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FOREWORD

Frofessionals in the field of crime and delinquency agree that
selected social and behavioral science concepts and procedures
should be used to a greater extent in planning and testing the
effectiveness of crime and delinquency programs. They also agree
that researchers with an evaluation perspective should make
greater use of crime and delinquency programs for theory build-
ing and study. These agreements suggest that both the basic and
applied interests can be served by collaborative efforts.

t is true that there are substantial problems in putting these
agreements into operation. Problems stem from a variety of
sources including: (1) traditional orientations that practitioners
and program administrators in the crime and delinquency field
are only concerned with fulfilling their mandate to prevent, treat,
and control delinquency and crime ags effectively as possible, while
researchers with an evaluation perspective are only interested in
developing and testing highly specialized research methodologies
and contributing to a body of knowledge having esoteric theoreti-
cal import; (2) traditional perspectives that practitioners and
program administrators are disinterested in, threatened by, and
resistive to evaluative research and/or theory building in their
area of work, while researchers do not and cannot tolerate work-
ing in a practice setting where exigencies of service overshadow
typical research concerns; and (8) traditional practice of evalua-
tive research (systematic program assessment) by short-term
commitment and project.

To substantially alleviate these problems, various changes will
have to be made by agencies and the research community. Such
changes will require shifting philosophies of operation, restruec-
suring organizations, adapting operations and methodologies, and
generally adopting a commitment for collaboration.

Adapting current operations and methodologies, like the other
required changes, apply to both agencies and the research com-
munity. A strategic place to begin is developing improved method-
ologies for conducting evaluative research. This is the task which
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has been undertaken by Dr. Daniel Glaser. With the overriding
aim of providing a document to assist agencies and the evaluation
researchers working in them to routinize evaluation, Dr. Glaser
has written a unique book. Drawing upon the most applicable
research designs and procedures and the richness of his profes-
sional experience as both a researcher and agency administrator,
he has set forth usable sets of designs and procedures that can be
applied to a variety of evaluation problems. Moreover, he has illus-
trated the application of these designs to a variety of agency set-
tings. Yet Dr. Glaser has been able to maintain a general perspec-
tive in his writing so the reader can use the ideas for application
in settings other than those to which he specifically refers. In sum,
it is a thorough, exceptionally thoughtful work that balances both
abstract concepts and concrete practices. It reflects the complexity
and potential of evaluative research for improving both agency
practice and the body of knowledge in the crime and delinquency
field.

In order to provide the author complete freedom to develop the
various issues of this topic, no detailed specification or outline
were set in advance and no substantive changes have been made
by the National Institute of Mental Health. The views expressed,
therefore, are those of the author.

SALEEM A. SHAH, PH.D,
Chief, Center for Studies of
Crime and Delinquency
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM: CAN SCIENCE GUIDE US?

This book is written primarily for organizations that try to
change people adjudged delinquent or criminal. It may also prove
useful to establishments for persons regarded as addicted, psy-
chotic, retarded, or any other designations of deviance, provided
their clients are considered modifiable, so that they may be helped
to merit such labels as “reformed,” ‘“cured,” ‘“rehabilitated,”
“normal,” “educated,” “trained,” or, minimally, “improved.” Our
concern is with organizations—for example, prisons, probation
offices, treatment centers, hospitals, clinics, and training schools——
which proclaim that one of their objectives is to make their clients
no longer deviant, or less deviant than previously.

Before further discussion it will be acknowledged that often the
most effective way to reduce the extent to which people are labeled
deviant is not to change their behavior, but to change labeling
practices so that they are no longer considered deviant. For exam-
ple, instead of trying to change people so they will cease the mod-
erate use of marihuana, we ean cease regarding this practice as
warranting their being changed, as we did in the 1930’s with alco-
hol consumption. In other contexts the author (1971, 1972) and
others (e.g., Becker, 1968 ; Schur, 1971) have stressed this orien-
tation to much that is considered deviant, although the author
has argued that some behavior which clearly victimizes others
(“predation”) has always been and probably always will be re-
garded as deviant in every society. In the present volume, how-
ever, the question of what behavior should be regarded as war-
ranting change is not addressed. Given the concern of some
organizations with changing the behavior of people, the problem
is to determine how their efforts may be continuously guided by
resear. i Illustrations will be supplied from a variety of such
organzations without discussing here whether or not they should
endeavor to change their clientele.

As societies become affluent and their science and technology
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grow, there is an increasing concern with measuring objectively
and precisely the relative effectiveness of people-changing en-
deavors. For economic, humanitarian, scientifiz, and other reasons,
many wish to know which of the alternative possible forms of
organization, policy, or procedure is most effective in altering a
particular type of client. The effort to provide such knowledge is
what is referred to here as “evaluative research.”

Degspite a tremendous increase in money and personnel presum-
ably devoted to evaluative research on people-changing endeavors,
this research remains sporadic. Scientific assessment of efforts to
change people are undertaken primarily in temporary projects
yielding results that are inconclusive and not readily comparable
with the results of other evaluative efforts. In part because of this,
officials can rarely demonstrate conclusively the effectiveness of
their programs, as compared with the effectiveness of alternative
programs or of no programs.

When a research staff is made a permanent part of a people-
changing organization, with the proclaimed objective of providing
evaluative knowledge to guide the organization’s choice of pro-
grams for particular types of clientele, the researchers frequently
drop their original concern with evaluation. Instead, they are kept
busy gathering other information desired by management (e.g.,
precise data on the number and variety of services that the agency
provides, whether effective or not), or they pursue academic or
arcane research of more interest to themselves than to manage-
ment. In the latter case they may be retained as “window dress-
ing,” to suggest that the organization recognizes the importance
of supporting scientific inquiry, but they are then regarded as a
luxury by top management and are likely to be eliminated or
assigned nonresearch tasks whenever there is an economy drive.

Despite the transient nature of many evaluative endeavors, the
institutionalization of such research as a continuous source of pol-
icy guidance ig asserted repeatedly to be a mnecessary goal. Deci-
sions are made daily on the denial or restoration of liberty to the
clientele of many people-changing organizations, and billions of
dollars are spent annually on efforts to change them as well as
others who come voluntarily for help. These decisions and expendi-
tures are made by organization officials or staff with little precise
information on the validity of the innumerable individual diag-
noses, prognoses, and prescriptions and recommendations that
they issue, or on the consequences of the services they provide
subsequently.

Evaluative research in corrections has been called “an elusive
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paradise” (Glaser, 1965a), because, though it hag been promoted
and initiated by leading criminologists for over a century, it has
not been established securely. Therefore, when the sponsors of this
publication proposed a “how-to’” manual on evaluation research in
corrections, it was appropriate to respond that the most crucial
need was not information on how to conduct evaluative research.
Rather, the need is for advice on how to assure that it will be
conducted continuously in a manner which influences treatment.
This volume addresses both of these problems, that of how to do
evaluative research and how to make it routinely guide policy and
practice in people-changing organizations. At times, however, the
focus will be on only one of these problems and at times it will be
on the other, or both will be addressed together.

It is postulated here that science can guide us. For many people-
changing problems it can readily be shown that science already
has guided us. Some treatment methods have been scientifically
demonstrated to be more effective than others for achieving some
kinds of change in some kinds of people. For many problems in
people-changing, however, science now provides little or no demon-
strably useful advice. This book is concerned with showing how
scientific guidance can be increased, and especially, how it can be
provided in a manner that makes it routinely sought and adopted
by those entrusted with people-changing.

Bach of the 11 chapters of this book deals with a separate as-
pect of evaluation in people-changing:

(1) grounds for concern with evaluation:

(2) defining success or failure;

(8) choosing among alternative measures;

(4) assessing effort and attainment in monetary terms;

(6) resisting spurious evaluations;

(6) determining what clients to compare;

(7) obtaining data on treatment consequences;

(8) obtaining data on subjects and programs;

(9) combining measurements of subjects and programs;
(10) determining who should do the comparing;
(11) making the knowledge gained by evaluative research

cumulative,

Several recommendations are made in each of the following
chapters to enhance the prospect that science will guide organiza-
tions created to change people. Most of these suggestions are inde-
pendent of each other, and the effects of following more than one

~ are believed to be additive in increasing the probability that evalu-

ative research will be routinized.
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CHAPTER 2

THE UNNECESSARY STUMBLING BLOCK:
DEFINING “SUCCESS”

Two good definitions of evaluation are “the procedure by which
programs are studied to ascertain their effectiveness” and “meas-
urement of accomplishment with respect to a program’s particular
target” (Greenberg, in Caro, 1971: 155). These terms are rela-
tively easy to apply in assessing a business operation, where the
objective is to earn money and effectiveness is measured by profit-
and-loss statements. Such definitions are difficult to apply, how-
ever, to the multiple goals of a people-changing agency, when
measurement is not precise or certain. It is this stumbling block—
often expressed as “How can we measure how succegsful we are
if we can’t define ‘success’ ?’—which is most often raised when
correction officials are asked why they rarely conduct evaluative
research.

Multiple Goals

Dr. Russell H. Levy, the Director of Research and Long-Range
Planning of the Illinois Department of Corrections, observes:

A failure to distinguish among different types of correctional
program goals (humanitarian, managerial, and correctional)
leads us into research projects whose results cannot be
accepted. The question “how successful is this program?”’
may be a question about its consistency with societal values,
the efficiency of specific objectives of the program, or its ’
confribution to an altering of the frequency or intensity of

law violating behavior. (Personal communication.)
Exery organization, like every individual human being, pursues
a variety of objectives, but the aims of people-changing establish-
ments are especially diverse and often subtle. Dr. Levy’s three
categories—humanitarian, managerial, and correctional—provide
a useful beginning for classification of goals, but each of these
three labels designates a cluster of different interests, Often the
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pursuit of one aim impedes attainment of another, and the result
is then a conflict among goals. For example, humanitarian inter-
ests include minimizing client suffering, but correctional concerns
may require resiriction of freedom, or may be pursued through
imposition of emotional pain by breaking down defenses in an
encounter group. Managerial goals, such as keeping costs within a
-prescribed budget, impede expenditures for many services tfo
clients that could be justified from the standpoint of other goals.

A partial solution to the rhuh;iple goals problem in evaluation is
to assess achievement of each of the different goals separately.
Thus, a prison’s operation can be graded by its low escape rate,
small number of mass disturbances, few inmates receiving disci-
plinary reports, high proportion of prisoners completing educa-
tion or vocational training programs, and high productivity of
institution farms and industries, as well as low recidivism rates of
its inmates. Compared to the last item, the others are relatively
easy to tabulate, and are frequently presented in annual reports
or other assessment documents.

While evaluation of such items increases the completeness with
which officials know the consequences of their activities, there are
three limitations to such efforts. The first is that identification of
goals in an agency, especially after it becomes long-established, is
itself a research problem. The second is that because multiple
goals are rarely of equal importance to an agency, they must be
assessed in terms of their relative significance. The third problem,
closely related to the second, is that the interaction of objectives
must be investigated to determine if attainment of one goal im-
pedes achievement of another.

Manifest and Latent Goals

One characteristic of organizations and of individuals is what
Merton (1957: 199) has called “displacement of goals.” An agency
or program originally created for one purpose frequently acquires
additional functions, often unofficially, and its operation may then
be guided more by the acquired cbjectives than by the purposes
which first motivated its establishment.

Official goals may appropriately be called manifest, since they
are proclaimed in the legislation, directives, or formal announce-
ments under which programs are created or policy is publicly
justified. Actual goals must be inferred from the behavior of func-
tionaries within an organization, in terms of the objectives they
seem to have, Those interests and objectives which seem to account
for policy and practice, but are different from the publicly pro-
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claimed objectives of an agency or program, may appropriately
be called its latent goals.

Sometimes officials are consciously aware of their latent con-
cerns and admit them, at least off the record, even when they do
not advertise them. At other times the directors or staff of agen-
cies drift into the pursuit of unofficial objectives at the expense
of their proclaimed primary purposes, and are either unaware of
this shift or loathe to admit it.

The supplementation or even the replacement of manifest goals
by latent goals is readily observable in the activities of many cor-
rectional and other people-changing agencies. Such multiplication
of objectives will be illustrated here by ‘the example of parole
boards. The official purposes of a parole board usually are stated
in terms such as those of the National Conference on Parole
(1957:66) : ““ . . . the protection of society on the one hand and
the rehabilitation of the offender on the other,” and “ . . . helping
the youth or the adult offender solve his personal problems in an
orderly and acceptable manner.” Observation of parole board ac-
tivity, however, frequently reveals the following four latent goals,
which, while independent of the official objectives, are nevertheless
highly influential in many parole decisions:

(1) Reduction of disparity in sentences. Often parole boards
are confronted with persons convicted of the same crime, with
similar criminal records, who have markedly different periods of
confinement before they are eligible for parole. This can happen
when a judge has great discretion in determining the penalty for
a particular offense, or when prosecutors drop charges if the
accused will plead guilty to a charge carrying a lesser penalty.
The contrast between rural and urban areas is usually great in
this respect, with penalties dispensed in rural areas more severe.
But there usually is much disparity among cases from any metro-
politan area. In many instances it is customary for board members
to “retry the case,” to determine what is an equitable penalty.
They may assert that one person has done enough time for this
crime or that others must wait in prison much longer before they
will have had the usual penalty for their crime and criminal rec-
ord. Evidently, their objective is to assure that a fair retribution
is exacted by the State—an aim that may or may not result in
the same parole decisions that would follow if they considered
only the protection of the public and rehabilitation of the offender.

(2) Maintaining order in correctional institutions. Parole board
members, being nominated or appointed by the elected State or
Federal executive, are likely to have much loyalty to this executive
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and to the correctional administration as a whole. This is often
the case even when the board is legally independent and its terms
extend beyond those of the persons to whom the members owe
their appointments. Apart from these sources of loyalty, of course,
they identify much more with the general citizenry than with the
prison population. One of the many ways in which such loyalties
frequently are manifested is in the members’ sense of obligation
to “back up” the disciplinary authority of institution officials by
denying parole to those who are disobedient while confined and by
giving highly favorable consideration to conforming inmates. This
is often done independently of the relevance of such behavior to
the inmate’s prospects of returning to crime when released. In the
second half of the 20th century, after many prisoners rioted to
protest arbitrariness, rigidity, or inconsistency in parole granting,
some parole boards became more concerned that their reputation
among inmates as generous and predictable may help in main-
taining order at prisons.

(8) Balancing the State budget. Since it costs about 10 times
as much to confine an offender as to supervise him on parole, any
sudden shrinkage in the granting of parole creates a strain on
institution budgets, even though many of their costs are inflexible.
There have been times in the history of a number of States when
correctional institutions were overcrowded or the State govern-
ment was operating in a continuous financial crisis, or both. In
such circumstances juvenile and adult parole-granting agencies
have frequently responded to this financial pressure by facilitating
the closing of an institution through reduction of inmate popula-
tions, or as one board member once expressed it to me, by “opening
the back door wider so that more can be let in the front door.”
This practice is widespread among juvenile and youth parole au-
thorities because they often consist of boards or commissions re-
sponsible for both parocle and institution administration.

(4) Mazimizing public support. When comparison is made be-
tween the attention given by parole boards to decisions on highly
publicized cases and the attention they give to more ordinary
cases, it becomes evident that they are concerned with public re-
action to the parole of notorious offenders. Concern with public
opinion is much less pronounced in their routine decisions. The
parole board members, for the sake of their own careers as well
as the careers of those to whom they owe their appointments,
cannot confine their attention to the protection of the public and
the rehabilitation of the offender when they know that the public
is stirred up by a prospective parole decision. This was especially
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evident to the author during his several years of employment by
the Illinois Parole and Pardon Board at Joliet prison when
Nathan Leopold and other highly publicized murderers received
their first parole hearings.

All latent goals of parole boards or other correctional agencies
may be justifiable. My concern at this point is not with evaluating
the relative merit of different goals. Rather, it is with stressging
the need to be aware of all of them, so that one may guide agency
action effectively with respect to any one of them. It is in the pub-
lic interest that latent goals be made manifest, by determining
what they are and stating them explicitly. Only if a goal is recog-
nized can the effectiveness of efforts to achieve it be evaluated, and
the consequences of pursuing one goal for attainment of others be
measured.

Returning to the example of the parole board, in recent years
there has been increasing criticism of the ostensible arbitrariness
and inconsistency of parole decisions. There have been many pro-
posals to reduce the power of these boards to determine the dura-
tion of conmfinement. All this reduction can accomplish, however,
'ig the transfer of some of the parole board’s influence on penalties
back to the courts, with no guarantee that court penalties would
be any less arbitrary or more consistent than parole board deci-
sions. There is ample ground for expecting less defensible sen-
tencing decisions from courts than from parole boards due to the
diversity of sentencing policies and competence among judges
(especially elected ones), and because of the plea bargaining
process by which the crime charged is altered in order to change
consequent statutory sentences (see, for example, data on court
decision determinants in Glaser, 1972: 92-93). The best method
of achieving checks and balances in the sentences imposed on of-
fenders would appear to be continued division of penalty-fixing
authority among legislatures, courts, and parole boards, with a
limited range of discretion for each, but with more possibilities
for review of decisions than now exist.

If people-changing agencies are to be made more responsive to
the public interest, they must make the purposes of their case
decisions explicit, and the consequences of their decisions must be
evaluated to determine the extent to which they accomplish their
purposes. In our example of the parole board, attainment of each
of their four latent goals can be measured objectively with reason-
able precision. A board’s reduction of.sentence disparity can be
assessed by comparing the diversity of time served before parole
by particular types of offenders (e.g., first conviction armed rob-
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bers or recidivist auto thieves) with the diversity of time they
would be confined under their minimum sentences before they are
legally eligible for parole, or with the time they would serve under
their maximum sentence. The merit of diversity can only be de-
bated if the diversity is known.

All other latent goals are also measurable. Parole’s contribution
to maintenance of order in correctional institutions could thus be
inferred by noting fluctuations in disorders with changes in
parole-granting practices, and perhaps by investigating inmate
views on what they must do—if anything—to acquire a parole.
The economic functions of parole can be measured by standard
bookkeeping procedures. The maintenance of public support by
the board, for itself and for the administration by which it was
appointed, can be measured by opiuion polling.

