to •test whether a 

short tez~ has ar~ impact on reeldlvlsm, ~vldenoe for the latter possibility 

comes from the comparison noted above of the "jail!' group data in the • BeattAe 

and Brldges study (those Inoaroerated twelve months or less) and the PSI 

sample (all of whom. were inoaroerated for m o r e  t h a n  twelve months and for 

whom the median ~erm was 30 months in one year and 36 in the other)° It 

indicated that the "success,' rate for the "jail" group was A~6% (2.561)t 

while it was only 32°8% (I.423) and 33°6% (I.208) for each of the years 

in the PSI sample. 

Third. the PSI study is plagued by ,a~Iticolllnearltyo Several of 

the independent variables to be teste~suoh as prior record, length of 

incareeratlon, and ethnlo group (i.e.. raoe)~appear to be hlgh~v!~ 
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i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d .  The PSI study does not  s t a t e  the  p r ec i s e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

among i t s  i n d e p ~ i e n t  variables~ bu t  some of  i t s  raw data  i n d i c a t e  t h i s  

de~ree of interoorrelatlon (e.go~ most ~dlvi~~7i~i~ (Io972~-who have 

the most serious prior records ~also reoelved long terms of Ineareeratlon~ 

while only about 6% of the entire sample reoelvsd a long term of L~ 

carcerstlon and had no prior reoord)o See Kolbdney~ et alo (1970i .III-20). 

In an analysis of the PSI data which is planned later these precise eomlations 

will be ascertalned and further tests f o r  ~Itloilllnearlty will be applledo 

This makes it difficult to assess their relative impact on recidivism with 

%rue precision. 

14%gnlficantly, several of the independent variables in the Beattle 

and Bridges analysis a~so appear to be highly intercorrelatedo This may 

weaken some of the conclusions ba~ed on their data ~ncernlng the relative 

impact of these Varlables0 especially those other than type of treataent 

prescribed by the judge. Therefore, the non~e~e~Imental analysis of the 

factors shaping recidivism seem to indleate that on the whole the type of 

treatment has a major ~ impact. P~wever~ they a l so  Indiaate that other factors 

such as type of offense, prior record0 race~ age0 and narcotics history 

also have a major impact. Some aspects of these characterlstlos such as 

the absence of a prior recordt having a narcotics history and certain 

offenses such as auto theft and drug law violations seem to have a greater 

impact on recidivism than does the type of treatment. However~ this last 

point is s t a t e a  with only a moderate degree of confidence because of  the 

inherent limitations in the data which were discussed above. 

Moreover~ the goal of policy evaluation which leads to policy pre- 

scrlption, the absolntely precise analysis of the relative impact of all of 

these variables may not be of prlmary importance° I~stead0 the complete 
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range of variables affeetlng the dependent variable mnst be aseertalned 

flrst. It ~s Insuffiolentto ascertain that a oertaln type of treatment has 

a oertaln effect on reeldlvlsm, when all other factors are equal or are 

controlled. In the real world all other faotorsare rare~v equal~ in 

. r e a e h i ~  his deolslon a criminal o o u ~  Judge is faced with an i~dlvi~al 

w i t h  several c h a r a e t e r l s t i o S .  Knowledge of  the general r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

a type of treatment and recidivism "is "an insufficient polAey guide because 

the judge,s deolslonIs not likely to be ageneral one~ to a slgnlfleant 

degree it will be relative to the individual before hlm. Similarly. f o r  

the prupose of policy prescription it is insufflclent to si~ly asoertai~ 

which varlahle is the '~est predictor,,, " 

In sty, the non-experlmental analyses of the factors shaplng 
• i 

recidivism seem to Indloate that on the whole the type of trea~nent has a 

major ~m~aet, However~ they also Indloate that other factors, sueh as type 

of offense, prior recordS raoe~ age~ and nareoties history, ~ also have a 

major Impact. These analyses also indioate that on the whole those 

offenders who are granted prolmation generally have si~fioantly lower rates 

of' rec~.divima than  those who have beea~Inearcera%ed. This pattern generally 

tends to persist whe~ offeader~charaeteristlcs and type of offense are 

cont~olled. 

However, this general finding of  lower recidivism rates for 

those granted probation, even when these o t h e r  factors are ccnbroll~d. 

does notnecessarily indioate that the lower rates are a speelflc flmctlon 

of this type . of treatment. Instead. this relationship may be largely an 

artifact of the eourt, s declslon-maklng process. It Is possible that those 

granted p~obatlon have lower recidivism rates becauset first, those 

Indlvlduals with "favorable" offenses and characteristics (e o go ~ the 
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absence of a pr ior  record) are generally granted probation and, second, 

those ~divlduals with these "favorable" offenses and aharaoterlstlos are 

most likely to have lower recidivism rates. 

In short, the Judge,s decision concerning type of treatment %o 

prescribe tends to coinolde -- that is his intention m with the aotnal 

correlation between offender characteristics and reoldivism. Inde@d" the 

Judge usually bases his dealslon on offender eharaeterlstlcs and type of 

offense. Thus it is possible that it is the offender, s characteristics 

rather than anything inherent in the type of treatment, or a ~  

inherent in belng given one's freedom when probation is granted, that is the 

primary influenoe on recidivism. ++ This suggestion would ap~ly in an 

analogous manner to~thgee incarcerated whose higher recidivism rates may 

be largely a function of their '~nfavorable" oharacterlstics, such as a 

ser ious ,pr ior  record. ~ 

Th~ da ta  a r~ lyzed  abo~O +. wh~Qh t e n t a t i v e l y  indica~ +.~ t  & few 

oharaeterlstlcs and types of offenses may have greater Impaet on reoldlvlsm 

than the type of treatment reoeived, in part tend to support this suggestlon+ 

On the whole , however, it does not seem possible to test this suggestion 

properly beoause of insufficient variation among the data points for 

several independent varlables+. ~ For example0 ~ there are very few individuals 

with no prior record who are incarcerated; or, converselyD there ~ few 

Negroes with the fo~ng combimatlon o f  oharacterlstios who ~re granted 

probatlon. ° a serious prior record and the ~co~mlssion of a drug law 

violat ion.  Moreover, for  the  purpose of polioy evaluation and prescript ion,  
+ 

the possibility that the relationship between type of treatment and reeidlv~m 

rates may be an artifact of the court's deolslon-maklng process may not be 

fully relevant. For this purpose it is insufficient to simply ascertain 
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whlch factor is the .best predictor." 