The consequences of stress on one parole board objective for
the achievement of others can also be investigated. For example,
research on Federal youthful offenders some years ago indicated
that a good behavior record in prison was asgociated with a lower
parole violation rate only for those who had been previously con-
fined. On first confinement, inmates with both favorable and un-
favorable postrelease prospects were equally likely to have diffi-
culty avoiding a rule infraction record; only after a prior insti-
tutionalization were those who still “had not learned to do time”
worse risks on parocle than those whose disciplinary record sug-
gested adjustment to prison regulation (Glaser, 1964: 296).

Therefore, excessive stress on the prison disciplinary record in
parole decisions to promote obedience to prison rules might well
impede attaining the objective of reducing recidivism, especially
if the stress is applied to youthful inmates during their first insti-
tutional confinement.

The foregoing discussion iniplies that if evaluation of a correc-
tional agency’s activities is to affect its practices, the evaluation
must measure achievement of both manifest and latent goals. This
can be done only if latent goals are first identified and made ex-
plicit, thereby becoming manifest goals. There is no easy and
certain procedure for identifying latent goals, but the following
are a few broad guidelines: First, assess the relevance of actual
practices at any agency to its official precepts. Second, whenever
this first step suggests that some practices are inappropriate, try
to determine why they are used. Those who make decisions will
give reasons for them which may reveal that they have latent
goals supplementing their officially stated goals. Frequently the
reasons given will not explain sufficiently the decisions which are
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made. When this happens, investigators will have to formulate
other explanations and test them through systematic observation
and analysis.

Personal versus Organizational Goals

Perhaps the most widespread latent goals are those private
work or career preferences of employees which are incompatible
with the manifest purposes of the organizations that employ them.
While such goals are not readily admitted by those who pursue
them, they must be revealed if evaluation research is to have a
continuous impact on practices in people-changing agencies.
Changes, either in personnel or in work incentives and procedures,
to make the pursuits of employees (and volunteers) more com-
patible with agency objectives can be made only after latent goals
are exposed.

There are both obvious and subtle sources of discrepancy be-
tween crganizational and personal concerns of employees in people-
changing enterprises. The obvious sources include an interest in
making work easy, pleasant, and secure. This may be evident in’
staff making only minimal effort, or more subtly, in their em-
phasizing services such as providing fun and games, which keep
clients contented at the expense of activities that require more
gtaff effort but are more relevant to goals of people-changing.
Personal interests of staff which are independent of the official
purposes in organizations may be evident also in decisions that
suggest political aspirations and obligations or prejudice and bias.

A much less obvious source of discrepancy between precept and
practice is the generally unintended differential reinforcement
that the staff’s alternative activities receive from agency directors.
An example, elaborated in Chapter 8, is found in jobs such as
that of probation officer, and many other types of caseworker, in
which the employee is expected to submit diagnostic and prog-
nostic reports and recommendations on his clients, and to provide
them such assistance as counseling, therapy, or technical advice,
or to monitor their activities. In this type of job there often is
more immediate and pronounced reward or penalty for the ability
to write reports than to perform the other duties of the job.

A written report is a tangible product of which the employee
can be proud. It is the product most visible to supervisors—they
usually cannot see the relatively private services of counseling,
assistance to, or surveillance of a client. The supervisors—whether
chief probation officers, judges, wardens, parole board members,
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agency directors, or other officials—make case decisions mainly on
the bagis of the written reports they receive from their subordi-
nates. They can assess the clarity and plausibility of a report much
more readily than its validity. Indeed, staff who are most proficient
at report writing frequenly have a background that makes them
feel alien and unconifortable in dealing with their clients.

Differential reinforcement for diverse requirements of a job
often may be revealed by time studies which find a distribution
of staff time different from that implied in job descriptions. Con-
trary to a supervisor's expectations, there may be more time de-
voted to paper work than to field work or to investigation than to
supervision. Before-and-after time studies may demonstrate that
when caseloads are reduced, time devoted to paperwork expands
at a greater rate than time spent in other activities (cf. Glaser,
1969 : 299-303).

Still another source of discrepancy between personal and orga-
nizational goals is an employee’s primary concern with a career
outside the organization. This has been a serious impediment to the
routinization of evaluative research in people-changing agencies,
especially during the 1960’s, when college faculties were rapidly
expanding. Repeatedly members of the research staff were much
more concerned with completing theses, or with preparing aca-
demic publications which would facilitate their obtaining faculty
appointments than with producing research that could gnide
agency practice. Occasionally research was undertaken that could
serve all of these goals simultaneously, and the personal objectives
of the researchers supplemented the motivation provided by
organizational objectives. Time study analyses of assigned staff
activity, in conjunction with assessment of the relevance of alter-
native activities, should reveal when employees’ interest in other
careers interfere with their contribution to their employers.
Research employees should be assessed as much or more by the
kinds of research they have conipleted as by their academic degrees
or their research proposals.

The solution to problems of discrepancy between personal goals
and organization goals will vary greatly with the agency, and
with the particular case in an agency, The optimum solution
always is to make staff activity both gratifying to employees and
valuable to the organization. Sometimes this can be done by divid-
ing responsibilities that were formerly the concern of one person
and providing different types of persons for each. For example,
separating the investigatory from supervisory tasks in the job of
probation officer. Sometimes this is done by replacing specialists
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with a team, as in casework teams, which may include one or
more paraprofessionals who share a common caseload with a pro-
fessional, The professional’s gkill at writing reports and at nego-
tiating with supervisors and other agencies is combined with the
paraprofessional’s capacity for better rapport with clientele. In
such teams each member can make his contribution to the others,
especially if no rigid caste differentiation exists among them. The
risk of intrastaff barriers may be reduced by making it possible to
move from one team role to another, as from paraprofessional to
professional.

Sometimes discrepancies between personal and organizational
interests are reduced by sharply curtailing or eliminating tasks of
little value to the organization despite staff interest in them, such
as the preparation of long narrative reports, and by increasing the
rewards gpecifically linked to tasks of greater value to the
organization.

Hierarchies of Goals and Types of Success

While organizations have multiple goals, manifest and latent,
not all of them are equally important. Indeed, when some latent
goals become manifest, such as repaying a political obligation,
they are promptly disavowed. Others, such as keeping inmates
contented, are often justified by officials only as means to other
ends, such as increasing custodial security or fostering rehabili-
tation.

Both individuals and total organizations rank their goals, con-
sidering some more important than others. There is variation in
the time perspective towards different goals: some goals have
highest immediate priority for an individual, such as paying bills
or acquiring a driver’s license, but others are considered more
important in the long run, such as having a happy marriage or a
satisfying profession. The term “salience hierarchy” has been
used to designate a person’s ranking of goals by their time priority,
and “prominence hierarchy” to designate ranking by overall im-
portance (McCall and Simmons, 1966).

Presumably the most prominent objective of any people-
changing agency is to change its clientele so as to eliminate the
reason for their coming to the agency. Whether such changes are
achieved is assumed to be the most important question for evalua-
tive research. Are correctional establishments influencing delin-
quents and criminals to stop committing offenses? Are addiction-
treatment organizations helping addicts become abstinent? Are
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vocational rehabilitation centers converting unemployables to
employees?

Unfortunately, these most prominent questions seldom are in-
vestigated by agency researchers, who concentrate instead on what
is most salient to the administrators of the agency. Usually this
means giving first priority to routine tabulation of the number
of major actions accomplished in various categories, for example,
the number of admissions, releases, transfers, and discharges.
Frequently even this first priority is replaced by a crash push for
answers to questions raised by public criticism, legislators, trus-
tees, or others who control the agency’s income. It is the kind of
work that the director of research of one of the country’s largest
local correctional agencies calls “helping the boss put out fires.”

In the absence of such outside pressure, second priority is given
in many agency research offices to developing new types of man-
agement information. These innovations often consist of elaborate
forms for detailed recording by staff of their own activities. The
directions to make entries on these forms at regular intervalg——
whether they be hourly, daily or weekly—are widely violated; and
the forms are completed late. Entries are made hastily and often
describe events and activities so that they appear to have been
done ‘“‘properly” rather than describing them accurately. More sig-
nificantly, there is little investigation of whether recorded infor-
mation is related to achievement of the agency’s primary goal of
changing the client, such as terminating eriminal activity or drug
abuse.

One of the concerns of this manual, especially in Chapter 8, is
with limiting recording and reporting to that which is clearly use-
ful, both for operations and for evaluative research. Determining
what is most useful for both these purposes is a research task,
also discussed in Chapter 8, and in Chapter 9.

“Putting out fires” probably will never cease to have high pri-
ority in people-changing agencies, but making evaluation research
an asset in fire-quenching is a concern of this manual. "This means
making evaluation accessible and relevant so that agency re-
searchers have a salience hierarchy appropriate to their agency’s
prominence hierarchy. It means that their highest priority should
be evaluation of their agency’s achievement of its most important
goals. The first step toward this objective is to recognize that an
agency has multiple goals, manifest and latent, and fo identify
them,

An important second step in evaluative rvesearch is to discern
that accomplishments of a goal may be matters of degree rather
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than all-or-none phenomena. For example, getting clients to stop
committing crimes or to terminate drug use may be partially
rather than completely achieved. Thus, strategic assisfance may
result in offenders committing crimes less persistently, even when
it does not markedly alter their gross arrest or parole violation
rate (e.g., the PICO Project, as reported in Adams, 1961). It
appears from many recent reports that a larger proportion of
addicts can be shifted from heroin to methadone than can be made
completely abstinent from opiates. It seems that if methadone
maintenance is readily available and supplemented by employment
or subsidized training, there may be a marked reduction of crimes
committed by addicts who are not reached by abstinence programs.
Such examples illustrate the need to consider alternative kinds of
success, ranking some as more important or desirable than others
but not neglecting any that have appreciable importance. As the
next two chapters show, it is sometimes possible to develop scales
of overall accomplishment which take different degrees of change
into account, but are more greatly affected by major changes than
by minor ones.

The point to be stressed here is that there are different kinds of
success for any agency. Sometimes all are related to the agency’s
primary goal, but they represent different degrees of accomplish-
ment of that goal. Sometimes different kinds of success are related
to different goals (such as reducing drug dependence, reducing
crime, and increasing employability). Ranking them by their rela-
tive importance may be difficult, but it is useful to assess them all
because accomplishing one or two kinds of success may be prefer-
able to accomplishing none. Finally, it is important to recognize
different kinds of success because the kind that can be measured
validly or usefully varies greatly from one people-changing cir-
cumstance to another.

Cenclusion

In summary, defining success can cease to be a stumbling block
if one recognizes that:

a. There can be multiple kinds of success, each with respect to
a different goal.

b. One must try to determine what behavior of officials and staff
in people-changing agencies is rewarded, because that which ig
gratifying tends to become the actual goals in their work. Those
goals that are not proclaimed are the latent goals, and they may
influence behavior of personnel more than the manifest goals of
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the agency. Only when all actual goals are made manifest and
justified can research to determine the extent to which goals are
achieved be relevant to officials, and hence have strong prospects
of becoming routinized.

¢. It follows that one should seek definitions of success that are
useful rather than sacred, and this also applies to definitions of
recidivism, abstinence, employment, and other concepts in terms
of which success may be defined for specific goals.

d. The usefulness of a definition of success is not just a fune-
tion of its implications for goal attainment, but also of the feasi-
bility of measuring it, both of which are problems discussed in our
next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

MEASURING SUCCESS: POOR, GOOD, AND
BETTER CRITERIA

To determine usefully the relative success of different people-
changing programs for a variety of kinds of success, it is of course
desirable that each kind of success be clearly defined. It is also
appropriate that the various types of success be ranked ag to their
long-run importance or prominence, as well as to their immediate
utility or salience. Finally, no definition of success can be useful
unless methods of measuring its attainment are sufficiently precise,
valid, and reliable to warrant confidence that they improve the
quality of knowledge available for guiding policy makers.

Following conventional usage in psychometrics and actuarial
research, any measure of program outcome will be referred to
here as the eriterion by which the program is evaluated. Our prcb-
lem is how to select the most useful criterie for different evalua-
tion circumstances.

A variety of concerns in criterion selection will be discussed:
that criteria be “hard” or objective, rather than “soft” or sub-
jective; that they be relevant to attainable goals; that they involve
continuous rather than discrete statistical variables; that they be
useful in the determination of appropriate financing for a pro-
gram. None of these concerns should be regarded as indispensable.
Sometimes one must be neglected and another emphasized, al-
though all are desirable. But all these concerns usually can be
pursued simultaneously to make evaluative research more clearly
useful, and hence more likely to be routinized.

The Most Objective Criterion

By their very nature, subjective evaluations tend to be biased,
no matter whether people try to be unbiased. In the absence of
evaluative research, the effectiveness of people-changing endeavors
usually is assessed by the subjective impressions of those who
administer, support, or oppose particular policies, practices, or
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programs. Frequently they have devoted large amounts of time,
training, or money to get one practice adopted rather than an-
other. Indeed, their jobs, careers, and reputations may depend
upon favorable evaluations for one approach and unfavorable
judgments of others. That is why, to achieve the greatest degree
of objectivity, independent evaluative research personnel are
needed. (See Chapter 10 for who should conduct research.)

Subjective assessments tend to be biased not only by the inter-
ests of the evaluator, but by being baged upon observations of an
unrepresentative sample of the events or cases to which the evalu-
ation is applied. We tend to be especially impressed by dramatic
cases that come to our attention, whether favorable or unfavorable,
and we therefore generalize about programs from such cases when
they are not typical of most of the experience in the program.

Most important, perhaps, is that subjective impressions are
based on private feelings rather than externally observabie events.
Our strictly personal impressions are the most easily and quickly
obtained evidence of treatment outcome; they develop spontane-
ously, and therefore they frequently become a component of pro-
gram evaluations, even when the evaluations are made by inde-
pendent researchers striving to be objective,

Problems of obtaining a representative sample will not be dis-
cussed extensively, since there is an ample literature on this aspect
of research and some sampling problems distinctive of evaluative
research are discussed in Chapter 6. Even when assessments of
people-changing efforts avoid sampling bias, however, they fre-
quently retain largely subjective criteria of outcome. This is most
glaring when the criterion of effectiveness consists of statistics on
the personal judgments about a program made by a representa-
tive sample of observers, whether outside observers, agency staff,
or the program’s clients. Perhaps equally questionable are sub-
jective data that consist not of direct judgments on program ef-
fectiveness, but of client responses to questions about their per-
sonal sentiments and opinions. Agencies that have as their goal the
reduction of delinquent or criminal behavior frequently assess
their effectiveness not by the subsequent acts of their clients, but
by paper-and-pencil tests on the clients’ self-conceptions, feelings,
and beliefs. -

If the aim of a program is to reduce some type of deviant be-
havior in the community, the ideal criteria of the program’s ef-
fectiveness are objective data on the post-treatment behavior of
the program’s clientele. If, instead, one measures deviant behavior
reduction by questionnaires on the clients’ subjective opinions and
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feelings, one leaves very problematic the correlation between their
questionnaire responses and their actual behavior. As a matter of
fact, there is evidence that questionnaire responses frequently are
conipletely irrelevant, or even grossly misleading as predictors
of behavior (Seckel, 1965 and Jesness, 1971, for comparigons
of responses on one of the most carefully developed question-
naires—the Jesness Inventory—and actual postrelease behavior).
Sometimes this discrepancy between word and deed occurs because
subjects wish to curry favor to gain freedom or other benefit, and
sometimes this discrepancy has more elusive causes.

Fiedler and Bass (1959) compared self-esteem scores for con-
fined offenders, offenders under correctional supervision in the
community, and nonoffenders. They made such a comparison
twice, once for juveniles in the community and in institutions for
delinquents, and once for military personnel on duty and confined
in disciplinary barracks. Both of these studies revealed that non-
offenders had more favorable seif-conceptions than offenders,, re-
gardless of whether the offenders were confined, but that offenders
confined in correctional institutions had distinctly more favorable
self-conceptions than those in correctional programs of the free
community.

Two explanations for the latter contrast were offered by Fiedler
and Bass. The first, from psychoanalytic theory, is that those who
are incarcerated are relieved of guilt feelings by being punished,
and thus view themselves more favorably than do offenders
granted probation. The second explanation, from reference group
theory, is that institution inmates compare themselves with the
other prisoners, against whom they do not seem so bad, while
offenders under correctional supervision in the free community
compare themselves and are compared by others with the non-
offenders there, and thus more have an unfavorable self-conception
in the community than they would have in a penal institution.

Regardless of which of these interpretations one accepts, the re-
search findings show that self-concept tests would tend to make
any community correctional program seem less successful than a
program of incarceration. The evaluation of counseling programs
may be sindilarly misleading when it is accomplished by tests of
insight into psychological principles or by personality inventories.
This is especially true when applied to counseling programs in an
institution. The invalidity of such assessments develops because
clients learn how to take the tests. Counseling instructs them in
a “vocabulary of adjustment” néeded to score favorably by verbal
evidence, and in an institution they learn that “showing insight”
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may hasten parcle. That is why many of these programs, espe-
cially in institutions, have little or no impact on postrelease recidi-
vism rates, although they foster favorable subjective evaluations
by clients or by staff (Harrison and Mueller, 1964 ; Seckel, 1965;
Kagsebaum, Ward and Wilner, 1971).

Though the foregoing implies that one should avoid “soft” or
subjective indicators of the outcome of people-changing efforts,
and seek the “hardest” data available on changes in behavior,
some compromise frequently is unavoidable. When prompt assessg-
ment is demanded, soft data are more readily obtained. In these
circumstances it cannot be overemphasized that conclusions must
be tentative and qualified until knowledge is available about the
validity of the use of subjective responses as indices or predictors
of objective performances. Preliminary conclusions on even a few
dimensions of measurable behavior in the community, derived
only from short-term followups on small samples of early re-
leasees, may often warrant greater confidence than subjective
data from larger samples of clients for whom no data on behavior
in the community are available.

The Most Attainable Criterion

One useful approach to deciding upon a criterion is to consider
first the kind of change that can be most readily accomplished by
an agency for a particular type of client. This change may be
thought of as a subgoal, or means, to the major goal. The subjects
for whom such a subgoal can be achieved may then be evaluated
separately, with respect to the major goal, comparing those who
had help with those who had not in achieving this subgoal. For
example, good health and employment are essential to achieving
self-sufficiency in most other pursuits. Therefore, an agency with
the primary objective of terminating crime or addiction, probably
will achieve this objective most readily in those of its clientele who
have health or employment problems if it first helps to relieve
these problems. A few examples will illustrate this.

A large proportion of skid-row alcoholics are undernourished
and debilitated. Therefore, any agency that makes more readily
available to them such things as food, shelter, and medical serv-
ices, including vitamins and other prescribed food supplements, in
addition to such social services as Aleoholics Anonymous and other
counseling, should be more successful in changing them than agen-
cies that cannot supplement these counseling approaches with
immediate physical assistance. That this is the case was suggested
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rather dramatically by evaluation research in a St. Louis alco-
holic detoxification center (Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-.
igtration, 1970).

Similarly, any group of felons and accused misdemeanants who
have long sought employment unsuccessfully and are not chron-
ically alcoholic or drug-addicted, should commit fewer crimes if
they are released to subsidized job training and job placement
than if they are kept in pretrial incarceration. That this is the
case was dramatically demonstrated by experiments with these
services for such clients in Washington, D.C., and in New York
City (Leiberg, 1971: 86-46; Vera Institute of Justice, 1970}.

To avoid frustration in finding attainable criteria where hardly
anyone is successfully changed, it is often appropriate to subdivide
a high failure rate effort into sequential problems, each of which
has close to a 50-perecent favorable outcome. For example, in New
York City, where addicts were granted welfare payments pro-
vided they entered a treatment program to which they were as-
signed by a Central Referral Service, it was found that less than
20 percent were in the program a few weeks after their referral.
The task of predicting which services would increase the propor-
tion staying in these programs, however, could be usefully sub-
divided into two problems, each of which had closer to 50-percent
success rates but different criteria of success. The firgt problem
was getting the addict to go from the Central Referral Service to
the program to which he was referred, and the second was retain-
ing him in the program once he got there,

Part of the problem in the referral service appeared to be that
the ex-addict staff, who were from total abstinence programs such
as the Phoenix Houses, were particularly hostile to other types of
programs, especially those providing methadone maintenance.
Therefore, they violated guidelines as to the agencies to which
they were to refer particular types of addict. Other variables ap-
parently were significant also, such as client expectations of dis-
comfort and humiliation at any unfamiliar agency. This apprehen-
sion suggested the need for an escort and orientation service at
the referral center. The problem of retention involved not only
the initial reception of new entrants, but other matters which
varied with the agency to which referral was made. Each of the
separate problems of referral and retention could be lightened
more markedly by a single change in policy or procedure than the
total problem of getting addicts into some treatment program.

A somewhat different strategy is appropriate when there al-
ready is a high success rate, as in many adult probation services.
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For such clientele one can usefully search out homogeneous sub-
groups with almost a 50 percent failure rate and sharing a com-
mon problem that a special program might alleviate, such as lack
of employment skills or of appreciable employment experience.
Dual evaluation criteria, success at procuring and holding a job,
and success at not acquiring a further criminal record can then
usefully be applied to comparing the records of such clients with
and without a stipend-paying vocational training and placement
program, or with and without placement in a residential commu-
nity correctional center pending the development of economic self-
sufficiency from legitimate earnings. These programs would pre-
sumably change the careers of a larger proportion of high
unemployment rate probationers—and especially, high unemploy-
ment rate parolees—than of a cross-section of the predominantly
successful probation or parole population.

Our main point has been simply that one strategy in routiniz-
ing evaluative research is to conduct much of it when an imme-
diate payoff relevant to important goals can be expected. This
means being alert to the existence of remediable barriers to an
appreciable impact from people-changing efforts, and to promote
experimentation and evaluation on measures that remove these
barriers. Whenever economic sustenance or health are acutely
deficient for an identifiable fraction of an agency’s clientele, it
is usually a safe bet that efforts to achieve other changes in these
clients will be much more effective if economic and health services
are combined with other change endeavors. Whenever clients
have long waiting periods or difficult transportation problems
in obtaining essential services, one can usually be confident that
alleviation of these problems will enhance agency effectiveness,
and should be evaluated by experimental innovations.

There is no simple formula for identifying the most attainable
criteria that would apply at all times to all clients of all agencies,
but imaginative probing of both clients and staff should facilitate
such identification. A general principle illustrated in several of
the foregoing examples is avoidance of adopting as an immediate
objective the alteration of outcome rates that already are very high
or very low. These are what statisticians call high or low “base
rates,” such as the high rates of relapse in alcoholism and drug
addiction or the low rates of recidivism in property offenses by
adult first offenders with good employment records. With such
cases it may be prudent for researchers to define as their problem
a more feasible goal than that of altering drastically the already
very predominant outcome. This may mean simply contering
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attention on a category of the population which has about a 50
percent success rate, or altering the criterion to one of partial
success which is attained by about half the cases and might
readily be attained by more. (On base rates and outcome predic-
tion, see Meehl and Rogen, 1955.)

It should be pointed out immediately that there often are ex-
ceptions to the statistical rule cited above of evaluating programs
with respect to measures of success that divide the population
studied approximately in half. Therefore, no purely formal data
on base rates alone will substitute for a thorough understanding
of the clients, their socio-economic and cultural setting, and the
programs they are in.

The Most Conlinuous Crilerion

Success is too often measured as though it were an all-or-
nothing matter. It is easy to assert “either you succeed or you
fail,” but anyone who works at people-changing knows that suc-
cess ig usually a matter of degree. Recidivism, for example, is
measured in terms of one rearrest, reconviction, or reimprison-
ment, although those thus classified as recidivists differ tre-
mendously in the immediacy, extent, and seriousness of their re-
newed criminal behavior. Similarly, drug addicts and aleoholics
who relapse are dichotomized from those who remain abstinent,
but there is great variation in the extent to which posttreatment
life involves use of alcohol or drugs. Indeed, those who are non-
recidivist or are abstinent are also far from uniform; they differ
in the extent to which they have actually ceased their prior
deviant behavior or merely avoided detection, as well as in the
extent to which they have achieved other people-changing goals,
such as becoming economically self-sufficient and meeting their
obligations to dependents.

Any measure of the success of a people-changing effort which
fails to take into account variations in the degree to which a
goal has been attained, and instead, classifies all the research
subjects as either successes or. failures, is thereby limited in its
sensitivity as an index of variations in the effectiveness of alter-
native programs and policies. This limitation is somewhat com-
parable to that which an accountant would face in advising man-
agement of its effectiveness if only permitted to report that dif-
ferent components of a business made more or less than 10 per-
cent profit, rather than the exact percentages of profit. Because
money is a continuous variable showing the extent of costs and
incomes, accountants can make more precise analyses of the
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sources of profit and loss than purely dichotomous measurement
would permit. In people-changing efforts, greater sensitivity to
variability in the sources of success or failure may improve the
guidance of policy. This variability may be acknowledged by using
continuous rather than dichotomous measures of success. This can
often be done by measuring outcome in terms of other continuous
variables, such as time or money.

Several alternative continuous measures of outcome that are
functions of time usually are discernible if one studies the goals
of any people-changing effort. For example, success in promoting
abstinence in addicts or alcoholics can be measured as number of
days abstinent during a posttreatment period, thus differentiating
the more immediate and persistent relapsers from those who only
occasionzally relapse. Similarly, those who are always abstinent
and those who relapse more or less frequently can be rated on
the extent to which they can achieve other goals in the agency’s
hierarchy of objectives, such as number of days on the job in
a posttreatment period, or dollar earnings (although these are
functions of employment opportunities as well as of change in
behavioral preferences). Groups who have similar background but
are given different fraining can be compared appropriately by
these measures if they are released in the same area and period
and thus encounter the same job market.

Probably the most sensitive criterion of the effectiveness of
correctional endeavors with any group of offenders is the per-
centage of time they are confined during a followup period. This
percentage usually is calculated from the number of days, weeks,
or months they are incarcerated for new infractions in a given
number of years after the correctional experience to be evaluated.
The average percentage of postirelease time spent in confinement
by a group of released offenders reflects the frequency, duration,
and interval between their subsequent incarcerations. These as-
pects of success or failure are not taken into account in purely
dichotomous classifications, such as “Rearrested” or “Not Rear-
rested,” and ‘“Reconvicted” or “Not Reconvicted.” By reflecting
severity of as well as number of penalties, the total amount of
subsequent confinement time provides a crude index of differ-
ences in the extent of societal outrage at the conduct of various
groups of released offenders.

Although it is preferable to use subsequent confinement time
rather than dichotomous criteria to measure a correctional pro-
gram’s effectiveness, the time served for new convictions is still
an imperfect index because of the inconsistencies in societal re-
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action to criminal law violations. Some people who continue in
crime are caught while others are not. Some “beat the rap”
though they are just as guilty as others who are convicted. Some
who are convicted guot little or no confinement while others of
similar criminal record and current offense get long confinement
terms. Such diversity in the penalties for crime warrants caution
in conclusions on the criminality of small numbers of cases. Yet
when one compares cases of similar background that have received
different treatment, the inconsistencies of the criminal justice
system can be presumed to be randomly distributed. When sizable
groups of similar offenders from different correctional programs
are compared in a followup period, differences in their average
period of subsequent confinement presumably reflect differences
in the effectiveness of the programs they were in.

To reduce the crudeness of this measure, time confined pretrial
or instead of paying fines may be excluded when determining
average confinement time. The wisdom of including or excluding
these two items is a moot issue. In long-term followups of groups
of felons who have been released to the community, however, the
counting of pretrial time and confinement in lieu of fines will be
of little significance in lessening the sensitivity of average con-
finement time as the basis for evaluating correctional efforts.

Adams (1961) reported that percentage of postrelease time
spent reconfined was more sensitive than gross revocation rates
in revealing the consequences of intensive ccunseling for “amen-
able” and ‘“nonamenable” inmates in the PICO Project. This find-
ing is shown in Table 8.1 as proportionate differences of the per-
centages in each row, but not in absolute differences of percent-
age, among the four groups compared by these two criteria. It

Table 3.1.—Comparative Performance of Four Cohorts in the Pico Project
(from Adams, 1961)

Coliort
Criterion of Counseled Non- Non- Counseled
performance amenadles counseled counseled #1931~
anmenables non- amenables
amenables

Percent with pa-

role revoked or

with unfavorable

discharge from

parole, after 24

months ............... 299, 389 439 489,
Postrelease con-

finement time as

percent of total

postrelease time

at 24 months ..... 149, 229, 23% 26%
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is apparent that impressive evidence of differing effectiveness
was algo provided by the dichotomous criterion of whether parole
wasg revoked. Perhaps the greatest advantageé of the use of con-
finement time over the dichotomous criterion here, however, was
not its greater sensitivity as a measure of effectiveness, but its
contribution to the estimation of public costs and benefits from
alternative treatment programs. This suggests a different ap-
proach to selecting criteria to measure effectiveness.

The Most Support-Relevant Criterion

Much more rational choices in allocating government or other
funds for people-changing would be possible if one could measure
both costs and benefits of programs in a common currency. By
subtracting the costs from the benefits for each type of client,
one would know the net benefit—if any—from each program.
This, of course, is how manufacturing firms or other businesses
compare production or sales metheds and choose among them:
they subtract costs from income to determine profits. While
such accounting cannot be accomplished with as much precision
in people-changing as in manufacturing, it can be approximated,
and it may often provide the type of evaluation most persuasive
to those who decide on the allocation of government support.

The methods of estimating costs and benefits in monetary
terms are so diverse and the problems they pose are so numerous
and specialized, that it is appropriate to discuss them at some
length in a separate chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

THE PAYOFF: COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

There are a variety of methods of estimating financial costs
and benefits to society from people-changing endeavors. Each
type of approach to a monetary evaluation offers some advan-
tages and some disadvantages. Our discussion will begin with the
simplest methods and will then examine more complex proce-
dures. None is too difficult for a layman to comprehend. Dis-
cussion will focus on the major problems and issues encountered
when assessment is done by what we have called the most sup-
port-relevant criterion—dollars and cents. It should be stressed
from the outset, however, that the cost of crime to society and
the benefit from reducing it, in terms of the anguish it causes,
can never be fully represented by money—or by words. There
are also moral principles that should not be overlooked when
assessing the effectiveness of agencies that try to change persons
alleged to be deviant. As well stated by John J. Galvin, Assistant
to the Administrator of the Oregon Department of Human Re-
sources and former Assistant Director of the U.S. Bureau of
Prisons:

In all the scrambling toward modern business management
concepts and methods, government people can too easily
forget to include precautions against the erosion of legal
guarantees, ethical principles and humanitarian ideals that
have figured traditionally in the evolution of public policies
{personal communication).

The Simplest Method: Supplementary Service
Cost and Diminished Confinement Benefit

The easiest types of cost to estimate are the extra expenditures
needed to add a particular supplemental service to an ongoing
program. If a new kind of staff specialist, such as a psychologist
or a speech therapist, is added at a correctional institution, clinic,
or probation office, for example, it iz much easier to estimate
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what this costs than to determine the cost of operating the entire
establishment. ,

To illustrate the process of determining cost per client, suppose
that a psychiatrist is hired at $40,000 per year, a psychiatric
social worker at $15,000, and a secretary for them both at
$8,000, with $37,000 required for their fringe benefits, office
space, and supplies, so that the total budget for a psychiatric
unit is $100,000 annually. If the unit provides services for 200
clients in the course of a year, the average cost of this service is
$500 per client per year. If the average stay of a particular type
of client in the program is 18 months, the average cost of psychi-
atric services is $750 for this type of client.

Similarly, if a vocational training program costs $150,000 per
year to operate and has an average enrollment of 150 students,
it costs $1,009 per year per student. If its services are offered
in short course-units at all times, each course lasting a three-
month quarter, the cost is $250 per course per student.

More detailed information will be needed if one wishes fo make
more specific estimates, such as the cost for different combina-
tions and frequencies of group and individual therapy, or for
different types or terms of course-units. Such estimates for sup-
plemental services are not only feasible, but are essential to
gound fiscal planning and budget justification.

Benefit from a people-changing activity generally is measured as
the estimated reduction in social costs of deviant behavier due to
this activity. Thus, monetary benefit from a supplementary serv-
ice is the difference between the social cost of subsequent deviant
behavior by persons who have received this service and the social
cost of deviant behavior by persons with similar histories who
did not receive this service. Because total social costs are difficult
to estimate with precision, it is often best to begin cost-benefit
analysis by estimating the benefit from reducing one component
of social costs, the expense of confining persons when they persist
in serious deviant behavior. Reduction in subsequent confinement,
usually the easiest benefit to agsess with much precision, is one
of the largest financial benefits.

To continue with the examples of a psychiatric unit and a voca-
tional training program as the supplementary zervices to be
evaluated, suppose that child molesters receiving psychiatric
services subsequently are reconfined in their lifetime an average
of two years less than similar child molesters who do not re-
ceive such services. Thus the cost of two years’ confinement
constitfutes one monetary benefit from psychiatric services for
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such clients. Of course, less reconfinement occurs in the average
case because fewer repeat this crime, and this is the major social
benefit of effective psychiatric treatment, but the confinement con-
sequences of further crime are more readily assessed in dollars
than in the anguish it causes. The assessment of additional benefits
in monetary terms will be discussed later in this chapter.

In contrast, it is possible that recidivistic delinquents with a
long history of gang involvement and repeated correctional con-
finement who receive psychiatric service at a State industrial
school are later confined 1 year longer, on the average, than
gimilar inmates of the school who do not receive this service
(Guttman, 1963). If such are the facts, the benefit from psychiatry
for them is negative, it is a loss, and consists of the cost of a
year’s confinement (plus other losses less readily assessed finan-
cially, such as the cost to society of the crimes that lead to their
confinement).

Throughout this manual, reference to benefits is made only
for somewhat specific tvpes of client, for particular types of
service, and with regard to a specific type of consequence. This
style of presentation is motivated by the belief that the most
fruitful evaluative research is not concerned with assessing a
people-changing program for all persons in it, but instead, for
particular types of client. This belief is supported by extensive
evidence, repeatedly cited in this manual, that programs which
claim to change people usually: (a) do not change subsequent
deviant behavior for most recipients (e.g., recreation and coun-
seling at prisons do not seem to reduce recidivism rates, but may
have other funections, such as reducing tension from institutional
life) ; (b) change some clients beneficially; (c) are counter-pro-
ductive (megative in effect) for still others. What we seek by
evaluative research, therefore, is prescriptive guidance about
what works best, in what respect, for what type of person.

Estimating the cost of a year’s subsequent confinement is most
readily done by taking the total annual cost of a confinement
facility’s operations and dividing it by the average number of
inmates there. Usually it is convenient to divide this figure by 12
to obtain cost of confinement per person per month. In practice,
however, figures on the annual cost of operating an institution
vary in completeness and may be lacking one or more of such
elements as depreciation on buildings and equipment, prorated
cost of land, and estimates of the supervision and auditing costs
incurred by higher government offices because of the institution
(e.g., the fraction of the budget of a State department of cor-
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rections that is estimated as due to its services for a particular
facility). The primary costs, however, are usually the salaries,
food and other suppliés, and maintenance and depreciation ex-
pended right at the institution. Estimates of confinement costs
in the United States range from about $3,000 to $20,000 per year,
depending on the region of the country and the services provided.
The highest figures are at those facilities for juveniles that have
extensive education and counseling staff, while the lowest figures
are for prison work camps.