Policy makers need information about the .explanatory factors 

over which they have some control. These factors may p r e d i c t  an outoome 

less perfectly~ but they will probably give the poli~y maker greate~ ability 

to affect the outcome. A Judge~ or ~ r  other poli~y maker, can de little 

to change an offender's age or hAs n~ber of prior oonvletlons, but he can 

prescrlh~ the preolse type of trea~nent (probation or incarceration) which 

he will receive, The factors influencing ed~cationa~ achlevement which are 

!analyzed in the Coleman Report are another example of this patterno Even 

if a student"s family background is the best predictor of educational 

achievement, it is difficult ~or policy makersto Influence this factoro 

By contrast, they do have some control over theslze of his c la s s  i n  

school, which in  Colem~ts analysis seems to have been a less important 

predletor of edueatlonal achievement, This pattern again seems to indicate 

that the requir~,ents of ana-!ysls. are different for pure soc ia l  selence 

and. appl ied  or po l i cy  s o c i a l  sc ience.  •• 

For example~ in the area • of state and local governments' outputs, 

as  l ner. wil vsky pont out  even ana s  focus on 

factors that are not useful for policy soolal science or pollcy~makersg 

/ They say little about the • allocation process Itself and, 
the~Dfore, do not identify particular levers which might 
be used to alter policy outoomes o Clark~s fine analysls 
of flfty-one Amerloan c~nmunltles investigates (among 
other th~ngs) the effect of several independent variables 
on a dependent variable whloh used general budget ex~ 

/ 

p e n d i t u r ~  as a measure o f  p o l i c y  output°.  His most 
" i n f l u e n t i a l "  explanatory v a r i a b l e  was the  percentage of  
the olty~ s popula~Aon who were Catholic, partloularly 
Irish Catholic° From a polloy peropeetive, if a community 
wants to Inoresse its budget, should one suggest that it 
Import Catholles from Ireland and solve two problems with 
one recommendation? Or, would p r o s e l y t i z i n g  Jews and 
P r o t e ~ a n t s  help? Many of the  more p rosa ic  findings. 
. such as the relationship between city expendlture and 
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citizen median income~ display a similar lack of policy 
direction. What good does it"do for a mayor tb know 
that if his city were richer it could spend more? This 
is not to suggest that demographic variables are unlm~ 
portant in determining municipal outeomes~ or  that it 
is not essentlal ~ to learn" about t h e  conStraints that 
bind.  Rather we say that for purposes of poliey~ it is 
important tostudythose variables which are under the 
agency's (or at least someone's) control (Levy0 Meltsner 
and Wildavsky~ ppo 1~24)o. 

Consequently~ s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  ' r igorous  p r i n c i p l e s  o f t en  w i l l  

receive less  emphasis in po l i c7  soc i a l  science than in ~ e  soolal 

science, What are serious cognitive limitations for the latter need not 

bs for the former. Even if in some instances pure social science were able 

to delenlate %he causes of a social problem with greater prec i s ion  and 

certainty9 often it As Beyond the policy~maker, s ability to affect these 

causal factors. To make a significant contribution to policy analysis. 

s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  should the re fo re  broaden t h e i r  focus beyond parsimony 

and minimalism. This perhaps especially applies to the political scientists 

who recently have been over-burdened with "scientific" requlrements0 many 

of which may be less relevant for poli~y analysis situa+~iOnSo 

~he ~perlmental evaluation of recidivism had several scientific 

f !aws and thus could not e s t a b l i s h  causal  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  betw~Den sentencing 

and recidivism that were unambiguous, Yet thlsexperlment suggests promising 

policy oppor tun i t i e s .  This is a r e f l e c t i o n  of a third element of  the  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between pure and p o l i c y  s o c i a l  solencez ana lys i s  of  s o c i a l  

phenomena t h a t  i s  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  flawed never the less  can have s i g n i f i c a n t  

heuristic value  to the polioy-maker~ ~ His goal is ~action-~specifieaLly the 

ability to alter outcomes suooesafully. The pure social solentlsts goal 

i s  t he  a t t a inment  of  knowledge. F u ~  and po l i cy  s o c i a l  sc ience do not  

d i f f e r  in  t h e i r  degree of  c l e a r  ana ly t ica~  th~k~r~o but  r a t h e r  in  these  

goa ls .  And thus po l icy  soc i a l  science does not  J l ~  with  the  a t t a i ~ e n t  
, \  
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of knowledge, i t  ra ther  ~ with i t .  PolAey s o c i a l  science oannot 

ex i s t  w~thout pure soo~aIsi¢~enoe. Yet, as the f o l ~  discussions  of 

the CTP exper£memt ~ t~e l a t e r  dise~ssion of the l im i t a t i ons  of a l l  

evaluatAons suggest, the  z~sul~s of  pure soola l  soienoe are a neoessary 

foundation but not a sufftO~ent c~ndition for  suooessflaX pol£cy-mak~u~g. 

The problems caused by the poss~bilAty that an apparent raXatlon- 

ship i s  an artAfact  of the treatmont process be~z~ analyzed are endemic 

to the ana~sls  of  non-experimentaI data. For exa~ le ,  ~ there i s  th is  

~l~suff£¢ient va r ia t ion  among the data poJ~ts of  some of  the ~ndepe~dent 

var~ablos, a ~  type of  s t a t i s t i c a l  controls are of  l i t t l e  help o An 

a l t e r n a t i v e  method of analyzlng the r e l a t ionsh ip  be~een  type of treatment 

and re~.d,t,vism iS oonducttz~ a:control led eaqoerimento In t h i s  way the 

decis£on to grant p roba t iono r  tnearcerat ton i s  not ..~ontamtnated" by a 

rea l  decis£on tusker. 
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~D~PI~t~NTAL IWALUATIOI~ OF ALTnlqATIV~ .~'T~NCI~ FOL,ICI'~ 

A controlled random experiment .can isolate the effect on recidivism 

of the alternative types of treatment as opposed to the effect of a t~pe 

of treatment llnked to a type of individual-- one who has been directed 

..to tha~ type of treatment by a Judge. Thevarlous posslbXe independent 

variables other than the program £n queStion are controlled through a random 

• appli~atlon of that program or treatment to a populatloni. " The data are 

thus contro l led  by randomization a t t h e  o u t s e t r a t h e r  than in  an ex post faeto 

manner (e .g . .  r egress ion  analys is )  as  in  non-experimental research.  As 

opposed to eva lua t lon  of actual  polloy dec i s ions ,  a con t ro l l ed  random + 

experiment of sentencing oan do two things. It csn .randomize" the offender 

charaeterlstlos of Its populationIn advance=~-assurlng, for Instance, that 

enough blaoks with narcotics histories ~ granted probation So that a 

researeher can evaluate the effeet on recidivism of Inoaroeratlon or 

probation ~ g~ rather than on~y that of inoaroeratlon eomblned with 

blackness and past narcotles use. And more generally~ the experiment 

can guarantee that the deelslon on whether to grant probation is not 

"contaminated" by a real-life deolsion~m~ker and his v~ews of the reeldivlsm 

r i sk  of  certain of£end~)rs and Offenses. 

.The~al l fornia  Youth Authority ]:as reeently bee~ condncting a 

contro~ed experiment in  the elties of ~ i ~ k t o n  and 8aoramento to evaluate 

the effeotiveness of alternative treatment programs for convicted JuvenIles~ I 

At the l e v e l  of general s t ra teg ies  for  po l iey  evaluation,  the r e su l t s  and 

methods of t h i s  experiment - -  .~he CoH~tuity Treatment Pro Jeer,, (CTP) 

seem to be indioat:Ave of both the p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  and some of the drawbaeks 

of experimental methods .of eWaluation (Warren. :1.967). At the l eve l  of 

se ientAfio evaluation of alternatAve senteneing po l io les  and spee i f io  
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policy strategies .for redue:M~g r~oldlvlsm, the  C~P z~r~ts and methods 

axe very  u s e ~ l  and sugges t ive :  

-The OTP e~perla~nt involves  an initial s eree~ of  eom~e~:~d 

Juvenile delinquents. The r e m i n d e r  a r e - then  randomly assigned either 

to an . exper ien t i a l  " gl~up which is r e ~ n r n e d t o  the co~ty (i.e., reoelve 

probation) and receives Int~nSlve ~ouns'elln~, or to  a Control group which 

i s  ass~gnecl to C a l i f o r n i a ' s  regular  Juven i le  penal ~ u t l o n s "  Seventy 

to ®Igh%y percent of those in the e~perlme~ta~ group reslded in their 

own homes. The re~aiader  were plaee~ in a: fos~er or group home because 

it appeared to the CTP Investlgators ~hat they e~ not IAve in their 
.. ~ . . 

own home and r ~ I n  non-del lnquent .  ThWse 2~30~ usually spend a t  ].east 

part of  the time in their own home~ bat ~helr .lives gene~ally are 

sea.hat more eonstralned. See Warre~ (i~67~ ~)o Ho~ever, it does not 

seem that this constraint is-eignlf~cant enough to suggest that they are 

no lon~er e~e~A~ol~g freedom, ' Their experience is s~i)A ~Aeb Iike that 

of  those in the exper lm~L '  group who llve athome and It is still 

r a d i c a l ~  u n l i k e  t h a t  o f  those in  the inea~oerated o r  cont ro l  group° 

, Af te r  a £ollo~-up, -period of" f ~ t e e n  months the  . f a i l u r e "  r a t e  f o r  

the expertmea~tal group.was 28% (t3/T) and 5L~g (168) f o r  the  cont ro l  

group~ a f t e r  t ~ n t y - f o u ~  months the  x~BpeotAve . f a i l u r e ' ,  r a t e s  wel~ 

38% ~ 61~. ( . r a i l u ~ , ,  w ~  ~ ~  here ~ r e  inaZ~Zv®~ t ~ n  ~ ~ e  

stadles deserlbed above0 sueh as Beat~le=I~Idgeso It consisted of parole. 

revocation whioh tnoluded .seet:ous- violat ions 4~'o~o, a ~  fe:l.orqr eonvie~oas 

involve  an arrest. This may explain the ~ "failure" rate ~ lO.~ -~- 

for ~e p~on g~p ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ,  ~i~ ~ ~  ~.~ ~ the 

Beat~Ae~Brt~es data are analyzed aeeordtng to the CTP definttAon of 
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"failn~. ") Personal and attitudinal ohange as re~lected in psychologieal 

t e s t  ~cores wa~e also m ~ e d  ~ i n g  th~s pe~iod. The i~xpex4~nental group 

was also more "suoeessful" *aocoxdinZto this standard. Tests adainlstered 

both at intake into the Youth Authority a n d  aA~er release (after treatment 

in the case of the ~ r ~ t n t a I  groups and aftez" disc.~u~_rge from J,~titttt:Lon 
S 

in the oase the  o rol in oated h both  roupS 

S ~ e ~  ~ p r o v ~ n t  f ~ .  p ~ ~  to p o s s e s S ,  the ~ p e ~ n t a l  ~oup 

sho~ed ~onslde~ab~y mor~ positive ohange than the control grot~, together 

with a higher level of p~naX and soolal adJus~nento,, See War~en 

]~m~evor~ as i s  ei~en the ease in experimental evaluation, t he  CTP 

experiment seems to have been flaw0d in four s igni f ioant  r ~ p ~ t s .  F i r s t ,  

t h e  ~d.tial s o ~  el~na~,ed about 25% of the oonvioted male J[uvenlles 

(~nd 10~ of the  £'emales~) ~ for  whom inst i t .u t ional izat ion was deQned mandatory 

because thsy  wez~ L ~ o l ~ d  i n s e r £ o U s  a s s a u l t  oases or  beoause the~e was 

eom~nmity obJeotion, This clearly l i m l ~  the geme~ality of the conclusions 

that oan be drawn~ These data indAcate that reoidlvlsm is less llkel~v if 

offenders reoelve prob~.,%ion, ~t we do not know if this apPlies to the 

rest serious offendoz~. • . . . . . . . . . . .  

Seoond0 the~Seen~ to have l ~ n  ~bizuous speoifL.tion of the 

i n d ~ t  variables ~ the o~at~on of the e0q~rimental design. Those 

in the experimental gro~prece~ve both probation and~intenslve oour~ellng. 
f 

Thus the~e is no -ay to asoertaln wh$oh of these aspe~ of their trea~nent 

is related to their lower failure rates. To do this an additional 

experimental grou~p should have bee~ oreated whioh reoeivod probation but 

no o o u n s e l i n g  a t  a l l .  

The seoond flaw described may seem to be a description of the  
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Hawthorne effeo%, hUt i% i s  not. It referred to ambiguous speclfloatAon 

of ~e independent variables in whloh the experlm~tal design inelud~i 

~ e~e~t  ~ ~ , ~ e ~ e ~ t  v a ~ a ~  ( Q o ~ e ~ . ~  aaa p ~ b a ~ o - )  ~ one 

of treatment. This made it difFAc~lt  .,to asOertain which aspect o f  the 

trea*ment was ~ e o t i n g  :the r e c i d i v i a . : r a t e i  , I t  i s  i n ~ d o n t a l  to t h i s  

Som~hat of a Hawthorne e f f e o t .  