Some prison administrators object to the use of the average
cost per inmate per year to estimate confinement expenses in
cost-benefit analysis since so many of the expenditures at an in-
stitution do not change with small fluctuations in their popula-
tion. To keep one more inmate for a year may add only a few
hundred dollars to a $5 million total annual cost of operating an
institution that houses a thousand inmates. If cost-benefit analysis
guides policy, however, its conclusions should, in the long run,
affect the total population of a county, State, or Nation’s correc-
tional institutions. Thus, in many States the policy changes dur-
ing the 1960’s which emphasized expansion of community cor-
rectional services resulted in the closing of numerous prisons and
youth custodial institutions, despite increases in State popula-
tions and of crime rates in the same period. Accordingly, if cost-
benefit analysis is an effort to guide long-run policy, it is ap-
propriate to use total annual confinement costs per inmate for
the estimation of costs and benefits.

Since the subsequent confinement for those dealt with unsuc-
cessfully at any people-changing agency will be at several dif-
ferent institutions, but it is difficult to procure cost estimates for
a large number of facilities, it may be appropriate merely to
utilize for all cases an estimate based on the most frequent place
of confinement. Alternatively, when several institutions are ex-
tensively involved in the subsequent confinement, one might
select the one believed to be about average in cost for those
utilized. A more precise estimate could procure cost data from
several different institutions and use a weighted average pro-
portional te the relative frequency with which each is the place
of subsequent confinement for those dealt with by the agency
at which a program is being evaluated. Maximum accuracy
would require use of separate cost figures for each place of con-
finement of each case followed up. It is usually best to begin with
rough estimations in cost-benefit analysis, and gradually im-
prove them.
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Tables 4.1 and 4.2 provide some estimates for certain categories
of clients of the Supplementary Costs and Diminished Subsequent
Confinement Benefits of the psychiatric unit and vocational »du-
cation program for which cost estimates already have been pre-
sented. While these figures are purely ‘hypothetical, they are
based on figures and benefits which are reported frequently.

The tables in this chapter have both a profit (or loss) figure
(the difference between benefit and cost for each treatment), and
an efficiency figure (the benefit-cost ratio). Efficiency, the benefit
per dollar expended on cost, is a term applied to this ratio by
Adams (in Glaser, 1974). He points out that it is a criterion
independent of “effectiveness,” if the latter is applied only to
changes in behavior. It is also independent of profit. For example,

Table 4.1.—Supplementary Costs and Correctional Confinement Benefits of a
Psychiatric Unit (“PsU”) for Various Types of Clients in a Correctional
Agency (Hypothetical Figures)

Type of Client
Cost-benefit

items Child First. Prior Recidivistic
molesters conviction delinquency enculturated
rapists rapists delinquents

Cost of PsU

services:
Average duration

of services ......... 1% years 2 years 1 year 1 year
Average cost per

client (at $500

per year) ... $750 $1,000 $500 $500
Social costs as

subsequent

confinement:
Average subse-

quent confine-

ment time of

clients without

PsU services ...... b years 9 months 3 years b years
Average subse-

quent confine-

ment time of

clients with

PsU services ...... 3 years 6 months 3 years 6 years
Benefits, as con-

finernent time

saved ... 2 years 3 months 0 —1 year
Monetary benefits

(at $4,000 per

year confinement

€osts) ..oriiiinnne $8,000 $1,000 0 —$4,000
Profit (benefit

minus cost) ... $7,250 0 —3$500 —$4,600

(Lioss) (Loss)

Efficiency (bene-
fit-cost ratio) .... 10.7 1.0 0 —-8.0
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Table 4.?.—Supplgxpentary Costs and Correctional Confinement Benefits of a
Vocational Training Program (“VTP"”) for Various Types of Clients in a
Correctional Agency (Hypothetical Figures)

Type of Client

Cost-benefit
it

items Youthful Recidivist Alcololic Professional
recidivist unspeciatized forgers robbers and
auto thieves offenders burglars

Cost of VTP:
Average no. of

courses per

client .....cccvee 3 6 4 3
Average cost per

client (at $250

per course) ... $750 $1,600 $1,000 $750
Social costs as sub-

sequent confine-

ment:
Average subse-

quent confine-

ment time of

clients without

VTP e 3 years 2 years 4 years 6 years
Average subse-

quent confine-

ment time of

clients with

VTP e 1% years 1 year 4 years 7 years
Benefits, as con-

finement time

saved ............. 1% years 1 year 0 —1 year
Monetary benefits

(at $4,000 per

year confinement

€oStS) .erennnnn. $6,000 $4,000 0 —$4,000
Profit (benefit

minus cost) ...... $5,250 $2,500 —$1,000 —$4,750

Efficiency (bene-
fit-cost ratio) ... 8.0 2.9 0 —b5.3

a program costing $2,000 and producing $3,000 in benefit would
have a profit of $1,000 but an efficiency of only 1.5, while a pro-
gram costing $200 and producing $800 benefit would have a
profit of only $600, but an efficiency of 4.0.

Table 4.1 indicates a definite profit from psychiatric services
for child molesters, who are usually highly recidivistic. Great
benefits from psychiatric services for these predominantly older
men who are deeply disturbed over loss of their sexual potency,
have been claimed at a few State psychiatric centers for felons,
notably that in New Jersey. On the other hand, much less benefit
is ascribed in Table 4.1 to psychiatric services for first-conviction
rapists, since they have a low recidivism rate anyhow. A benefit
of three months reduction in subsequent confinement, which is
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hypothesized for this category, exactly equals in monetary value
the cost of the psychiatric services. Despite this zero profit, such
services would be justifiable since there are benefits, other than
less subsequent confinement, not taken into account here, es-
pecially the reduction of social costs achieved by diminishing the
likelihood that these offenders will commit rape. On the other
hand, the offenses for which there is a negative benefit, and hence
a negative efficiency, have more subsequent confinement resulting
after the supplementary service than without it, suggesting that
the service actually increases crime.

For two categories of offender in Table 4.1, no benefit by
diminished confinement time is indicated, and even an increase
in subsequent confinement is hypothesized for the recidivist en-
culturated delinquents. It is anticipated that rapists who have a
history of delinquency will be found to have a high rate of re-
cidivism. This is because they share delinquent group-supported
values which justify stealing what they desire from nonmembers
of their groups whenever they cannot get it legitimately (Doshay,
1944). They seize sexual control from women because they have
these values, not because of the psychological conficts and mis-
conceptions of sex more common among the usually sexually
naive first conviction rapists.

Expectations that psychiatric services would have negative ef-
fects on recidivist enculturated delinquents, who often have much
experience and pride in manipulating psychotherapeutically
oriented personnel, are justified by the PICO Project data in Table
3.1, by a controlled experiment at California’s Preston School of
Industry (Guttman, 1963), and by the earlier experiment of the
Grants (1959) with Navy offenders. With the great diversity in
psychiatric approaches to such offenders, the effects may be
highly dependent on the particular psychiatrist employed (Gutt-
man, 1963).

Table 4.2 depicts a hypothesis that extensive vocational train-
ing would appreciably reduce the reconfinement of youthful
recidivist auto thieves. This is inferred from evidence that their
recidivism, though still high, is appreciably reduced by assistance
that increases their employability. They are usually out-of-school
and out-of-work adolescents who steal autos primarily for joy-
riding and immediate transportation, rather than persons with a
strong commitment to crime as a career (Hall, et al., 1966).

Similarly, recidivist unspecialized offenders are usuallv dis-
orgsnized persons without strong commitments to crime as a
career, but who engage in it occasionally in crises. It is inferred
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that extensive vocational training might increase their employ-
ability appreciably, and so diminish their financial crigses, The
alcoholic forger syndrome is a standard pattern in our State
prisons, with a high recidivism rate of naive forgery in the course
of drinking. It is inferred that vocational deficiencies are infre-
quent among them and are not highly relevant to their alcoholism
problem. More speculatively, it is inferred that professional bur-
glars and robbers are accustomed to a much higher income from
crime between each arrest and conviction than that which most
available vocational training for them would offer. They frequentiy
take vocational courses in prison only as a gesture to impress the
parole board favorably, and sometimes even to improve their
skill in using burglar’s tools. A small amount of vocational train-
ing might even be statistically a negative indiecator in such
cases (Glaser, 1969: 185-192),

The discugsion and tables thus far simplify an introduction to
cost-benefit analysis by ignoring several problems. One of these
is the more difficult cost estimation necessary when the program
to be evaluated is not a supplementary service, but a completely
different people-changing procedure at a different location and
perhaps in a different organization. There are still other questions
that could be raised about the simplified discussion thus far, but
it may be appropriate to address only the latter issue before
proceeding to others.

Inereasing Cost Information: Comparison of Alternative Programs

In the preceding section, when estimating costs of supplemen-
tary services such as a psychiatric unit or a vocational fraining
program, it was assumed that these were the only cost items
which differed for the clients who were compared. As long as
the contrast involved the records of people in the same estab-
lishment——for example, a probation office, a juvenile training
school, a State penitentiary, or a private halfway house—but with
or without one service there, it was not necessary to determine
all of the costs of operating these places; we just needed to
know the costs of the extra service being evaluated.

In many legislative, judicial and administrative decisions on
people-changing policies, the choice is more drastic than that of
whether some persons should be given a supplementary service.
There are decisions of incarceration versus supervision in the
community, of confinement in a maximum security institution or
placement in a minimum security camp, of parole or probation
with only infrequent office contact required as against imposing
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mandatory residence in a community correction center. These are
the types of cost-benefit evaluation problem now to be addressed.

Determination of costs for alternative agencies or facilities is
not necessarily more complex than the already discussed deter-
mination of confinement costs as a factor in estimation of bene-
fits. First one tabulates the total annual expenditures involved
in operating the agency as -completely as possible, including
depreciation of buildings and equipment (or rental charges), and
adding the administrative costs which the agency creates for
offices of higher authority which monitor it. Then one determines
the average nuinber of people who are clients of the agency per
day. This can be done precisely as the total number of
client-days in a year divided by 365 (or 366 in leap years). At
any rate, dividing the total annual expenditures by this average
number of people handled provides the average annual cost per
client per year; dividing by 12 expresses this as a per-month
figure.

Table 4.8 illustrates cost-benefit analysis for alternative rather
than supplementary programs, still measuring benefits only by
subsequent confinement. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 estimated benefits by
comparing subsequent confinement of persons with and without
the supplementary service that was being evaluated. In Table
4.3, however, to assess alternative programs, one can only com-
pare the subsequent records of people in completely different
programs, and use one as a standard by comparison with which
the alternatives are considered beneficial or not. The traditional
programs are usually the standard and innovations are evaluated
by comparison with it. Table 4.3 uses prison and parole as the
standard, and compares regular probation and intensive services
probation with it in terms of diminished subsequent confinement
benefits.

First-conviction armed robbers, to which Table 4.3 is limited,
often are not highly committed to crime but have gotten into a
financial crisis and seek to solve all of their financial problems
with one holdup at an establishment which handles much cash.
Often they use a toy or mock gun or an unloaded weapcn. Fre-
quently an extended stay in prison is more criminalizing for them
than community correctional supervision would be, but the fact
that a gun—even a toy gun—was displayed in their offense often
results in their probation derial. As a group, their recidivism
rates are below the average for all convicted felons, In Table 4.3
it is hypothesized that intensive services—such as supplementary
paraprofessional staff, emergency financial assistance, and voca-
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Table 4,3.—Costs and Diminished Correctional Confinement Benefits of Alter-
native Correctional Programs for Non-Addicted and Non-Alcoholic Armed
Robbers on First Felony Conviction (Hypothetical Figures)

. Alternative Programs
Gost-lenefit items

Prison and Regular
parole probation

Intensive
services
probation

Cost of program

components for

their average

duration:
Imprisonment be-

fore first parole

(at $400 per

month) ...t $5600 ..
Regular parole and

probation super-

vision (at $50 per

month) ... $1,000 $1,500
Supplementary

services (para-

professionals,

emergency resi-

dence, financial

ad, ete)) ..o e

..........................................................................................................................................

Total Pro-
gram Cost $6,600 $1,500

.............................. D R L D LB T P T P T O R R TR L L RS R L LI A PERRTIT LI

Social costs as sub-

sequent confine-

ments;
Average subse-

quent confine-

ment .................... 2 years 1 year
Benefits as confine-

ment time saved .. ... 1 year
Monetary benefits

(at $4,000 per

year average con-

finement costs) ... ... $4,000

.........................................................................................................................................

Profit (benefit
minus cost) ...

Efficiency (benefit-
cost ratio) ... = ... 2.1

........

36 year

1% years

tional training subsidy if needed—would somewhat diminish sub-
sequent confinement, but would cost so much more than regular
probation as not to be more profitable or efficient than regular
probation if benefit is estimated by confinement cost alone. This
brings us to the problem of achieving a full accounting for

social benefit.

Maximizing Information on Benefits

We can define the monetary benefit from a people-changing
method as the reduction in social cost of subsequent deviant be-
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havior achieved by that method, as compared to the reduction
achieved by another method. Thus far social cost has been
measured incompletely, only in terms of subsequent confinement
for deviant behavior. With each confinement the public also in-
curs costs of arrest and adjudication. In crimes with victims the
personal injury or property loss suffered by the victims is the
social cost of greatest concern to the general public.

‘When property offenses occur—and are the basis for most sub-
sequent confinement of delinquents and criminals—the victim’s
loss is in money or goods for which a value is customarily esti-
mated. Possibly the figures for known offenses of a person’s crim-
inal record should be multiplied by a factor representing the
ratio of unsolved crimes of that type to known crimes.

For offenses against the person, such as assault, rape, or
murder, financial expression of social costs is inadequate. Never-
theless, when decisions are made on how to compensate someone
for such a loss, the public ultimately must assess the physical
and emotional damage that these offenses do to the victims.
Therefore, for cost-benefit analysis one may convert each type of
crime of violence to an arbitrary dollar damage figure, based
on insurance or court settlements of personal injury claims.

For drug offenses and other crimes not clearly victimizing
persons other than the accused, it is most difficult to arrive at
a social cost figure. Sometimes, however, one can make infer-
ences about society’s loss of the work power of the offender, or
on his probable reliance on other crime for an income if the
behavior which is criminal prevented him or her from being
legitimately employed (cf., McGlothlin, et al, 1972: 14-15). For
some misdemeanors, such as homosexuality in private among con-
senting adults, it is impossible to make any rational estimation
of social cost in dollars. Perhaps legislators or bar association
groups drafting criminal codes should make a financial estimate
of social costs a prerequisite to declaring behavior subject to
regulation by the law and a factor in determining justifiable
penalties.

Estimates of the average costs for each arrest and for each
judicial or parole processing can be made by a study of police,
court, and parole board budgets in relation to the volume and
type of transactions their units handle. The Cantor and Adams
(1968) District of Columbia study arrived at figures of: $17.67
for a juvenile arrest; $88.41 for a juvenile hearing; $15.99 for
an adult arrest; $11.86 to $40.65 for adult court hearings; $65.51
for a parole hearing. They cite 1963 figures for Los Angeles
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of $22 for a juvenile arrest, $326 for a juvenile court hearing,
$100 for a Municipal Court hearing and $200 for a Superior Court
hearing. One suspects that the higher figures are the most ac-
curate, and are still low for the 1970’s. In any case, police, court,
and parole board administrators should be able to make such
estimations locally and doubtless have already done so in many
jurisdictions.

Perhaps the most speculative component of any social cost
estimation is the contribution that society loses if a potential
member of the labor force and taxpayer is unemployed or if a
person who would normally be supported Ly a family breadwin-
ner becomes dependent on public welfare. This lost production
is a social cost if someone is institutionalized. The useful work
that inmates do in institutions is taken into account in determin-
ing the cost of confinement; this work makes such costs less than
they otherwise would be. Therefore, in estimating the total social
cost of continued deviant behavior, the estimated loss in pro-
duction to the community resulting from incarceration of some-
one who could be a productive worker can be added to cost of
confinement.

By keeping people in school, society presumably benefits in the
long run. Consequently, school can be equated with employment
in benefit analysis. Therefore, truancy in the community might
be equivalent to production foregone for juveniles. It would be
avoided with compulsory edu:ation in an institution that has
effective incentives for schooling, and a rate of progress in school
as high as that in the community.

The effect of maximizing information on benefits is shown in
the hypothetical data of Table 4.4, which differs from Table 4.3
only in the comprehensiveness of its subsequent social cost esti-
mations and consequent benefit, profit, and efficiency calculations.
These yield figures several times as high as those of Table 4.3.
Intensive services on probation are not as profitable as regular
probation, shown in Table 4.3, where confinement is the sole basis
for determining social costs, but are more profitable—though less
efficient—than probation, as demonstrated in Table 4.4, where all
benefits are tabulated. The gains in benefit ascribed to intensive
services are primarily from more full employment, assuming that
this would be the primary focus of such services for adults, even
to the point of paying job placement charges of private agencies
or subsidizing on-the-job training.

It is appropriate to initiate cost-benefit analysis by caleulating
benefits only from the social cost data that are readily estimated
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Table 4.4.—Costs and Estimated Total Benefits of Alternative Correctional
Programs for Non-Addicted and Non-Alcoholic Adult Armed Robbers on
First Felony Conviction (Hypothetical Figures)

Alterrative Programs
Cost-henefit items g

Prison and Regular Imtensive
parole probation gervices
probation

Cost of program

components for

their average

duration:
Imprisonment be-

fore first parole

(at $400 per

month) ......coeeeee, $5,600 0 L
Regular parole and

pmbatxon super-

vision (at $50 per

month) . $1,000 $1,500 $1,600
Supplementary

services (para-

professionals,

emergency resi-

dence, financial

........

aid, ete.) ...oeen L $2,000
Total Pro-
gram Cost $6,600 $1,500 $3,600

..........................................................................................................................................

Subsequent social
costs in monetary
terms:

Damage done by

known and in-

ferred offenses™® .. $6,400 $2,400 $1,600
Cost of arrests® ... 400 300 200
Cost of court or par-

ole v101ation hear-

INEs® eeeinenan 600 400 100
Cost of confinement * 8,000 4,000 2,000
Production foregone

(at $300 per

month for time

Jocked up or un-

employed) ........... 15.000 6,000 3,000

.........................................................................................................................................