The CTP investigators seem to have been s~mwhat a~are of thAs f la~ 

in net~ospeot. In  a proposed ne~ phase of the, e ~ e ~ e n t  ~hey have 

does not; meet the speeCh"to o r i t ~ i s m  made here~ T h i s  ~group w i l l  not be 

~ o ~ o e r a ~ n  ~e ~ r  ~Ca~o~n~a ~ m t A ~ o ~ ,  ~ t  ~t wnA ~e s ~ t  to 

a special trea~me~t ~eenter in the£r ~ ~  and receive intensive 

~ u ~ ~  the~e; ~hls group .tllaot:be ae~mlXy released to ~he 

e ~ ~ n ~ •  ~ om~ a~1~ ~ r ~ r  ~~at~o. o~ the ~ d e v m d ~ t  

var iab le s  o f  i n e a ~ , a ~ o n  or se~m~=inearceration. For  a descr ipt ion  o f  

t h i s  proposed a w  phase s e e  T. B . P a l m ~ ,  A Proposal  f o r  Phase ~ o f  ~he 

• Th-~l,.~ beoause o£++the nat~.~s o f  t h e  w~pePv~ion o f  the experimental 

g~oup it seems very,,posslble that its lower .failur~ rate is to som~ 

~e~ree a function of e~pe~ter effects such as the ~orne ~Teet 

and the effects of a positive self-f~ pr~phe~y and posltlve label~o 

have charaote~isties of the ~rne effeo% .hioh oan lower Influeaee 

the group's .f~tlu~e-~ care. Plrst. the youths ~n the experlmntal stoup 

receive ~ attention from 'a' "~ty agent" (ioeo~ a probation 
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officer) whose entire caseload is tw~1.ve youths0 ~ared t~ a ner~ 

oasel~ad of from four to eight times that ameUnto During the ~ntenslve 

stage of the treatment in the oem~Anltyp the youths see the agent from 

two te five times weeklyo either Indlvldual~ or in g~up er fa~ly 
metlngs, bcend, they reeelVe special types ef attention in addltlen te 

these meetingo~ group and faai~V therapy Sesslons~ varleua group aetlvltles~ 

and school tut~Ir~ by a certificated teacher Qxperlenced in Working with 

F~ch of this aetivlty fetches around a program center which resembles a 

settl~ent heuse~ (Palmer and War~en. ~8)o (The center houses the staff~ 

p~ev.ides a reorea~ioa areas 0 1 a s ~ e ~ z ~  a mus~c .room and outdoor SportS.) 
Moreover? e~her aspects of  the exper~aen~al group clearly have the 

petentAal for creating experimenter effect~ such as a pesitlve self-f~l= 

fIXllng prephe~yo pesitlve labeling and even a positive experimenter bias 

which can lower the group's .failure. rate. Fir~t~ the youths are no~ 

e~Xy aware that they are reeelvisg Int~Ive~ spe~lai and greup~orlented 

att~tlen £nd that they are part of an experim~t~ but it see~s pesslble 

that .they are also aware ~hat these in the experlmental group are ,,supposed 

t~ act better,, ~oause they have had this "extra break of not being £n~ 

earoera~ed"~ This would seem to create a positive labeling effect which 

c~uld lower the ,failure" rate for this gr~Upo This would be analogous t~ 

the often stated~ though rare~y systematically pr~ven~ view that in- 

eareeratlon and all the official and unofficial stlgma attached~ creates a 

negative labellng process which incre~es the ,'failureU rate of these 

labeled '~risoner"~ and ,,~cen~,, ~ecendo. the deelsien te revoke probation 

for the ~experimentalg .~upismade by the eo~m~ty a~ents themselves. 

This i s  ~ ne t  u ~ s u a l  • in Itsel~ because probat ion effleer~ generally play 

a large part  in  ~ i n  dec i s ion  w h ~  i t  i s  ~ made by. the ~Urto 
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This ~is not to suggest that the agents rake these decisloz~ in anything 

bat a fai~ ~ c~selenti~s manner and that they fall ~o attempt to 

uphol~ the s ~  of  s c i snt i f~c  object iv i ty  ~ a t  are neeessar~ in 

an experlment. Indeed0 the evlden~e ooncern~ ~ their intentions are 

clearl~v the ~ n t r a ~ j  Howew~r~, the isaac her~ i s  the p o s s i ~ y  of  a 

more subtle  and unoonsci~s  factor suchas  the agent, s e~sctatlo~s and 

thsi~  effects. ~ s ~  ~• q ~  ~ e l y ~  fi~t., mat the a ~ t s  m~eot 
% 

the experimen~igroup +to do bet ter ,  and second that they conv~ th i s  

~ e ~ o n  to +~e y o u ~ .  In ~ort+ . i t  s e ~ s  ~ l y  t~at there ~ 

some degree of ~ o s t ~ v e  ~ z o : l ~ t e r  1 : ~  and a posltAve prophe~y, for 

those youths to "do bet~sr.0 and it sere that to some degree this ma~ 

~ e  r ~  of the c~e. ~ p e ~ t  ~ "or p ~ t  a ~ a t  deal of 

d ~ r ~ t  ~idenoe ~ ~ p p o ~  t ~ e  ~ s p e ~ o ~ 0  sonve~o ~ e  n ~ t  

ha~e for.. ~he e~t~riment~ ~ ! a ~ l y ,  i t  .is this ~ype of expeota~on on 

the agentO s part  that would, make the s~-ond p o s s i b i l i t y  seem quite 

likely, There is some indirect evidence that indicates that the 

a ~ t s  have th~s expectation. ~ e y  are a l l  ~ b a t A o n  o~i~e~~ who 

generally tx~lieve in p~bat i~n,  .16~pec~lly i£  i t  can occur in  "ideal" 

I~reover. the C~. r ~  c l ~  .:~ s ta te  that i n ~ k i s g  probation 

revoea~ion decisions, the agents oft~r~ do not make revooa~ons f o r  ~Luor 

~tsbehavioro They do0 however0 often ~ ~ n  the probation of  the 

a x ~ ~ t a l  y o u ~  f o r ~ ~ s ~ h a ~ o r ~  S ~ i o n  g~er~Uy o n~ 
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involves serious warning. In praotioe~ onoe the susp~ston is  madeo i t  

is rare for revocation to follow. One posslbillty0 although there is no 

direct evlde~oeB is that the agents are unfairly and unselentlflca~ 

lenient to the exper~tal youths in such sltuatior~o Pb~sover0 even if 

they are not lenient i~ this ~ 0  • the agent"s behavior may stall affect 

the "failure H rate° For exa~ple~ they may expect the youths to "come 

around, and avoid revocatlen I be~Ase of the "second chance,' they have had 

in general (and also because of the "Second ohanoe- they have had in the 

form of the suspension rather than revooation)o Ylnally. on the basis of 

the literature on e~perlmenter effeot~ in experiments and quasi=experlments 

desoribed above, it seems v@ry probable that at least %o some degree the 

agents convey these expectations to youths. 