Total Social

Costs ... $30,400 $18,100 $6,900
Benefit from alter-
native to prison

and parole ... e $17,300 $23,600
Profit (benefit

minus cost) ... e $15,800 $15,900
Efficiency (beneﬁt—

cost ratio) ......... 115 6.5

2 At $50 per misdemennor, $300 per non-violent felony and $2,500 per violent felony.
A fe\w repenters make the averages high.
b At $100 each
¢ At $200 each
1 At $4,000 per year
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without much speculation (e.g., arrests and confinement), since
policy arguments from such data can then be made without much
challenge as to their validity. As lawyers learn, if one has two
strong arguments and five weak ones, it is often best to present
only the two strong ones, for argument over the weak ones will
distract sitention from the strong ones. One can then note
separately that there are other items of benefit, while indicating
clearly that their exact dimensions are less certain than those
presented first.

The most valid data usually suffice to show which people-
changing methods are the most profitable and efficient, even if
they understate the extent of these advantages. A source of un-
derstatement or overstatement in all benefit estimation, how-
ever, is the period used for gathering followup information to
assess subsequent social costs, which provides another issue to
consider in this gradually more complex presentation.

Followup Periods in Cost-Benefit Analysis

To simplify discussion of cost-benefit analysis, we have thus
far presented social cost data as though each of its components
(e.g., subsequent confinement) were determined for the total
remaining lifetime of the subjects. In practice, of course, any
data collected on social costs would have to be for a finite follow-
up period, usually of only a few years.

For estimating benefits as reduction in the cost of deviance,
one must first determine the duration of the followup period—
such as 8 years—for which benefits are to be assessed. The
longer the period, the more accurate will be the assessment, but
one must balance this against the disadvantages of waiting long
for results. As suggested in Chapter 7, one usually seeks short-
term evaluations first and long-term results later, but it may
be possible to foreshadow long-term results from. short-term
trends.

One question usually neglected, but sometimes critical, is that
of when the followup period should begin. If the programs com-
pared are all in the community or all involve institutionalization
for the same average duration, then the followup of clients should
begin at the date of their release to the community. This agsumes
that the benefit to be estimated is the reduction of deviance in
the community, which they all reenter at about the same time
after their apprehension for deviant acts. If, however, the pro-
grams compared differ in the average duration of initial insti-
tutionalization they impose, then there are sound objections to
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comparing deviance rates only from the dates of client release
to the community for all programs. It would be a gross disservice
to science and to the public interest to ignore, because of our
biases against confining people, the one accomplishment that can
be claimed for institutionalization: it prevents those confined
from committing offenses in the community during the period of
their incarceration. The research task is to determine whether
this is worth the cost, which may or may not include more
deviance in the long run after release, as well as greater financial
costs in the short run during confinement.

From the foregoing point of view one can argue that followups
for cost-benefit analysis of programs imposing different durations
of confinement should follow clients in all programs from the
time they begin to experience different types of people-changing
endeavor, either in the community or in confinement. In Cali-
fornia’s Community Treatment Project, for example, the experi-
mental subjects are paroled after about one month’s confinement
in a reception center, while the control group members are
paroled from Youth Authority institutions under traditional
procedures, which has meant an average of eight months’ con-
finement before parole. The followup period used in comparing
their infractions, however, began with parole for each group, to
give them all the same period of “community exposure.” (The
followup periods were 15 and 24 months on parole in both the
Warren 1966 and the Palmer 1971 reports, for example.)

While comparison for similar periods in the community is in-
teresting for theoretical purposes, it is inappropriate for cost-
benefit analysis if the groups compared differed in average dura-
tion or cost of prerelease confinement. It is misleading, I believe,
that a net cost-benefit profit is implied in the Community Treat-
ment Program reports when the researchers observe that: (1)
community treatment as intensive as that given the experimental
cases costs $2,300 per year per client; (2) regular Youth Au-
thority parole costs $400; (8) the cost of confinement in Youth
Authority institutions is $5,800; and (4) reinearceration while
on parole is more frequent for control than for experimental
cases (Palmer, 1971: 86-87).

T would contend that to estimate societal costs and benefits
from the Community Treatment Program, the followup period for
both experimentals and controls shouid begin when they are com-
mitted to the supervision of Youth Authority. At the end of
their approximately one-month stay in the Reception Center, the
experimentals are all released to the community and begin to
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incur less treatment costs but have more opportunities for new
offenses than the typical control case, who is locked up for
another eight months, on the average. If the experimentals had
less reconfinement than the controls in the long run, however,
and created less other social costs from new offenses and from
idleness, there would be benefit from their lower social cost than
the controls. Yet there might still be a net loss and less than
unitary efficiency because of the greater cost of community treat-
ment as compared with parole.

The foregoing possibility is illustrated in Table 4.5. It compares
15-month “community exposure” data published for the insti-
tutionalized Control Group with 24-month “community exposure”
data for the Experimental Group, since with the eight months
average duration of initial confinement of the controls the total
period of Youth Authority control is about 24 months for hoth
groups. By these only partly hypothetical treatment and social
cost data on the most successfully treated large category, the
neurotic anxious delinquents, social costs of the two programs
are identical at 24 months (due to the 8-month confinement of
the controls) but are greater for the controls at 60 months. This
assumes a post-discharge followup is conducted, since average
duration of total Youth Authority supervizion is reported to
be about 3 years for both groups. However, the greater cost
of the community treatment program as compared with that of
regular parole makes it unprofitable at 60 months despite its
lesser social cost. This might not occur in actuality if the inten-
sity of services were greater in the first year or two of com-
munity treatment than later, in the average case; the published
cost data give only an average for all months and all cases. Since
the Community Treatment Program began in 1962, a long-run
cost-benefit analysis is overdue, but it will require different types
of tabulation than have thus far been reported.

Societal and Community Cost-Benefit Analysis

Cost-benefit analysis is not only a useful method of assessing
specific programs of people-changing agencies, but it is also a
useful frame of reference for appraising national, State, or com-
munity policy on almost any public problem. For such matfers
as crime, narcotic addiction, mental illness, physical illness, and
educational deficiency, for example, the government must decide
how much of its funds to allocate to each method of combating
the problem—detection, treatment, research, and public infor-
mation. Because the objective is to give the funds available the
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Table 4.5.—Cost-Benefit Analysis of Experimental (Community Treatment)
and Control (Youth Authority Institution and Parole) Programs for Neu-
rotic Anxious Male Delinquents, Using 24-Month and 60-Month Followup
Periods From Date of Arrival at the Reception Center (Data from Palmer,
et al, 1968, plus extrapolation and hypotheses)

. Control Rreperimental
Cost-benefit items
24 months 60 months 24 months 60 months

Treatment costs:
Reception center
(1 mo.) ... $ 800 $ 800 $ 800 $ 800
Correctional insti-
tution (at $500/
month) ........ 4,000 4,000 .. e
Regular parole
supervision (at
$35/month) ... 386 945 e
Community treat-
ment (at $200/
month) r.evne cn 2,600 7,000
Total Treat-
ment Cost $5,185 $5,745 $3,400 $7,800
Subsequent social
costs in mone-
tary terms:
Damage done by
known and in-
ferred offenses® $ 500 $2,000 $ 400 $1,000
Cost of arrests? 100 400 200 400
Cost of court or
parole violation

hearings ® ......... 100 300 100 200
Reconfinement
eosts ® s 500 2,000 400 2,000

Production (or
education) fore-
ZONE® ..rinrineen 500 2,400 600 1,800
Total social
costs ... $1,700 $7,100 $1,700 $5,400
Benefit from com-
munity treat-

ment program .. ... ... 0 $1,700

P*oﬁt (ﬁéneﬁt .................
minus eost) ... . e —$3,400 —$6,100
(Loss) (Loss)

Efficiency (benefit-
cost ratio) ... ... L 0 0.2

s At &30 per misdemeanor or ineoreigible act, $300 per non-violent felony and $2,000
per violent felony (even if adjudicited delinquency rather than felony). A few repeaters
make averages high.

b At $100 each

c At 3200 each

4 At $600 per month {baxed on $800 for detention and $500 for correctional institution.
with experimentals confined less time, but more often in detentton).

o At $300 per month, not charged for total months of normai progress in schooling
when not gainfully emploped, either in the community or In correctional institution
school programs.
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greatest total impact, it is useful to estimate the marginal
benefit of each additional expenditure for each method.

Presumably there is a point of diminishing returns for each
method of coping with a people-changing problem. Therefore, one
should strive to estimate the fiscal appropriations to each that
will make the last dollar spent for any method yield about the
same benefit ag the last dollar spent on any of its alternatives.
In practice, of course, there are many unknowns, especially on
the benefit per incremental dollar spent for research and for
public information. Consequently, some gambling must occur in
these expenditures; the amounts spent must often be decided only
by very rough guesses as to their yield per dollar.

Estimated annual costs and benefits per year of opiate addic-
tion treatment in the United States are presented in Table 4.6.
These figures are based on assumptions that current laws and
law enforcement against opiate possession and sale will persist,
so that most persons addicted to heroin will have to support this
habit by crime. It assumes that the therapeutic community and

Table 4.6.—Estimated Annual Costs and Benefits Per Year Per Addict From
Opiate Addiction Treatment Programs in the U.S., Under Current Criminal-
izatilonlof ;Xll Heroin Possession and Sale (Based mainly on McGlothlin,
ot al, 1972

X No Aethadone Therapeutic Civil
Cost-lenefit items treatment nain tcu(;r;c!c conmmunity commitment
plus aid

No. of addicts in

U.S., Dec. 1971 .. " 308,400 ¥ 40,000 8,000 18,400
Treatment Cost ... . $1,500 $3,500 ¢ $3,800
Social costs:

Crimes ..., $10,000 $3,500 3 500 $1,756
Anti-crime meas-

UTES vevvveeerirerennnns 1,250 435 65 250
Foregone produe-

tion ..o 3,450 2,300 2,300 2,875
........... Total Somal U OO OUU U OE SO SO PO SUOU R UTRUURUSTROPTIO

costs ... $14,700 $6,235 $2,865 $4,880
Treatment benefit = ... . $8,465 $11,835 $9,820
Proﬁ t(bene ﬁ e
minus cost) ... $6,965 $8,335 $6,020
Efficiericy (bene-
fit-cost ratio) ... .. 5.6 34 2.6

w Includes 37,500 incarcerated, 40,000 on the street but temporarily abstinent, and
2,500 in temporary detoxification facilities, An additional 200 were believed to be in
experimental opinte antagonist programs, Addieted persons in the street were estinutted
as 228,400, and the grand total of addicted persons in or oit of treatment as 375,000.

b Includes civil commitment outpatiecnts on methadone maintenance.

e Assumes two-thirds on aftercare at $1,700 per annum and one third in institotions
at $8,000 per annum,
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methadone maintenance programs, which must recruit their clien-
tele as volunteers, are relatively unrestricted in recruitment and
admit marginally persistent addicts in addition to those with
whom it will be most successful. (The latter are those who sur-
vive a long-waiting list and other entrance ordeals.) While the
figures are hypothetical, they are far from wild guesses, being
based on a careful analysis of all relevant factors by McGlothlin
and associates (1972). Their figures are modified only slightly
here, mainly for simplification, to reduce the number of treat-
ment alternatives considered, thereby achieving a comparative
analysis in one table.

MecGlothlin and associates use different “no treatment” social
cost estimates for each type of treatment at each size of patient
load. For example, they assume that a methadone maintenance
program plus aid would recruit only advanced addicts in its first
100,000 patients, so the average “no treatment’ crime costs would
be $14,000 for these addicts, although it would be only $10,000
for the less advanced addicts recruited by therapeutic communi-
ties and civil commitment programs. We have simplified the
tabulations by employing for all treatment modalities what Mc-
Glothlin and coworkers estimate as the social costs of all un-
treated addicts in the United States. Their estimates of these
costs are yearly averages based on their inferences from evi-
dence of the changing intensities of addiction during the lifespan
of the addict, the cessation of addiction with age, and the high
death rates among addicts.

Treatment cost figures are highly variable. MecGlothlin and
associates estimate that Methadone Maintenance Plus Aid would
cost 31,000 per addict for the first 50,000 addicts per year treated,
$750 for the next 100,000, and $1,500 each for the next 25,000.
The increase is attributed to the special inducements presumed
to be needed to recruit and retain additional addicts after 150,000
are in the program. Table 4.6 takes this highest figure. They
estimate $4,000 per addict per year as the cost of operating a
therapeutic community which has no profitable business or mem-
bers employed at outside jobs. The cost diminishes to $2,500
as these sources of income are developed. The pioneer thera-
peutic community, Synanon, became self-supporting, but most
others obtain their support mainly from government agencies.
For civil commitment programs they report diverse costs: for
inpatients the estimates are $7,000 to $9,250 (depending on
facility) in New York, $12,000 in the Federal hospital at Lexing-
ton, and $4,000 in California; outpatient estimates are $1,750
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in New York, $4,800 in the Federal system, and $850 in Cali-
fornia. The figures in Table 4.6 reflect the impression that the
New York estimates are the most typical, and the fact that at
least 40 percent of the addicts in the United States are in New
York.

Value constraints of both government officials and addicts pre-
vent our following exclugively what Table 4.6 indicates would be
the most efficient procedure—giving all addicts in the country
methadone maintenance pius aid. In Washington, D.C., when all
waiting lists for any treatment were eliminated, only 60 percent
chose methadone maintenance. Most of the remainder of those
treated requested only detoxification, which permits them to be-
come abstinent without withdrawal symptoms. In practice detoxifi-
cation is sought by addicts mainly to reduce the dosage they require
to remain addicted, and thus to reduce the cost of their habit.
A majority leave the detoxification centers against medical ad-
vice, before they are detoxified to the point of complete abstin-
nence. Furthermore, it was estimated that only 20 percent of
Washington’s addicts were in any of the treatment programs
when all were made readily available (McGlothlin, ef al, 1972:
17).

Most public officials seem to favor complete and voluntary ab-
gtinence, which is the objective of therapeutic ¢ommunities.
Therefore, these establishments gain public support despite their
greater cost. Actually, their average rate of retention is low,
only 29 percent of addicts remaining in treatment at the end of
a year after their admission, as compared to 65 percent for
methadone maintenance (Joe, et al, 1972; 30). Taking this low
retention rate into account, the social cost figures for therapeutic
communities in Table 4.6 (based mainly on McGlothlin et al)
probably are somewhat low, and thus exaggerate profit and effi-
ciency for any cross-section of persons admitted to them. Pre-
sumably the figures are appropriate for the minority of those
admitted whom these organizations are able to retain for a year
or more.

Civil commitment programs are conducted in buildings that
are essentially prisons—a large proportion having been originally
constructed for secure custody of criminals—but are staffed with
a higher proportion of psychotherapists and other treatment spe-
cialists than almost any prisons. Thus they have high treatment
costs during the period of confinement but low social costs, since
the addicts detained cannot commit crimes in the community to
support their habit, Confinement is followed by affercare, which
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is modeled on parole and is staffed mainly by former parole offi-
cers, but with more assistance and surveillance resources in the
community than is customary on parole.

Addicts in civil commitment status are under State supervision
for 3 to 5 years in New York and for 7 years in California.
California originally discharged about one-sixth of its addicts
when they had been drug-free on aftercare for 3 years, but the
initial New York experience was much less successful. In recent
years, however, both States have relaxed standards for retention
on aftercare and discharge. Both have also increased the avail-
ability of methadone maintenance for civilly committed addicts,
especially in New York. Before these changes about one-third of
those placed on aftercare in New York disappeared, as did about
one-fifth in California. Most of the absconders are presumed to
be readdicted, and it is known that many of those retained on
aftercare use small doses of heroin intermittently. For these rea-
sons, it is believed that the figures in Table 4.6 probably exag-
gerate the profit and efficiency of civil commitment when it is
not combined with methadone maintenance.

The most serious omission from available data on the effective-
ness of alternative treatments for opiate addiction, in this writ-
er’s opinion, is the failure to follow up addicts committed to
regular correctional institutions after conviction for felonies. Pa-
role outcome data suggest that they are more successful in
achieving abstinence after traditional prison and parole than
after civil commitment programs in the New York State, Cali-
fornia, and Federal systems. This may be due to the concen-
tration of a purely addict society in the civil commitment insti-
tutions, which perpetuates discussion of drug lore. As a matter
of fact, smuggling of heroin and other drugs into civil commit-
ment facilities is regularly reported by inmates and staff. Heroin
is allegedly used there by many inmates who at the same time
verbalize vehement antidrug attitudes to manipulate their thera-
pists to place them on aftercare.

A further omission is that of knowledge about what the social
costs of addiction would be if heroin maintenance were available
to confirmed addiets who did not wish to enter methadone or
drug-free therapeutic programs, Thig is the practice in Britain
and many other countries, and its main advantage is that addicts
do not have to steal to procure opiates for their own use. Allegedly
many still steal, partly because heroin usage is not as compatible
with employment as methadone. That is why the British program,
which makes heroin available to addicts on demand, still tries
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to induce them to change to methadone and ultimately to become
abstinent (McGlothlin, et al, May 1972; 38-39).

Conciusion

No cost-benefit analysis can be absolutely precise and satis-
factory for several reasons, Foremost, of course, is that conver-
sion of anguish into dollars is necessarily at arbitrary rates. Sec-
ondly, one never knows of all the deviant acts that releasees
commit; One only knows those for which they are apprehended
and shown to be guilty. Nevertheless, benefit estimations alter-
native of simply leaving assessment of crime reduction up %o
subjective impressions, since such impressions are based on even
less complete information that is less systematically tabulated
and analyzed. While postrelease crime or other deviance data are
incomplete, and dollar assessment rates are arbitrary, it is still
reasonable to compare releasees from different programs in terms
of such data. One can assume that the degree of incompleteness
of data on deviance and the arbitrariness of dollar assessment
rates are similar for all groups compared. This is analogous to
the customary procedure and assumptions in clagsifying criminals
by prior record (as first-, second-, or third-time offenders, for
example), since such classifications also do not take into account
the crimes not resulting in apprehension.

This chapter has described a variety of approaches to cost-
benefit analysis, with many degrees of complexity. It is most
conducive to the routinization of this type of evaluative research
if one begins only with that method of estimating costs and
benefits that one can do well. This should reveal in a most support-
relevant manner those programs which are clearly profitable and
efficient. More refined analyses can then be added gradually to
provide less crucial additional details.
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CHAPTER 5

COMBATING SPURIOUS CRITERIA: DEFENSES
AGAINST SNIPING

A common complaint about criminological research is that it
has been much more successful in discrediting myths than in
establishing valid and precise knowledge of the causes and cures
of crime and delinquency. Destroying myths is no mean ac-
complishment, however, especially when these beliefs have been
the basis for ineffective expenditures of billions of dollars or for
unwarranted imposition of great hardships on many persons.

While the main thrust of this manual is to set forth effective
ways of conducting and routinizing evaluative research, an im-
portant aspect of routinizing this type of endeavor is to defend
it against unjust and unwarranted criticism. Accordingly, it is
appropriate to alert researchers and administrators in people-
changing agencies to the types of illegitimate evaluations they
are likely to encounter, and to counsel them on the best defenses
against unfounded attacks.

The objective of evaluative research is to replace myth with
reality in the guidance of policy and practice, but myths have
an impressive tenacity and they arise in support of every side
of an argument. The most difficult to recognize as spurious are
those supporting one’s own preferences, In being alert to defend
oneself against unwarranted criticism, therefore, it is important
to avoid making claims that are no more legitimate than those
one opposes.

Individual Cases versus Statistics as Evidence

Perhaps the most commonly encountered spurious method of
evaluating people-changing efforts is to draw conclusions from
individual cases. Whether these are one or two dramatic cases
or long lists of them, and whether they are successes cited to
support a measure or failures cited in opposition, they provide
no very conclusive evaluation of a people-changing method. Every
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inethod has both success and failure cases. Evaluation can only
be credible if it is expressed as a percentage, rate, correlation,
or other statistical conclusion, although this type of formulation
does not in itself guarantee that the evaluation is correct. Some-
times, indeed, it is not clear that a particular treatment is re-
sponsible for the outcome of the cases treated, regardless of the
outcome statistics.

Individual cases illustrate how 2 method works or fails, and
suggest explanations for its outcome, but only the statistical
pattern can demonsérate how effective it is. Because all methods
have both successes and failures, any miethod may evoke testi-
monials for or against it. One can generalize about a method’s
relative effectiveness only by comparing its outcome rates with
those of another method with presumed traditional rates, or with
an imaginary completely successful or unsuccessful method.

The more frequently evidence from separate studies of the
same thing yield similar results, the more confidence is warranted
in the validity of their conclusions. The possibility that some
qualification is appropriate to any conclusions, however, should
always be recognized in evaluating people-changing enterpriges.
One seeks to identify consistent outcome patterns, but some
variations are inevitable in the effectiveness of any treatment
method, type of client, place, or other variable, due to the many
uncontr;»ble processes and events that can affect complex be-
havior.

Despite the need for statistical data and despite some normal
variation in such data, every people-changing official will be con-
fronted with individual cases cited to support or oppose each
policy over which there is any disagreement. For example, when-
ever a prisoner commits a serious crime while on furlough to
arrange housing or employment shortly before his regular par-
ole or discharge date, the practice of granting furloughs will be
denounced by local officials where the crime has been committed.
In California, when this occurred in 1972, the Government pointed
out that thousands of furloughs had been granted though only
1 percent of prisoners failed to return, that those on furloughs
were soon to be paroled anyhow, and that without furloughs the
men would be more likely to commit new offenses soon because
they would be unemployed more often. In Florida during an 8-
month period ending June 30, 1972, 18,313 furloughs were granted
and only 46 prisoners failed to return, or one-quarter of 1 percent
(Correctional Compass, Florida Division of Corrections, Nov.
1972). Better than 99 percent success rates have also been re-
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ported in the Federal prisons, and in Michigan, Mississippi, and
many other States. Despite this impressive record, any serious
offense by someone on furlough—even by someone who would
soon have been released by parole or discharge anyhow——places
the entire furlough program under attack. While this high rate
of return without crime from furlough to prison is a powerful
defense against eriticism that cites individual cases, a much more
adequate defense would compare rates of crime after parole or
discharge for prisoners not receiving prior furloughs with the
postrelease crime rates of similar prisoners who had prerelease
furloughs.

By 1971, in the District of Columbia, eight community halfway
houses had been opened over a 2-year period. Prisoners
were released by transfer to these centers before their parole
or discharge and there was much uproar whenever someone was
accused of committing a crime in the city while resident in one
of these centers. A police lieutenant was mentioned in the news-
papers as completing a research report on these centers, but the
report consisted only of a list of residents of these centers who
had been arrested in a preceding period. The Department of Cor-
rections, unfortunately, attacked this spurious research only by
checking this list and identifying those arrestees who had been
released by the courts, implying that the arrest had been un-
warranted, and that residents of these houses were subjected to
undue police harassment., A more appropriate criticism could
have been provided by the Department’s “Research Release” of
March 15, 1971, which reported that within their first 8 months
of community exposure during 1969-71, 72 percent of center
releasees had no further legal difficulties of any sort, compared
with 56 percent of institution releasees; the 12 percent recidi-
vism rate of new convictions from the community centers was
barely over one-half the institution’s rate of 23 percent; for re-
leasees without histories of drugs, alcoholism, or physical han-
dicaps, the recidivism rate from the centers was 6 percent, barely
over one-third the institution’s rate of 17 percent.

There will always be failures, sometimes dramatic, in any
effort to change persons so that they cease their deviant behavior.
These failures frequently will lead to attacks on those responsible
for the people-changing endeavor, and to demands for alternate
methods. The attacks may or may not be warranted, but their
validity will be neither proved nor disproved by individual cases
of failure, no matter how numerous or how glaring, Only the
failure rate of the challenged method compared with the failure
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rates of alternative possible methods will indicate the effective-
ness of the method in question. This indication will be most
adequate, of course, if rates are expressed as continuous varia-
bles, preferably as profit and efficiency in costs and benefits.

Inappropriaie Siatistics

There are innumerable jokes about statistics, or expressions
of distrust towards them, such as the assertion, “Figures don’t
He, but liars figure.” Errors, whether wilful or unwitting, can be
made in any observation, statistical or nonstatistical. The most
sensible reaction to the possibility that statistical statements can
be misleading is to be alert to the types of errors they may
contain, rather than to reject all statistics.

Some of the most common errors in remsdrks containing sta-
tistics are not in the statistics themselves, but in the words
used to present and interpret statistics. For example, & police
chief asserted in a national publication that “. .. 23 percent of
our homicide, 40 percent of our burglary, and 44 percent of our
robbery convictees were on active probation or parole. These
figures demonstrate that our own local probation concept is not
working.” One blatant error here, of course, is to confuse pro-
bation with parole, in a State where almost all persons convicted
of the crimes cited by the chief receive a maximum sentence of
life, so their release from prison is slways on parole. These sta-
tistics may reflect primarily the rates of recidivism from prison,
but it was only the probation system that was being attacked.

The second blatant error in assertions such as ‘23 percent of
our homicide . . . convictees were on active probation or parole”
is that this percentage is calculated from the wrong base figures
for guidance of policy. The appropriate statement would not be
the percentage of homicide convictees who were on probation or
parole, but the percentage of parolees and probationers who com-
mit homicide. This is only a fraction of 1 percent; indeed, much
too low a base rate to be readily altered by any change in proba-
tion or parole policy.

For the prevention of homicide one would have to procure more
focused statistics than those for all parolees or probationers. A
first step would be to get homicide rates for parolees and proba-
tioners separately. A second step might be to obtain these rates
separately for different types of probationers or parolees. Thus,
homicide rates for parolees with a history of violent acts with
lethal weapons might be procured, and these might be further
subdivided by age and residential neighborhood. The objective
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in such focusing analysis is to determine what types of offender
under what circumstances have the highest rates of subsequent
homicide. Even when this is done, the prospects are ‘still small
for a significant reduction of homicide or other violer.ce by longer
confinement or by special programs for those with a higher than
average probability of repeating violent acts. This is the situa-
tion because thus far researchers have been able to classify
in advance just a small proportion of total offenders as having
the highest probability of persistence in crimes of violence; only
about one-seventh of convicted violent offenders are again con-
victed of violent crimes after release. Furthermore, the special
treatment methods thus far tried for them have not markedly
altered their relatively low rate of repeating violent crimes
(Wenk, et al, 1972). What the facts indicate, therefore, are
that most of these offenders are indeed deterred greatly by
present penalties, especially the vast majority who do not live
by their violence, and that we should focus instead on the cor-
relates of first arrests for criminal violence—low education, seg-
regation, and readily available lethal weapons--if we wish to
reduce violent crimes greatly.

Another illustration of misdirection with statistics is supplied
by the police chief we cited (actually, he is one of the better police
executives in this country). The chief writes in a newspaper
article: “. .. in 1960 . . . county courts sent 34.3 percent of our
convicted murderers, robbers, and burglars to State prison and
... by 1970 that figure had dropped to 17.6. . . . Thirty-four per-
cent is pretty low . . . but 17.6 percent is incredible.” This might
be called the “mixing-apples-with-elephants” type of error. To
highlight the distortion in the quoted statement, it may be ap-
propriate to point out that by the rame logic one could assert,
quite accurately, that over 99 percent of humans, dogs, and jin-
sects have six legs. This is true, since there are well over a
hundred insects in the world for each human or dog.

The number of persons arrested for burglary in the United
States is about 23 times the number arrested on nonnegligent
homicide charges, and robbery arrests are about 614 times as
frequent as these homicide arrests. Over half of those arrested
for burglary are-under eighteen years old, and therefore very
few of them go to State prisons. By mixing burglary, for which
a small percentage go to prison, with the rarer offense of murder,
for which almost all those convicted go to prison, the chief con-
veys an image of courts turning murderers loose. Though I hap-
pen to share his critical views on plea-bargaining in our courts,
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no sound ground for criticism is provided by his statistics, and
they certainly are not relevant to any solution. Separate statis-
tics on court dispositions by offense, age, and prior criminal
record would be a first step towards understanding this problem,
especially if they focused on the diversity of judicial practice
with similar offenders.

Other possible misuses of statistics are so numerous that a
separate book would be necessary to catalogue and discuss many
of them. Most textbooks on statistics point out common sources
of error (see, for example, Huff, 1954 ; Zeizel, 1968). Because of
our many other concerns in this volume, the only further com-
ment on this topic is but the admonition that statistics, like
words, must be considered carefully. One must comprehend how
statistics were gathered and what alternative analyses of them
are feasible, if one is to determine their logical implications for
public policy. A major argument for statistics, critically ex-
amined, is that they provide a check on a widespread tendency in
people-changing efforts to find solace in assertions not challenged
by the procurement of facts. This tendency is our next concern—
reliance on verbal pontifications instead of on evidence.

Expert Opinion

In people-changing endeavors there is a tremendous cult of the
expert. Public officials and the general public, when they decide
that they should do something about crime, delinquency, drug
abuse, alcoholism, mental ililness, or other deviance, customarily
propose calling in experts to tell them what to do. Frequently
it is a way of ignoring a problem: “We'll hire a psychiatrist
and let him take care of it.” Unfortunately, there are many
varieties of presumed expert, there is great diversity in their
expertise, and there is no simple way to determine their quali-
fications.

Policy discussion on people-changing frequently becomes a
“battle of the experts,” with faith in some spokesmen and not
in others determining the winner, rather than the evidence for
what they say. In discussions of policy to reduce delinquency and
crime, one regrettably finds officials in different components of the
criminal justice system—the police, the courts, and correctional
agencies—and sometimes independent consulting psychiatrists all
pitted against each other in talking to the general public and
legislative officials. To these are increasingly added ex-convicts,
and for drug-related offenses, ex-addicts. Though they all pro-
claim the same objectives of protecting the public and rehabili-
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tating the offenders, each offers a sumewhat different policy pref-
erence based on different assumptions, experiences, values, and
theories.

Persons who have job interests or an ideological commitment
to a particular type of treatment are especially resistant to evi-
dence that does not support the endeavors they favor. Such
evidence they dismiss as “inconclusive,” but they welcome any
similarly inconclusive statistics that support their position. Of
course, all knowledge of treatment effectiveness is imperfect and
can be both criticized and improved. What we have to rely upon
other than expert opinion, preferred theories, or pergsonal impres-
sions is only a preponderance of the evidence from evaluative
research. When such research repeatedly yields data that show
congistent patterns, our confidence in the conclusiveliess of the
evidence grows.

If research evidence is incompatible with our expectations, it
is natural for us to look with an especially critical eye for de-
fects in the research procedures. Unless we can clearly show that
defects in research procedures probably account for the deviation
of findings from expectations, however, contrary evidence should
make us lose some of our prior confidence in the theories, im-
pressicns, or presumed expertise on which our expectations were
baged. Of course, if we can show that there are serious and
relevant defects in the research, it is appropriate to specify what
would be a more rigorous research design. Only from the con-
tinual interaction of evidence and inference does scientific opin-
ion progress.

Conclusion

It follows from the foregoing that the only defense against
spurious statistics, questionable criteria of effectiveness, and
reliance on untested claims to expertise is the institutionalization
of evaluative research as a continuous component or concomitant
of all people-changing endeavors. This institutionalization—which
is here called “routinization”—is the concern of this entire man-
ual. That the cult of the expert and reliance on individual case
data frequently misguide people-changing efforts will be further
illustrated, especially as an introduction to our next problem:
For evaluation, what rates should be compared with what other
rates?
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CHAPTER 6

EXPERIMENTS, PSEUDOCEXPERIMENTS AND
QUASI-EXPERIMENTS: WHO SHOULD BE
COMPARED?

“Expert” Opinion and Hlustrative Cases versus Controlled
Experiments: An Example

One of the most dramatic examples of the cult of the alleged
expert in people-changing, and of the determination of practice
by isolated illustrative cases instead of by relevant statistics, has
been the movement for megavitamin therapy. Since the late
1950’s, large doses of various vitamins, especially the B-complex
nicotinic acid derivatives such as nicotinamide, have been recom-'
mended as wonder cures for schizophrenia. Some enthusiasts have
even claimed great prospects for the megavitamin treatment of
alcoholism, drug addiction, crime, and a variety of other types
of deviant behavior, which proponents of the treatment ascribe
to an imbalance in neural chemistry.

With schizophrenia especially, numerous illustrative cases of
impressive success with megavitamin therapy have been reported.
So persuasive were the claims from such cases that the American
Schizophrenia Association and other organizations raised bhun-
dreds of thousands of dollars to promote this approach, and it
has been widely publicized in newspapers and magazines. Al-
though most psychiatric opinion initially opposed it, by the early
1970’s nicotinamide was frequently prescribed for schizophrenia,
in addition to other therapies, especially if the patient’s family
requested it.

Although many cases of success and many of failure in treat-
ing schizophrenia with nicotinamide could be cited, there were
several reasons why neither of these types of illustration con-
stituted strong evidence for the effectiveness or the ineffective-
ness of this treatment. In the first place, the symptoms of
schizophrenia are often vague and variable. Experts frequently
disagree in diagnosing it, partly because many persons show
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fairly clear schizophrenic symptoms at times but lack them at
other times. Thus much apparent recovery could be only a tempo-
rary remission, which may ocecur without any medication, or it
could reflect the subjects, having been erroneously diagnosed as
having had this ailment. Secondly, the nicotinamide was gener-
ally provided in conjunction with other types of therapy. Even
telling the patient and his family that the vitamins should help
recovery might conceivably be a form of therapy because of the
power of suggestion. Therefore, even when the patient seemed
to improve after nicotinamide treatment, one could not be cer-
tain that the vitamin intake was responsible for the change,
rather than other forms of therapy.

The achievements of organic medicine, especially the discovery
of antibiotics for curing or preventing infectious diseases, are in
a very large measure a consequence of controlled experiments to
determine the effectiveness of alleged therapeutic agents. In psy-
chiatry, clinical psychology, and other disciplines concerned with
changing deviant behavior, the use of controlled experiments to
test therapeutic methods is much rarer. Therefore, despite the
tremendous investment in research on mental health in the United
States and the extensive controversy over nicotinamide treat-
ment of schizophrenia, our National Institute of Mental Health’s
Schizophrenia Bulletin had to refer to an Irish study to find a con-
trolled experimental test of this treatment.

The account by McGrath and associates (1972) of this Irish
research provides such a clear illustration of the ideal method
of evaluating people-changing procedures that it may be well to
quote at length from this account before discussing experimental
methods further.

As nicotinamide appears to have few side effects and doeg
not interfere with other medication, a very simple experi-
mental design was adopted. During a specified calendar year,
every admitted patient who was diagnosed schizophrenic by
the senior psychiatrist-in-charge at each of the four par-
ticipating hospitals was included in the study and allotted
a code number. Each patient was given, three times daily,
two tablets which contained either 500 mg nicotinamide
(niacinamide) or an inert substance. The allotment of these
active and inert tablets was made on the basis of sets of
randomized numbers., Since the identical-appearing tablets
were supplied to the hospitals in containers bearing only the
patient’s code number, neither hospital staff members nor
patients knew who was receiving nicotinamide and who was
receiving placebo.

In addition to nicotinamide or placebo, each patient re-
ceived the “normal treatment” for schizophrenia as prac-
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Table 6.1—Final Assessment of Patients Treated for One Full Year With
Nicotinamide for Schizophrenia (From McGrath, et al, 1972:76)

Patients Patients All
receiving receiving patients
Final agsessment nicotinamide pldacebo
No. Percent No. Percens No. Percent
Recovered or much
improved ... 58 65 68 72 126 68
Improved or not
improved .............. 31 35 27 28 58 32
Totals .......... 89 100 95 100 184 100
ticed in the hospital which had admitted him. . . . Full

patient-progress notes were kept, and an itemized summary
sheet was completed shortly after each patient’s admission
and again at the completion of the trial. If a patient was
discharged from the hospital, treatment continued on an
outpatient basis. . . .