The fourth flaw in the CTP experiment seem to have been the 

initial seleotion of the population or universe from which the experimental 

and control groups were seieoted (after the soreening ou~ of the kssaultive 

oases). The nature and aharactsristics of this population~=~onvioted first 

offenders ~ \ © seem to weaken significantly the 

generality of the expe~iments~ Neither olty is typical of the large and 

heterogeneous urban areas from whioh the largest; proportion of offenders 

come. Both oitles are relatAvely small in con~arison to Los Angeles. San 

Franolsco. ~ and O akland~ are not heavily industralAzed0 and do not have 

large Negro populations (though Sacramento has n~dest rmmbers of M~xioan 

Amerloans and Stockton has a sizeable mmber)o The populations of Sacramento 

and Stockton in 1960 were 191o667 and 86.321 respeotively. 7% and 10% 

of these populations respectively were Negro. 8.1% and 16.8% were 

Maxioan-Ameriean and both had rather large portions of their labor force 

in white collar ooaupations (54.6% and ~6.1% ~,respeotive~y). Lndeedo the 



important and easily ob ta t~ab le  variables of race and ethnlolty are not 

mentioned in the CTP experiment, In an appar~t effort to re=edy this 

f law,- phase 2 of the CTP e~eriment was extended to predominantly Negro 

areas of Los Angeles and Oakland. 18 However, for reasons that ean only 

be speculated upon, phase 2 does not Inolude random assignment of convleted 

a ~ ~ .  •T:~steaa the y o u ~  are ass~gn~ to the o o ~ m n ~  ~ r ~ t  

. program after ser~ by the pro Jeer staff. M~reover, t h e r e  is no 

control group whatsoever. ID the absence of a control .group, t he  sueeeas 

of the program is measured by eompar~ the failure rate of youths assigned 

to i t  wLth equivalent . s t a ~ i d e  rates for  youths of the same middle to 

older adolescent age r ~ e ,  After a follow-up period Of f i f t een  mnt~s 
L . . . .  

of paro].e exposure, ~ the .failure, rate (defined as parole revocation) for 

the proJeotle youths is' 39% comp~ to ~% for the statewide group of 

that age, 

Tae pr~ goal of both the ~ experiment and this paper 

polAcy evaluation leading to prescript ion,  ~'~'~'r:~ I ~ ~ i ~  ~ indioate,  

the requirements of ana~vsls seem to be different for pure soelal science 

and applled.or polAoy~soolal so~enoe, Thus. two of the solentlfioally 

flawed aspects of the CTP experlmnt are nevertheless quite pro~slng 

poss~b~.lities for the soaX oZ poI~.~ evaluation and ~esar~.p~n.  ~wever, 

l e t  me emphasize that., l olearl~ do not mean tha t  invalAd methods ox, findings 

should be tolerated when the Investlgater i s  primarily interes ted in polAoy 

evaluation and prescript~on. Ao~xrate a ~ r o ~ i s  and eval~dtion is  the 

essent ia l  foundation of polAoy analys is .  Yet as I w i l l  indicate,  f indings 

that are the produot of .somewhat lees than perfectly controlled analysis 

m~y be of great heuristAo value to the polloy anaXyst° (The polioy 

analyst.s bel~ness and toleranoe for uncertainty and imperfect 



ought to be. ~e~pered. h o ~ v e r ,  by the ~ax~mesS that his  ~ n s t b i l i ~  

is even greater than a pure scientist, s. The pollcy analyst's errors are 

mch~ acre costl~ ~ esp~ially in i~te terns ~ than those of the 

pure social scientist. If a z~searoher is in error con~e~ the degree 

of pluralAsa in x ,  th n unders  of the ei y s pol i t ioa l  

process is faulty. However~ ~ a researche~ is in er ror  concerning the 

i~act of p~gram X on a pcpul~tlon and his evaluation ~s acted upono then 

~esou~ces w i l l  ~e misa~loeated and i t  i s  poss ib le  tha t  the population 

may be deprived of  a pc ten t la lAy b~neficial:  program~) 

Firet, perhaps, t h e  i n i t i a l  s c m n i n g  out of  about 2~g of the 

co~v~e~ed ~ale Juveniles (and about iO~ of the feaales) for whom in- 

~t i t a tAona l iza t ion  was de~ed  ~andator~ because of t h e i r  a s sau l t  back- 

groundo points  to a general 'polAcypresc~ipt ion~ Screen out such eases, 

and th~ grant probation to a l l  other Juver~le first ofTenders. Aecordlng 

to the  Ci~P f indings,  proba-~Aon leads to less: recidlvism. Thus proba~on 

for all but those screened out by the above orlterla should signlfloan~t~y 

lower the present  ,'failure. rate. " 

Second. perhaps the poSslhilit~ that the CTPes I~ .failure. rate 

for the experimental group is to some degree the function of experlmenteF 

effects such as the i~awthorne effect ~d the effects of a positive self= 

~ l l A r ~  prophe~y0 pos i t ive  l a b e l ~  and even a p o s i t i v e  experime~ter 

bias can be utilized as an explicit and in ten t iona l  posltAve pol icy,  I f  

the eo..mn£~ ~emts, e~peotations of  ',success". fo r  youths in a CTP type 

p r o g m  and i f  a poslt£ve :Label (such M betx~ a CTP paz~L~pant) and an 

unconscious .and. uu:Lnten~.onal e~z~Amenter bias toward the ~ths can 

Iowe r the "£ailure" rate0 then perhaps, a progr~ shou~ be created which 

foous~  e o q ~ ! i o i ~  and intentlona!l~,  on such e ~ f o r ~ .  Indeedg though i t  i s  
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rather bold~ a possible polloy presorlption ~lowlng from this is that 

after an i~Itial soreenAng out of assaultive eases0 all juvenile first 

offenders should be granted probation and assigned to t h i s  e ~ p l i o i t l y  and 

intentionally ,,Hawthorne,' and ~osltlve self~fulfilllng prophecy" program~ 

According to the above :~ analysis and hypotheses.~ this could slgnlfloantly 

lower the present  overa l l  , , fai lure" rateg which i s  based on both offenders 

who are granted prob~tlon without a speolal program and those who a~e 

incareerated. The potential of this proposed ~erimenter sffeot of 

positive labeling fo,r lowering ~he "failure" rate should not be judged in 

con~arinon with an alternative of "no labeli~g1'o It should be judged in 

oon~arlson with the negative labe~ which offenders receive when they 

are Incaroerated. This label often ~ wlth the~ for a conslderable 

subsequent period beoauss of the Inforaal and official stigma attached %o 

their previous Incareerati~no Indeedo the llst of official .s~ and 

l o s t  ,rights of f e l o ~  offenders who are simply oonvioted b~t not 

neoessarily £noarcerated is considerable° ' In 46 states the rights lost 

inolude the right to vote. serve on a jury~ ..hold public office or a 

position of trust or cert,,In othe~ ki~ of emp~yment0 obtain certain 

lloenses and hold public employment, l~arthermereQ administrative poXicles 

create mar~ bars. For e~umpleo offenders are e~.-cluded from the Job ~ ,  

the  si  bor ood co s oth  oso pro eC o 

~ 0  ~ ci~.,, pp. i ? i  and 20~.. ) Investigations in the 

IAteratare on experlaenter effects which range from R~senthal~s 
/ 

"Pyg=alion in the olassroom" st~ to the use of '~laoebo effeots" in 

medioal science indicate that peeltive expeotations~ prophecies, biases  

and labeling can be conve~ed to a subject and oan of feet his behavior 

posit~vel~Vo In the "Pygmalion shady" 'Rosenthal and Jacobson conolude~ 



• • q 

q 

.Our expez~Ament rested on the premlse that at least some of the deficleneles-- 

and therefore at least some of the renedies-~mlght be in the schools, and 

pa_~ic~larly in the attltudes of teachers ~oward disadvantaged children. 