As is true in any treatment program for schizophrenic
patients, there was an inevitable “dropout” of an appreciable
proportion of cases. This loss of patients was due to many
factors, including failure to cooperate and moving to a dif-
ferent geographical area. There was no significant difference,
however, in the dropout rate for patients on nicotinamide
and for patients on placebo. . . .

The final assessment of patients who took the tablets for
a full year and who were assessed at the end of that period
is given in Table [6.1]. The difference in favor of the placebo
group was not significant (X*=.87, p>.10).

In summary, this double-blind collaborative study failed
to demonstrate any therapeutic effect of the addition of
nicotinamide (8 g per day for 1 year) in the treatment of
a consecutive series of 265 schizophrenic patients.

The conclusions of this experiment may, of course, be modified
eventually on the basis of new experiments, which perhaps will
indicate a specific type of client whom some megavitamin dosage
may benefit, but it is guite clear that the knowledge provided
by one good controlled experiment is much more conclusive than
the suggestions provided by thousands of illustrative cases or
hundreds of alleged expert opinions.

Blinding, Sampling, Randomizing, and Matching

A number of the features of the Irish experiment described
above merit special attention. The first is simply that the re-
searchers did not follow any of the practices customary when
people-changing agencies decide to try out a new form of treat-
ment. They did not provide megavitamin therapy to every
schizophrenic patient, to every patient who volunteered for it,
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or to every patient for whom staff recommended this form of
treatment. To have followed any of these practices customary
with new modes of treatment would have greatly impeded finding
out whether this new approach had any effect on the course of
schizophrenia. Instead, the Irish researchers chose only to supply
the vitamin treatment to half of the newly received patients
whose condition was diagnosed as schizophrenia, and only for 1
calendar year.

By supplying the new treatment only to newly received pa-
tients, the researchers presumably minimized the possible mask-
ing of vitamin effects by the effects of hospitalization on patients.
Through supplying the vitamins only to half of the newly re-
ceived schizophrenic patients, they provided themselves with a
control group of the other half, who did not receive the massive
doses of nicotinamide, and could thus be compared with the
experimental group that received this vitamin. By terminating
acceptance of new cases te the experimental and control groups
at the end of 1 year and waiting an additional year for followup
data on the last cases they permitted assessment of consequences
of this vitamin therapy after a uniform followup period of 1 year
for all cases.

By “blinding” in evaluation research we refer to not letting
participants in a people-changing program know that they are
involved in a special treatment or evaluation, or at least, not
letting them know the exact nature of their involvement, such
as whether they are in the treatment or the control group, or
that there are two such groups. These types of blinding are not
always possible and may not even be desirable in many evaluative
research endeavors, but in the Irish experiment they could all
be accomplished because the vitamin and the placebe tablets
looked alike and tasted alike, and each patient’s package was
identified only by a number. It was a ‘‘double-blind” experiment,
in that neither the treatment staff nor the patients knew what
the numbers meant; they did net know which patients were re-
ceiving placebos instead of vitamins. The researchers checked
the records to determine who was in each group only after they
had collected from treatment staff and classified all of the 1-year
followup evaluations of patient progress.

When single-blinding is employed rather than a double-blind
procedure, the research subjects do not know who is in the
experimental and who is in the control group, but the treatment
staff know this. If such knowledge had prevailed among staff in
the Irish experiment, so that they knew which patient was get-
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ting the vitamin and which was receiving the placebo, they
might inadvertently have communicated this knowledge to the
patients. This communication might have affected the patients’
recovery independently of any possible organic effects of the
vitamin. Also, even if the patients did not learn whether they
were in the experimental or control group, the staff’s knowledge
of these groupings might have affected how patients were treated
or how their progress was assessed. Whenever subjects or staff
are aware that they are in an experimental or a control group,
the possibility that this knowledge is a major influence in sub-
sequent changes or diagnoses of behavior should be congidered.
(For examples of such effects, see Rosenthal, 1966.)

The Irish experiment involved sampling only in the sense of
sampling 1 year out of all possible periods of time, and in the
sense that the participating Irish hospitals may be considered a
sample of all mental hospitals. More often we wish to sample in
a more restrictive sense, that of limiting the research to a frac-
tion of the total number of cases that might be available for
study. For example, if the Irish experimenters had a hospital
system which received 2,000 schizophrenics per year and their
research budget required them to limit the vitamin study to
only 100 treatment and 100 control cases, they would have to
select as their research sample only one-tenth of the schizophre-
nic patients whom their hospitals received during 1 year. There
are several alternative procedures that could be followed in
selecting such a 10 percent sample, each procedure having some
advantages and some disadvantages when compared to the others.

The simplest method of selecting a 10 percent sample might
be to take every tenth case that is received and make it one of
the research sample, which would be further divided into experi-
mental and control groups. Where each potential subject receives
a registry number from the people-changing agency, has a Social
Security number, or is simply numbered serially by the researcher,
one may select a 10 percent research sample by selecting all
clients whose number ends with a certain digit—for example,
“3” or “7” or any other number. For a 20 percent sample one
may use two numbers—for example 3 and 8, or any two numbers,
and for a 380 percent sample use three different arbitrarily
selected last digits. For a 5 percent sample one could take all
cases with both a particular last digit and an odd nuinber as
the next-to-the-last digit. To obtain a random 2 percent, only
cases that combine a particular number as the last digit with
two other specific numbers as their next-to-the-last digits could
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be selected. By the appropriate combination of such procedures
one may select any fraction desired. When there are punched
card or electronic tape administrative records on all potential
research subjects, it usually is a simple task to use data-proc-
essing equipment both to select the sample by a last-digits pro-
cedure and to print a list of the subjects selected.

Several objections are likely to be raised to the last-digits
method of selecting fractional samples. One frequently expressed
but almost never realistic objection is that there might be some
regular sequence in assignment of numbers resulting in most
cases with a particular last digit being different from cases that
have other last digits in their registration, Social Security, or
other serially assigned administrative number.

A more important objection to the last-digits method of select-
ing a sample is that the method of selection could be discovered
by treatment subjects or staff, thus ending the blindness, and in
some situations encouraging manipulation in the designation or
recording of numbers in order to get some people into or out
of the research sample. To prevent this one could employ a tabie
of random numbers, available in most statistics textbooks or
in separate books of statistical tables. After preparing a list of
all polential research subjects numbered serially, one could sim-
ply stuxt at an arbitrarily selected point in the table of random
numbers, using only random numbers no larger than the number
of cases in the list of potential subjects, and selecting sample
subjects by the successive random numbers in the table until
the size of sample desired is selected. This list of selected cases
would have to be kept secret to preserve blindness. This was,
essentially, the method of differentiating the experimental from
the control subjects in the Irish experiment.

The Irish example illustrates an additional practical considera-
tion in sampling. Their research sample congisted of all newly
received schizophrenic patients, and all were given what the
patients and staff thought were vitamin pills. If less than all
of the persons of a standard category at a people-changing agency
are selected to receive what appears to be a special treatment,
not only is blindness eliminated, but both clients and staff may
make invidious comparisons between those in the research sample
and those not in it. Also, it may be administratively inconven-
ient to select certain clients for the treatment or the clients may
resist the selection process, and therefore, the research instruc-
tions on who is to receive the treatment and who is not to
receive it may often not be followed. These problems often
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justify selecting as a research sample every person of the de-
sired type (e.g., schizophrenic) received at certain facilities in a
specified period. Facilities and a time period must then be selected
sufficient to yield the size of sample desired.

Selection of all cases of a facility or a time period as a re-
search sample creates risks that the time period or the facilities
selected will have atypical clientele, thereby limiting the validity
of generalizations from the sample to cases elsewhere or at other
times. One can check for evidence of such atypicality in age and
other measurable traits using appropriate statistical techniques
(especially analysis of variance). One can also try to make selec-
tions that minimize possibilities of atypicality, such as not
selecting highly specialized facilities or holiday periods. Con-
ducting the same kinds of evaluative research in diverse periods
and facilities permits statistical analysis of the separate and
interacting effects of the multiple factors affecting outcome. This
is not impeded if samples are not typical in all proportions to
the total population to which generalizations will be made, pro-
vided the research sample is large and diverse. Furthermore, of
course, if repetition of evaluative studies of a type of people-
changing program at different times or settings yields similar
conclusions, confidence in the conclusions is increased whether or
not the totality of the samples studied is exactly proportional in
all attributes to the totality of potential subjects for the pro-
gram. This has occurred, for example, in assessing the effective-
ness of programmed education and token economies in achieving
some limited types of goals with many categories of client.

In the Irish experiment, as indicated, randomization was em-
ployed to separate experimental from control cases, using a table
of random numbers. One could also separate the cases by a me-
chanical random act for each case—such as tossing a coin, throw-
ing dice, or drawing cards from a shuffled deck—designating in
advance which outcomes from this act would indicate the selec-
tion, such as all “heads” go into the experimental group and all
“tails” into the control group. Actually, use of a table of random
numbers is less work than a mechanical process of randomization
and is less prone to error (e.g., from an unbalanced or unspun
coin, or from a poorly shuffled deck).

The advantage of randomization is that it makes chance alone
determine the group into which a subject is placed, so that all
traits have the same probability of being in each separate group.
If experimental and control groups are selected by judgment that
they are similar, there is a prospect that some unintended but
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unnoticed difference will distinguish the groups and may account
for differences in their subsequent behavior regardless of the
treatment which is to be evaluated.

There are two types of limitation on achieving equivalent
groups by randomization, small size of the groups selected and
constraints on random assignment. When experimental or control
groups are small in size, chance alone may make those in one
group different from those in another, even with randomization
procedures that would make differences negligible for large num-
bers of cases. There is no specific group size that guarantees
perfect matching through randomization; all that one can say
from the mathematical laws of probability is that when all groups
are randomly selected, the larger the size of the smallest group
to be compared with other groups, the lower is the probability
that there is any difference between the groups in their pro-
portions of any characteristics, measurable or unmeasurable.

Whenever there is any doubt that the groups will be similar
through chance alone, one precaution is to control for measurable
differences. If this is done in advance it is known as stratified
random sampling. Stratification is done by first dividing all the
cases from which random selection is tc be made by some attribute
that is thought to affect outcome of treatment; for example, one
could divide them into age or prior criminality groups. This
produces, before random selection, & set of separate “strata’”—
groups selected to assure their relative uniformity in some at-
tribute. Thus the strata may consist of all clients under 21 years
of age, all those 21 through 35, and all those 36 and over; alter-
natively, the strata may consist of all probationers who are first
offenders and all who have a prior criminal record, or stratifica-
tion may be by several variables, such as first offenders under
21, recidivists under 21, and all probationers 22 and over. Random
selection of a research sample or random division of a research
sample into experimental and control groups is then done
separately on each stratum. The stratification before randomiza-
tion guarantees that all of the randomly selected groups will be
identical in their proportions of all the categories into which
strata are separated. The random selection after stratification
maximizes the probability that the groups have identical propor-
tions of all other variables, measured and unmeasured or un-
measurable,

An alternative method of maximizing equivalence on measur-
able dimensions deemed important is edited random sampling.
In this procedure one first randomly divides all cases by a random-

62



ization method, then checks to see that the groups are similar on
measurable attributes believed to affect outcome. If one group
has a higher proportion in a category of some attribute, one
exchanges cases between groups by purely random selection from
the overrepresented component in each group to the underrep-
resented component in other groups.

A few hypothelical examples may be useful to illustrate edited
random sampling. If, despite purely random selection of a re-
search sample of 160 cases from a total prison population of
3,000, one discovers that chance variation has produced the un-
usual result of a research sample with only 60 blacks from a pris-
on population that is half black, one may randomly select for
removal 20 whites from the 100 whites in the research sample
and replace them by 20 blacks randomly selected from the prison
population. If it is discovered that a randemly selected experi-
mental group has a median age of 22 and the control group has
a median age of 24, one may divide each of these two groups
into age strata (for example, under 18, 18 through 21, 22 through
25, 26 and over) to determine in which strata one group has a
higher proportion than the other group. In this example, the
control group’s high median age may be due to its having 30
percent in the 26-or-over stratum and only 20 percent in the
18-through-21 stratum, while the experimental group has the
reverse proportions—30 percent in the 18-through-21 stratum
and 20 percent in the 26-or-over stratum—with both groups Lav-
ing about 25 percent in the under-18 and the 22-through-25 strata.
By randomly selecting one-sixth of the 26-or-over cases in the
control group for transfer to the experimental group and one-
sixth of the 18-through-21 cases in the experimental group for
transfer to the control group, one will produce two groups with
the same proportions—&5 percent—in each age stratum and the
same median age. It is, of course, crucial to evaluation that this
editing be done before treatment services are provided, and that
the random selection and editing be done from the records, with-
out the subjects being aware of the process.

In some research the potential subjects are scattered over a
wide geographic area. For example, researchers may wish to
contact a sample of all clients or ex-clients of correctional or
mental health agencies within a metropolitan area, or they may
wish to contact a sample of all probationers in a large State or in
the Nation. In such research it is customary to conduect pure,
stratified or edited random sampling of geographic units rather
than of people, making the random selections from lists of coun-
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ties, precincts, or other geographic units. After this area or
cluster sampling is completed, all subjects or samples of the sub-
jects within the selected geographic areas are used in the research.
This process saves travel costs and preserves much randomnesgs
in selection of subjects. (Further technical details on sampling are
available in social science research texts, notably Kish, 1967.)

Stratification or editing with randomization is only feasible
if a treatment program to be evaluated is to begin with large
groups selected at once from cases already available for assign-
ment to the program. Thus, if admission to a stipend-paying vo-
cational training program is to be offered to half of the 200 appli-
cants on a waiting list for it among unemployed juvenile proba-
tioners, or if release with methadone maintenance is to be offered
to one-third of the 300 qualifying applicants for it in an insti-
tution for civilly committed addicts, these methods of selecting
an experimental group to receive the program may be optimal.
More typically, as in the Irish experiment, the service is to be
offered to a specified fraction of all newly received or newly re-
leased clientele of certain agencies, with new cases entering at
an irregular rate that averages only a few per week. In such
circumstances pure randomization is all that is practical, and one
can only check after the experiment is completed to see if the
experimental and control groups were similar in measurable at-
tributes, and if so, whether these attributes are associated with
the outcome of treatment.

More often than mnot, political or adninistrative constraints
make an experimental design with any type of randomization
absolutely impossible. Thus, if there is a waiting list for a pro-
gram, it may be deemed ethical or politic to assign to the program
only those who have been longest on the waiting list. With new
programs it may be most efficient or expedient simply to establish
the program first in one arbitrarily chosen location, and to provide
it for all those there who qualify for it. Also, presumed experts
often persuade officials to institute a new program for everyone in
their system at once, or for everyone at a particular location, or
for everyone admitted during a specified period.

When evaluation of a program is requested after the methods
of assigning cases to it described in the preceding paragraph have
already been employed, and are unalterable, one cannot randomly
select an experimental group with the program to be evaluated
and a control group without it. Instead, the experimental group
is replaced by a treaiment group of those who have already been
arbitrarily selected for the program, and the control group is re-
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placed by a comparison group of persons from a prior time or
other location who match those in the treatment group as closely
as possible but were not in the type of program that is to be
evaluated. This replacement of randomization by some form of
presumed matching is the essence of the difference between an
experiment and what Campbell and Stanley (1966:34) call a
“quasi-experiment.”

Matching may be done by a variety of methods, all of which
are less satisfactory than randomization under ideal circumstan-
ces, but may nevertheless inspire much confidence when several
different methods of matching treatment and comparison groups
yield similar assessments of a program. One method of matching
is simply to compare the posttreatment record of the clients of
a people-changing agency before the program to be evaluated was
initiated, with the posttreatment records of later clients who were
in the program. A followuy period of the same duration should
be used for everyone in each group. One may also compare the
posttreatment behavior of clients in a program in one people-
changing agency with that of clienfs in similar agencies else-
where which do not have programs of the type that is to be
evaluated. One may go further in matching, by comparing only
individuals of similar attributes with these groups, such as per-
sons in similar age ranges, with similar offense histories, pre-
viously resident in the same neighborhoods, and so forth.

The major deficiency of the above-described methods of match-
ing obviously is that the treatment and comparison groups may
differ in attributes or in treatment received in ways other than
presence or absence of the program being evaluated. These othexr
differences, such as different economic conditions when each
group was treated or differences of the neighborhoods in which
they were located, rather than the program being evaluated, may
account for differences in outcome between the groups with and
without the program.

Sometimes matching is done on a one-to-one basis. Every in-
dividual in the treatment group is matched by deliberately select-
ing from persons eligible for the control group one person who is
closest to the individual of the treatment group on some variables
selected as the basis for matehing, such as age, offense, or ethnic
descent. This process has the risk of making the two groups com-
pared resemble each other closely, but making them both dif-
erent from typical populations elsewhere, thus limniting the extent
to which generalizations from the matched groups will apply to
populations elsewhere. Also, in matching very closely on some
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variables one may mismatch on other variables. Randomization
has the advantage, for large groups, of making it highly proba-
ble that all groups randomly differentiated are identical in their
proportions of every feature that is frequent in any of them.

There are many further ramifications, problems, and solutions
in blinding, sampling, randomizing, and matching that have not
been covered in this discussion. Some of them will be illuminated
by further analysis of alternative research designs.

Alternative Evaluative Research Designs and Their Pitfalls

As indicated, the double-blind controlled experiment illastrated
by the Irish research represents an ideal procedure for evaluating
people-changing practices, but for a variety of reasons this meth-
od of research often cannot be employed in pure form to measure
people-changing effectiveness. Therefore, a series of alternative
evaluative procedures will be considered here, beginning with the
controlled experiment as a standard. Reasons for deviation from
this standard will be indicated, and alternative designs or anal-
ysis will be suggested for the circumstances where such devia-
tion occurs.

A. The Classic Controlled Experiment

This design was illustrated in its simplest form by our Irish
example. It is represented with the following symbols (adapted
from Campbell and Stanley, 1966:25) :

R Experimentals: X 0,
R Controls: 0,

The first line represents the experimental group receiving the
treatment “X” to be tested (in the Irish case, nicotinamide).
The second line represents the control group receiving no treat-
ment (in the Irish example, those who received the placebo).
“R” indicates that all cases are first divided randomly into the
experimental and control groups, to maximize the probability
that the cases in each group have about the same proportion
of every personal attribute. This is to minimize the probability
that the selection of better risk cases for one group than for
another accounts for differences in their outcome. “0,” and “0,”
stand for the posttreatment observations of the experimental
and control groups, respectively (these yield data such as the
statistics presented in Table 6.1).