In our experlment nothing was done directly for the child, o .The only people 

affected directly were the teachers g the effect on the children was In- 

direot. ,' By contrast I am not necessarily suggesting that present non- 

experimental "failure" rates are a function of deflcienales in present 

probation officers. This may be so to some degree° Howeverp the premise 

of this policy is simply that whatever the abilities of the present 

probation offleers~ an expllcitely and i n t e n t i o n a l l y  ,~rne" and 

"positive self-i~Ifilllng prophecy,' program car~led out by probation 

officers possibly could lower the present "failure" rate° 

If this negative labeling whloh results from these stAgsm does 

affect "failure" rates n®gatlvely~ then another sigr~fleant pol icy  

InnovatAon (though less bold than that proposed above) would be to at 

least minimize the offlolal stigma. The policy could vary from absolute 

seorecy concerning an Indivldnal0s previous conviction (except for 

release to erlminal justioe agencies) ~ an official ammlment of this 

record after the individual has successfully completed a period of 

probation or parole, Indeed~ a few states now have versions of +.he 

l a t t e r  proposal. Again0 since ~ t r  primary goal i s  po l icy  prescr ip t ion ,  

it is suff~olent %0 know that they can be conveyed and it is not 

inltAaily necessary to fully understand how and why they are conveyed° 

Of oeurseo researeh should nevertheless seek this latter knowledge° 

Charles Tittle has proposed a very different policy for redu~L~g 

recidivistic and even initial criminal behavior which is also based on 

the concept of labeling. He sugg..~ts tha t  deterrezAee can occur through 



a deviant may result in greater deviant behavior, b~t he adds ~t t ' i t  .my 

also result in less deviance by those who observe h~s stigmatized statuSo'o. 

ApplAeation of sanctlons may resuXt in Identltie~ which i~Auenee the 

conduet of those not so labeled+. (:Charles Tittle9 .Crime Rates and Legal 

sanatAo 0, v. 16 t 9) po  zio) eased on 

ex~erlenoe i n  doing ee~ i r i oa l  research on police and orlmi~ ~ and 

my knowledge of the ~Irleal llteratu~e on the attitudes of offenders. 

potential off~nders~. and the lewer~cla~s subculture~ my own view is that 

T i t t l e s s  r e a s o n i ~  i s  based on a profound misunderstanding of the values~- 

life s~les and attitudes 'of offender~ and potential offenders° It seems 

generally re~te pOsslbili~y that the behavior of a yotmg, p,or~ male 

minority group member with a pz~sent®or~enM time=hor~zon c ~ d  be 

significantly affected by a high certalnty of pu~bment whloh will cause 

him to be negatively labeled sometime in the future~ 

The suggestion of direct applloation ofexperimenter efTeots 

policy programs is not new.~ The original Hawthorne e~perlmmts were 

d i reo te~ toward this  endo and in fao~ theyg~m~ly  ~anged pol ic ies  for  

• employee~ma.~.gement z~ la t lons .  ~ l a r l y .  R~sen~.al and Ja~b~on~e ~ffi 

vestlgation~ have been e~pllclt~v dlr~ted toward~the creat ion of polAcy 

programs. I~de~,  at the conel~slon of their .Pygmalion sta~% they 
• / 

specifically suggest ~thods  of ~merting their findings ~.~to policies 

for teacher training and classroom strategies° 

. ~4!nee policy rather than purely scientific con~ideratlc~ have 

been emphasized as the primary goal cf this paper, the policy p~eso~iptien 

suggested here must be considered in terms of the r e a l i s t i c  policy ~nstraint 

of ~ A general evaluation of alternatlve sentenclng on the basis of 



f ~ ~  w i l l  be descr ibed in  p a r t  I I I  below° A b r i e~  d i scuss ion  

of  t h e  cos t  o f  the  p resc r ibed  pol i~y wi thout  eon~idera t ion of  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

w i l l  s u f f i c e  a t  M s  p o i n t ;  A t  p re sen t  ~ e r e  a~e no c~s t  da ta  a v a i l a b l e  

f o r  Phase 1 of  the  CTP experiment. Huweverv cos t  da ta  f o r  Phase 2 o f  CTP 

are  ava i lab le~  and t h e y  can giv~ us  an approximate i d e a  of  the  ~ s t s  of  

CTP Phase. 1 and ef theoests e l  the p o l l ~  s ~ t e d  here relatAve to the 

costs of alternatAvepolAcAeSo In Phase2 the p~batien o~Ticera have 

ca~el~ads of  f i f t een  youths per e l l i o t "  (the oaseload i s  t~elve in ~mse I ) ,  

and this eoste $150 per mont~ pe~ ~boy ~e~ is three te four times as m~ch 

~s regular p~obatAeno ' H~aever~ it is ~ill l~s than h a l f  the average 

~n~ ~st of ~t~o~lAs~ a~ offender+ Phase 2 ~ d ~ e ~  a ~p 

that. is larger than the oapaei~r ~ of one ~f the new institutions that the 

Youth Author i ty  i s  b ~ i l d i n g a t  a Oosto f  Six to e i g h t  m i l ~ e n  dolSAws. 

This type of  ~mparlson ef altex~atAve ~este has net bee~ dene by t~ee 
P 

that have c~i~AelzedPhase 1 ef CTP as being Imprae~Acal f o r  wide 

a p p ~ c a ~ o a  because ~ of its ooet. ..... 
?,'~ 

Of oour~e, th~s type: of  e~mpa~on  does no t  ~ n s i d e r  the  

probabilities of a A~Arthe~ ~ cest te :eoele~ of the CTP. e~perlment~, namely0 

the probability that the offe~ier w i l l  reeldlva~e while on probatlono 

cont~ast~ ther~ is almost a zero p r o b a b ~ i t y  that an offender~-wil~recldlvate 

while ~oarcerated~ There will be a dle~u~len below ef these '~pe~ ef 

trade offe which are ~olved in these al~eraatlve ~lleieSo 

• i 
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Beth the non-experlmental and e~per~tal data analyzed above seem 

to indicate that~ on the ~ l e ~  those ~ m ~ c t ~ t  Indlvldna~ who are granted 

proba t ion  have lower  reold~vlsm rates than fl~ose who have been incarcerated.: 

How6ver0 offender characteristics and type of' offense committed ~ especlalXy 

certain c~racteristlcs and certain offenses -~ also seem to have a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i ~ a c t  on r ea id iv i sm .  - 

One can su~marlze some of the major findings and some of the i~plAed 

reco~wlatlons of the analyses and ~erlme~ts aentioned above in the 

f o ~ n g  way~ For many per~ons~ especially those with oertaln"favorable', 

characteristics (e.go ~ the absence of a prier re~rd), probation can re@Ace 

the realdlv~ rate to a p p r o : x i m t e ~  33 per cent° The e~erlment indicates 

t h a t  f o r  most persons~ proba t ion  along wi th  i n c i s i v e  and s p e c i a l  a t t ~ t i o n  

can royce recldAvlsga to 281 per centj For most convicted felons0 therefore, 

the type of  trea~nent makes a s~nLf"icant  difference~ FOr other felons0 

however, personal characteristlos and the nature of ~he!r offense ses~ 

more ~rtanto The i~ence of p~bation on recidivism i~ thus far 
L J. 

from total~ b~t it i's clear that kn~ledge of recidivism rates aseoelated 

with specific offenses and particular offender characterlstic~ could be 

of cons£dera~le practical value to Judgesln sentencing. 

On ~ e ,  o the r  hand~ it mnst also be emphasized that even among 

probationers there is a recldiv~ rate of approximately 33 Per cent0 

~le figure represents a very ~arge ~A~ber of Indlvld~als and cr£mes~ -~ 

and it. as well as the fact that probationers recldivate less ~han those 

who a~e i n c a r ~ r a t e d ,  ~ s t  be taken in to  account in  designing sentencing 

policies based upon the findings, o f  social sc ience .  

Xn addltion~ the experim~al data seem to suggest that if 



probation programs can in t en t iona l ly  and e x p l i c i t l y  develop .Eawthorne.~ 

 ¢scts ef¢ cts o¢ posi  e p p  ies positi o 

labelL-~, then it may be possible that re~dlv~sm ra'tes can be kept 

relatively low. For ~le~ if there is initial screening of offenders 

to ell~:nate ~e most serious and dangerous offenders0 this program of 

an ~ntentlo~l "Hawthorne effect,, may be ~able to keep the "failure" rate 

bel  

However~ one should not be discouraged by the ability of these 

studies to establish a causal re la t ionsh ip  be~een  senteacing and 

~o id iv i sm.  Because one i s  ramble to e s t ab l i sh  such a c lear  oonne~tion 

does not ~n itself destroy their value ~ policy makers° This is because 

"pure" social solenoe and '~olley" social science are different enterprises 

with dlffere~t requirements. That is to say what may be serious probles,A 

need not be such serious problems to the l a t t e r .  For example9 the C.TP's 

initial screening processmay limit the scope of its eonclusions~ ~ t  its 

fln~ tha't probation lowers recidivism for the non~assaultive suggests 

a sentencing poli~y that is likely to reduce recldlvlsmg ~reen out 

those with a history of~ assault~ then grant probation to ~all other 

juvenile first offenders. 81milarlyo the probable existence of a 

"Hawthorne" effect in the CTP ea~erlment, though it is unquestionably a 

flaw from the standpoint of pure soclal sclence~ also suggests a 

strategy for treating Juveniles8 Juvenile first offenders who are granted 

probation should be assigned to an intentional ,Hawthorne" and ,,positive 

self-falfilling prophet" program. Admitted~. i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to 

inmtAtut~ona~lAse f o r  largo rambe~ of people a f ee l ing  of being par t  of 

a spee£al e~r~ment and the subject of speolal attentlon~ but precedents 

such as the Hawthorne experiment itself indicates that that it is clearly 
? 

possible, and the CTP experlmen% indicates that such a program will 

/ 
/ 
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succeed in reduclng recidivism. (It will also be cheaper° The costs 

per month in the CTP program seem to be about half the per capita cost 

of Lncarceration) o 

However9 to convert ~hese findings into poliey guidance for 

criminal court Judges and to apply them to the evalua~on of a specific 

set of courts0 the question of the goals of the criminal cou-~ must be 

analyzed. In addition to reduced recldlvlsm~ these seem to include 

maintaining ord~r and stability i~ society~ ma~ntalning the freedom of 

the Ind~Vldual0 satisf~Ang a co~n notlon of Justloe (i.eo, equality 

and consistenay of t~eatment)~ maintaining an image of the court as a 

fair instltution~ maintaining the ,declarative" nature of the ~rimlnal 

law (i. e., the criminal law i s in large part more intended to be a 

llst of acts that soclety wishes to ,declare"• inappropriate rather than 

a llst of acts against which £t Wishes full enforcement), and emlntaln~ 

a favorable cost~effeetiveness outcomo for the courts~ decisions~ One 

must then note that many of these go'a~ are by no ~ f u l l y  consistent 

with the goal of reducing recld~vlsm. There is in fact a great deal of 

te io, be ee, t ese varlous The bri r  amples w i l l  

il]Amtrate t h i s  te~sloni 

First, lower recidivism rates mayi be associated with a pol icy of 

probatAon such as the one proposed in the critique of the CTP experlment~ 

This po l icy  prot~bl~ would satisfy the goal of r e ~ c e d  recidivism more 

than would increased incarceration. Nevertheless, it also risks 
!, 

slgnlf~oant short=raa sacrifices in the goal of order and stabilit~ in 

so clet~ because it gives freedom ~ ma~ convloted Indlv£dnals who have 

a reasoaably high probability of recldlvatingo One must remember that 

almost one~thlrd of the CTF probationers did reeidivate desp~e the 
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speelal attention and Intensive superv i s ion  they received. Incarceration 

may have a small or negative effect en ~ed~elng re~Idlvism. However~ by 

denying the freedom of some Indlvldual~ ~ especlall~ those with a 

reasonably high likelihood of recldlvating ~ i t  does tend to satisfy 

the goal of maintaining order ~nd stability in soelety~ at least in ~he 

aho~ run° ~n~re is almost a ~ero p~obability of an offender recldlvati~g 

while i~carc~ratedo (The policy of p~bati~a suggested in the critique 

of CTP would mea~ a low number of incar~eratio~o and thus it probably 

 olve the cf  geal of 

~e "declarative. nature ~f '~e criminal lawo ) 

Seeo~ a • policy ~ reduce recldlvlsm may involve sacrifices in 

other geal~ even if it does ~t involve granting probation m~re frequently" 

..... For i~sta~ee0 from wha~ we knew ab~u~ the~ ~ype ~f effender~ who are 

most likely to fall into the recidivating group~ one ~uld .derive the 

follow~ng policy 'to reduce reeldivi~m~ Incarcerate for the longest ter~ 

the youngest off~er~ especially if they are black or have a narcotics 

hlstoryo But,.~uch a poli=~ however effective it might be in ~ c i n g  

recldlvism~ is obviouS~v unacceptable if the ~ourt i s  to  remain i n  our 

eyes a falr a~d...~On~dlscrlminato~ instlt~tlen whlch exercises a due 
/ 

regard for e~,~i~ty and individual llbe~tlesO Conversely~ the same 

f ~ s  of  ~ c ~ a l  science ~ t h  ,~gard to  r e d u c ~  rec id iv im would 

d i c t a t e  ~ a t  j~dges inca r~era te  f o r  the  s h o r t e s t  t e r m  poss ib l e  ~ d e r  the  

,law whites ove~ ~0 who have committed ~rdero Since this group has an 

extremely low reeldlvi~m rate0 this policy would involve o~ a small 

r i s k  of  s a c r i f i c e  in  the goal  of  red~ced rec id iv ism.  In addit ion0 such 

a l ~ l t o y  wou~ a l e  save • the s t a t e  n ~ e y  i n  incar~erat:~en ooStS o Or to  

take some cases that typically face erlmlm~ court Judges~ from these 
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+ e v a l u s t l o n s  one could a l s e  d e r i v e  t h e  p o l i c y  o f  i n c a r c e r a ~  f o r  the s h o r t e s t  

ter~ whites who have co~uit%ed sex offe~es or crimes agai~mt p e r s o n s  and 

are over ~0 years old+ +Again since these offende~ ~ave very low recidivism 

rates~ thls~policy would involve a small risk of recldlviSmo ~ (It would 

also maximize the oQst~effectlveness of the courts~ decisions. ) However0 

both those policies would co~ot with the goals of maintaining the 

"declara~ve. and condemr~tory nature of the crlminal law and malntaL~ug 

the image of the court as  a fair and Just institution° Even if these 

policies did not increase rocldiviam~ ~st of sooie~7 would feel that the 

shortest terms for th+ese offende~ was somehow wrongo Not because they 

are vengeful~ but because they probabl~v would feel that these policies d i d  

not sufficiently express society,s condemnation of these offenses° They 

. p r e b a b l j / w o u l d  also feel that different treatment for men who h a d  coamltted 

the same offset©especially if one of the criteria were racial~was unJust~ ~ 

In addi~ic~ +as another e~mpie, from +.he findings of this paper 

one  c o u l d  derive the +foXlow~ poXic~ ' ~  reduce recldivism~ Y.ucarcerate~ 

until + th~ r e a c h  the age of 30 +or 35~ all individuals who ~it their 

Second felony offense.+ It is li~ely that +..his would reduce recidlvlsm 

because the da++ indicate tha~ after ~s age there is a sharp reduction 
" ~ !++ " 

in the probabillty+of recidivs~+° ~ever~ + "~,.Im poli~.l" probably would 

oontrlbute to the image of the court as an u~fair i~titutlono It would 

also involve sacrifices in the goal of mai~tai~ a favorable cos~ 

effectiveness outcome for ~he court, decisions because of the Imme~e 

capital and malntenanoe cos~ of incaz~erat~Ono Indeed~ the same amount 

of ~ced recidivism aohleved b7 this policy o f  incar~eratlon until the 

age of 30 or 35 could probably be aohleve¢~ by a probation policy at 

almost o n . h a l f  the c o s t o  + 



Third°- a b r i e f  eve lua t ion  of  tho sentencing dec i s ions  of  t h e  

criminal o~ Judges of Pit%~burgh' and Minneapolis indicates the difficulty 

in evaluating the mos.t effective poli~y to reduce recldlvlsmo An earlier 

.study that I conducted indicated that sentencing decisions are more 

lenient "in Pi~t~hurgh than i n  Minnea~llso White and Negro defendants 

receive both a greater percentage of prebatlon and a shorter length of 

~carceratlon in Pitt~bu~Eho This pattern perslst~ when the defendants ~ 

prevlc~e record° plea~ and age are also controlled° Although both white 

and Negro defendants rocelve more lenient sentences (i.eo 0 more frequent 

grants of probation) in Pitt~b~h in both eltles whltes receive more 

lenient sentences than Neg~oez. HowQver~ this difference in the direction 

of g~eater l~lency for whlte~ is very small in Pittsburgh~ while it is 

large ~n Minneapolis, Also~ in MinneapolAs defendants with a prior re~rd 

receive a mu~ lower percentage of probation anda ~ch longer length of 

incaroeratlon than do defendants with no.. prior recordo In Pittsb~rghD on 

the other hando def~dant~ with a prior record (with the ex~eptlon of 

Negroes in a few categorles)"general~y receive only a slightly lower 

percentage of probation and only a slightly longer length of incarceration 

than defendants with no prior re~ordo 

On t~s basis on6 might ~nolude that the Pittsburgh judges~ 

declslons.~ on the whole~ tend to con t r ibu te  more effectively to reduced 

recidivism because they grant probat ion more frequently° However0 their 

frequent grants of pr~batlon for individuals with a high prebabillty of 

r e o i d i v a t i n g  (e .g.  0 those wi th  a p r i o r  record and Negro~)  probably does 

not eff@ctlvely contribute to reduced recidivism° By contrast° the 

~inneapolin judges~ generally severe dec i s ions  for these specific 

individuals may contribute to reduced recidivism more effectively° 



(~3~ewhere X have • attempted to evaluate the decision making of these two 

courts in terms of the multiple goals of the criminal court 4~vino 

This effortto systematically evaluate the consequences of 

alternative sentencing poll.cles for recidivism should clarify the nature, 

limltatAons and potentialities of a policy social science° Social •science 

evaluation can serve as a partial guide for the pollcy~maksr0 but as the ~ 

analysis of the tensions in the goals and values of the crlm~l court 

~dlcates9 it cannot serve as .the definitive and ultimate, guide because- 

these tenslons cannot be resolved on utilitarian grounds° aoclal science 

eva lua t ion  in  It~elf cannot give policy guldancs~ it does r~t yleld self- 

explana tory  Po l icy  choices.  I t  can only i nd i ca t e  the  consequences of  

alternative policies, their utAIAty and di~utilltyo The evaluations 

here indicate that an optimal policy for the reduction of recidivism is 

to Inca~cerat~ for the longest ~ tho youngest offender~ e s p e c i a l l y  i f  

they a re  black or  •have a na rco t i c s  hlstOryo This 

recidivism, but it would also cause, sacrifices in 

of the  ~ u r t .  Thus fo r  recidivism~ and f o r  other 

we ~ t l l  have to choose our p~ioritles among these 

and the trade-off rate among them that wewlsh to 

p ~ b a b l y  would reduce 

achieving other goals 

polAcy areas0 ultlsmtel~ 

~mAltlple goals and values, 

follow° Socia l  selence 

evaluation canuot do that for us. ~ ' 

In mmmaryg there is considerable tenslon among the goals of the 

o r d i n a l  ~ u r t s 0  as nsualAy i s  the e ~  wi th  bas ic  i n s t i t u t A o n a l  goals  

and values.  Indeed9 few i~portant g o a ~  and value~ in soc iety  Can 

s t ~ l t a n e o u s l ~  maximiZ~io I t  ~s t h i s  t ens ion  which makes a ~ n s i d e r a t i o n  

of  these• go81s and valuos so f a s c i n a t i n g  and perp lexing°  However0 in  

terms of the ~ s ing le  goal of  ~ c e d  recidivism~ th is  study has attempted 
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to effer ~re ~plzloal guidanoe to deotsion m~ker~ and p o l i ~  evaluaters, 

.Yet to aohleve thls goal0 poliey makers must also look beyond the orlminal 

~urts. As this study has :Jmdi~ted. faot~rs othe~ than court deolslens 

also have a major impaet on recidivism. The oourts eannot and.!pro'bably 

should not a f feo t  these factors .  
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