Evaluational research in people-changing agencies could follow
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the clasgic design above much more often than usually is realized,
but often such a design is not sought by researchers, is not per-
mitted by authorities, or is not feasible even if requested and
authorized. Some political and administrative reagons for this
resistance or difficulty in controlled experimentation (many of
which also occurred in the history of organic medical science)
have already been indicated. Therefore, alternative research de-
signs that may be substituted for the classic type of inquiry
gshould be considered.

B. The Prescreened Controlled Experiment

One source of resistance to controlled experimentation is
simply that the treatment to be tested, if more “lenient” than
traditional practice, appears to endanger the public or to con-
flict with government goals other than changing those adjudged
deviant (for example, with the goal of deterring people who
contemplate committing deviant acts).

This type of resistance was evident when the California Youth
Authority’s Community Treatment Program proposed immediate
parole of committed youth offenders for intensive assistance in
the community, youth who would otherwise have been confined
for an average of 8 months. It was feared that the public often
would object to such release, that victims of crimes by these
youths and law enforcement personnel who had just arrested
them and assisted in their prosecution might be angered to
encounter them on the street soon afterward. This prospect of
a negative public reaction was alleviated by having the Youth
Authority screen all offenders committed to their custody soon
after they arrived at the Reception Center serving the area
where the research was to be conducted. In this sereening some
youths, notably sex offenders and others who had committed
notorious crimes, were declared ineligible for immediate parole
because of anticipated community resistance to their release at
that time. In practice this generally meant that about a quarter
of the males and a tenth of the females were eliminated from the
pool of eligibles from whom the experimental and control groups
were randomly selected (Warren, 1966).

The Prescreened Controlled Experiment design may be repre-
gsented by the following symbols:

S; Ineligibles: R (0s)
S: Eligibles: 0,: R Experimentals: X 0,
R Controls: Os
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In the above, S, represents the cases screened out as Ineligible
for the experiment and S. represents the Eligibles, for whom
the experiment is permitted. O, and Q. represent initial observa-
tions of the eligible and ineligible groups to see what attributes
differentiate them. This is extremely imporfant, since generali-
zations from the experiment will only be applicable to cases
resembling those in S., the eligibles, who are randemized into an
experimental and a control group as in the classic controlled
experiment design. O, is optional, a later observation of the
screened out Ineligible cases to see how their outcome compares
with those of the experimental and control cases. The criterion
observations of the latter groups are indicated by O, and O,.

There are numerous reasons for prescreening, and diverse ways
of doing it. Perhaps the most common screening method is to
provide a type of treatment only for those who apply for it, or
only for those who express both a desire for it and are willing
and able to pay for it. Restriction of people-changing efforts to
such cases may be made for economic reasons, on ethical grounds,
because of legal requirements, or because the treatment itself—
such as psychotherapy—is believed by its proponents to be effec-
tive only for those who volunteer or only for those who pay for it.
Conclusions from studying such selected persons may not apply
to other persons.

A different type of screening cccurs when a treatment is
deemed dangerous for the client, rather than for society. This is
familiar to the public in heart transplant and other therapies of
organic medicine. In efforts to change behavior it is frequent in
the prescription of drugs to combat addiction. When the drugs,
such as methadone, are themselves addictive, or when there is a
risk of organic damage or discomfort from side effects, these
therapies are restricted not only to those who volunteer for them,
but also to those who clearly have been heavily addicted for a
long period. Frequently these drugs are provided only to aduilts
who have been unsuccessfully treated by less dangerous thera-
peutic programs. (For information about a more complex pre-
screening design combining purposeful and random allocation,
see Wilkins, 1969: 152-155).

Whatever the reason and procedure for prescreening before
a controlled experiment is conducted, it is crucial that differences
between the cases screened out and those judged eligible for the
experimental and control groups be identified as well as possible.
Minimally, the proportion of prospective clients deemed ineligible,
or the proportion not volunteering and the methods by which
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volunteers were recruited, should be indicated. These types of
information are necessary to qualify generalizations from the
findings of the prescreened controlled experiment, to caution
that results apply only to persons resembling those in the pool
of eligibles from which the experimental and control cases were
selected.

Usually a new treatment for a serious problem, if well pub-
licized as highly promising, will be requested for or by many
more persons than can initially be provided with it. Under such
circumstances officials customarily propose some type of screen-
ing, such as supplying the treatment services only to those who
have been most difficult to change by other methods, or to those
for whom the program seems to involve the fewest risks. When-
ever any screening is necessary because the' attractiveness of a
program creates a demand that it be supplied to more than the
number for whom it can be made available, the quickest and most
convincing argument for increasing the availability of the pro-
gram, if it is effective, is to screen out casez by randomly sep-
arating potential clients into an experimental and a control
group. Should prescreening rather than a classic design be pur-
sued, it is appropriate to select for the pool of eligibles only the
types of clients for whom the program is expected to yield the
greatest cost-benefit profit or efficiency.

C. Contaminated Rondomization and Pseudoexperiments

Even when classic or prescreened conirolled experiments are
initiated, a number of impediments not yet discussed prevent
completion as planned. This occurs because most people-changing
research does not consist of evaluating one pill versus another,
where one is a placebo, as in the Irish experiment cited; there-
fore, the identity of experimental and control group members
usually cannot be hidden. The treatment variables being investi-
gated may incilude separately, or in various combinations (with
interaction among them also studied) such highly visible people-
changing measures as: vocational training, counseling, education,
medication, segregation, special types of staffing, changes in staff-
client relationships, variations in client respomnsibility, monetary
motivation, job placement, confinement, or dispersion. Ideally
the experimental and control group should be different in treat-
ment received only on that item or combination of items on which
effectiveness is to be measured, but all of these treatment meth-
ods are visible to the experimental group members who re-
ceive them, and frequently persons in the control group or their
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friends or relatives become aware of the services denied them.

Because of the awareness of treatment methods by the sub-
jects of people-changing efforts, the administrators, the friends
or relatives of subjects, the vietims of subjects, and the general
publie, there is & tremendous diversity of interference with con-
trolled experiments. Most frequently, in my experience, staff
somewhere in an agency or the clientele or their friends or rela-
tives regard the experimental services as highly desirable, so
they try to provide them for members of the control group whom
they regard as especially deserving, or in whom they have some
personal interest. To expand the availability of the experimental
services, they may also arrange to transfer out of the experi-
mental group clients whom they think will succeed without the
special services, or who have a personal interest in being in an-
other program, perhaps in a different geographical location. If
the persons transferred out of the research-designed program
assignments are randomly selected, a few transfers will not
seriously harm evaluation; if the interference is not randomly
distributed and if it affects a large proportion of the research
subjects, total comparisons of experimental and control group
data may be meaningless.

Another frequent but indirect source of contamination in
randomized assignment of services to experimental and control
groups is failure to prediet accurately the flow of eligible cases
to a research project. For example, in 1969 a controlled experi-
ment with methadone maintenance for civilly committed heroin
addicts in New York required that a physician screen each addiet
as nonpsychotic, nonassaultive, and an opiate user for at least
4 years. When a psychiatrist accustomed to middle-class clients
was hired for this screening task, he viewed nearly all cagses as
not fitting this criterion. In the early 1970’s, after the Federal
Bureau of Prigons initiated a carefully planned experimental pro-
gram for juvenile and youthful offenders at its Robert F. Ken-
nedy Youth Center in West Virginia, the Federal court judges
drastically reduced the imposition of confinement sentences in
Federal institutions for young violators of Federal laws. When
such developments sharply curtailed intake at the experimental
research centers, there were economic pressures to use the staff
and facilities there for other subjects of diverse types. Both the
experimental and the control group cases, and nonrandomly
selected additicnal subjects, were then hastily assigned to the
programs first intended only for scientifically selected experi-
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mental subjects. This process has occurred repeatedly in many
correctional, mental health, and addiction treatment programs.

The dropouts from a voluntary treatment program often are
inappropriately viewed as a contamination of the randomization
process. Of course, dropouts in controlled experiments distress
sponsors, administrators, and researchers, but it may be a real-
istic feature of a particular treatment method that it results in
many dropouts with certain types of clientele. This may be an
important fact to know, but a fact for which dimensions and
consequences are precisely learned only by research, preferably
with controlled experiments. In Los Angeles, for example, an
inventory of fatherless boys was made in several black ghetto
and Chicano barrio schools. The households with such boys were
randomly divided, with “Big Brothers” offered to boys in the
experimental half. In a number of cases the mother or the boy,
or both, declined the relationship with a “Big Brother,” so that
the youths maintaining such a relationship were no longer com-
parable to all boys in the control group. Nevertheless, the drop-
outs from a voluntary experimental group are only a contamina-
tion of randomization if they are ignored. (See discussion in
Chapter 10 on the bias from ignoring dropouts of inhouse trials.)

A program to change people should be evaluated on the basis
of all those whom it undertook to change. Therefore, those who
do not remain in the program must be considered with those who
remain; together they comprise the totality that was to be
changed (Empey and Erickson, 1972:74-77). In the Big Broth-
er project, for example, if no contamination other than that de-
seribed occurs, a comparison of subsequent arrests, school per-
formances, and other criteria for the original experimental and
control groups will indicate the overall effectiveness of offering
Big Brother services to fatherless boys in these neighborhoods.
If those families or boys in the experimental group who declined
Big Brother services are appreciably different in certain at-
tributes (e.g., age, or number and attributes of siblings) from
those who accepted these services, and if these attributes are
identifiable in the control group, then comparisons of outcome
can be made separately for these categories of youth or family
that have the highest rates of acceptance of Big Brother services.
This type of analysis might suggest an appropriate prescreening
policy for the program that would perhaps increase its cost-
benefit profit by concentrating its services where they will be
most effective.
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The contamination of randomization in a classic controlled
experiment can be represented as:

R Experimentals: T X T 0,
R Controls: T 0.

Here the T represents transfers out of the experimental and
control groups, respectively, after randomization has occurred,
and either before or after the experimental action. A transfer
may be formal, where some nonrandomly selected members of
either group are officially assigned to programs other than the
ones to which they were randomly assigned for research, or it
may be an informal and unofficial de facto transfer. The latter
occurs whenever the services to be evaluated are either demied
to nonrandomly selected members of the experimental group or
are provided to members of the control group. It is the unofficial
type of transfer that is most difficult for a researcher to prevent,
or even to be aware of. If it is extensive and the researcher is
unaware of it, of course, the investigation is clearly a pseudo-
experiment, but this is often known, if at all, only after a large
investment in research has been made.

In a prescreened controlled experiment the contamination that
concerns us here is only that which occurs after the eligible cases
are randomly divided into an experimental and a control group,
although transfers also occur from the eligible and ineligible
groups. This ean be represented as follows:

S: Ineligibles: 0, T, (03)
S, Eligibles: 0. T. R Experimental: T, X T; O,
R Contrel: T, Os

Here Ty and T, may only change the definition of eligibility, but
these changes must be described as well as possible so that the
final description of the eligible cases, those that are randomly
divided into an experimental and a control group, indicates the
type of client to whom the results of the experiment appear to be
applicable. Indeed, any reduction in the proportion of potential
research cases declared ineligible increases confidence in the gen-
eral importance of the experiment, so transfers from the ineli-
gible to the eligible groups before randomization occurs are often
especially desirable. Even when transfers from ineligible to eli-
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gible status are made on the basis of criteria that are not clear,
as wher they reflect the unfathomable hunches of screening offi-
cials, this should not greatly disconcert researchers if it greatly
reduces the proportion who are ineligible and it is done before
randomization occurs.

Transfers of cases frequently consist of shifting individuals
from the ineligible group into the group receiving experimental
services. This may not impede the prescreened controlled experi-
ment if the researchers are aware of it and simply do not
tabulate data from these individunals with the data from the ex-
perimental group which is compared with results from the con-
trol group. It is primarily transfers made from the randomly
separated experimental and control groups, either formally or
informally, that seriously impair experiments.

As previously stressed, random assignment is the most certain
way of maximizing the probability that an experimental and a
control group are similar in all experiences and attributes other
than the people-changing effort that is to be evaluated by pro-
viding it only for the experimental group. While contamination
of the randomization may damage the experiment, the destruc-
tion may not be complete. There are several ways of salvaging
order out of chaos in random assignment.

If the attributes of the cases transferred out of the experimen-
tal or the control group are known, and an appreciable correla-
tion of these attributes with outceme rates has been established,
one can assess the direction of the bias resulting from the trans-
fers. For example, if the experimental group received or the
control group lost more high than low failure rigk cases, one can
agsert that this contamination biased the research against show-
ing favorable results for the experimental program. If a followup
of the two groups nevertheless reveals that the experimental
group is more successful than the control group, one can conclude
that the experimental measures are clearly beneficial, for the
contamination’s effect is to understate the actual benefits. This
occurred, for example, in New Haven’s Residential Youth Cen-
ters, described by Goldenring (1971:407-416), where the control
group averaged better work attendance, more earnings, and few-
er arrests than the experimental group of out-of-school and out-
of-work youth, but the reverse was true 6 months after the ex-
perimental treatment began.

A second and simpler salvage is possible if the lost cases are
few, or if no known attributes of cases transferred out of the
original experimental or control groups have a marked correla-
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tion with outcome. One may then estimate their potential impact
on the experiment’s findings by appropriate assumptions. The
most conservative agsumption is that all the cases lost from the
control group would have been great successes had they remained
in it and that all of the cases lost from the experimental group
would have been failures had they remained in it. A less con-
servative assumption is that their actual outcome would have
been the average for cases with their attributes; the assumption
made will not be crucial if the number of cases lost is small. In
any choice, one can calculate what the difference in outcome rates
for the total experimental and control groups would have been
with the assumption chosen. If the experimental program would
have been clearly beneficial even if the most conservative assump-
tion were valid, then the contamination of randomization has
not been sufficient to destroy the value of the planned experiment,

The final recourse in coping with contamination of randomiza-
tion in a controlled experiment, to be employed if all other ways
fail, is to regard the project as clearly a pseudoexperiment, but
nevertheless as yielding potentially valuable information on the
experimentally treated cases. This implies completely abandoning
the idea of regarding the experimental and control groups as
equivalent in all respects other than the treatment which was to
be evaluated, but comparing the eriterion information for all or
part of the experimental group with the same type of informa-
tion on other groups that can reasonably be inferred to have been
similar to the experimental group before the treatment. This
brings us to the last recourse of comparison for evaluative pur-
poses, which is often the first and only recourse if no controlied
experiment was ever intended, It is also an important type of
supplemental analysis for data from a controlled experimental

group.
D. The Nonequivalent Comparison Group Quasi-Experiment

No knowledge on the effectiveness of a people-changing effort
is acquired only by learning the subsequent rates of behavior of
those subjected to the effort. Instead, effectiveness is assessed by
comparing these rates with some standard, preferably the rates
that evidence suggests would have characterized the group stud-
ied had they not been the subjects of the people-changing en-
deavor. The most rigorous methed of procuring such a standard
is the random division of prospective cases into an experimental
and a control group. When such a controlled experimental design
is not even attempted, or is seriously conitaminated after it is
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attempted, all or part of the treated cases for whom criterion
information is available may be employed to evaluate the treat-
ment by comparing this information with what is inferred to be
the most appropriate standard available.

As has already been indicated, much evaluative research in
people-changing that does not meet the randomization standards
expected in a controlled experiment has appropriately been label-
ed by Campbell and Stanley (1966:34) as “quasi-experiment.”
If such research does not employ a randomly selected control
group, it uses some other type of comparison group for the ap-
praisal of its outcome data on the treatment group. The com-
parison group may consist of the research subjects themselves, at
an earlier time, or it may be another group believed to be simi-
lar to the treatment group in all respects except the treatment
experience that is to be evaluated. This other group could simply
be the subjects of another study, perhaps in another geographic
area, or it could consist of clientele of the agency in which
the evaluative research is conducied, but from a period before
the treatment being evaluated was introduced. What all such
comparisons attempt to do is to simulate a controlled experiment
by seeking the closest thing to a control group that is available,
with which to compare the treatment group.

A comparison group that was not randomly selected with the
treatment gr'oup may not be the latter’s equivalent in all par-
ticulars other than the treatment being evaluated, but a randomly
selected control group may also not be fully equivalent to the
experimental group. As previously indicated, some nonequiva-
lence occurs by chance alone even with random selection, espe-
cially in small-sample studies. This can be guarded against on
variables of known importance by stratified or edited random
sampling. Secondly, as already discussed, both official and un-
official contamination may develop to make the experimental and
the control groups no longer equivalent through random selection,
or no longer sharply different in having had or not had the treat-
ment that is being evaluated, Thirdly, somewhat diverse but re-
lated unplanned consequences of research operations, commonly
labelled “placebo effects’” and “the Hawthorne effect,” may create
important differences between the experimental and control
groups that usually are not anticipated in research designs.

The term ‘“‘placebo effect” is derived from the frequent medical
observation in some ailments, that patients given completely inert
medication will recover more rapidly or, at least, will suffer less
than patients who receive no medication at all. In many institu-
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tional situations, and sometimes in the community as well, the
subjects in a controlled experiment and the staff know which
administrative unit is the experimental and which is the control
group. This knowledge may constitute a challenge, motivating
one or another or both groups to perfoerm better than they other-
wise would.

The terr “Hawthorne effect” derives from a classic study at
the Hawthorne plant of the Western Electric Company in Chi-
cago that began with an assessment of the effect of lighting on
productivity. To their surprise, the researchers found that neither
increases nor reductions of illumination affected production; in-
gtead, all groups, including the control groups that had no change
in lighting, produced more when they knew that their production
was being measured by the researchers (Roethlisberger and
Dickson, 1969:14-18). In many people-changing agencies the
attention given an experimental group, and the anticipation that
it will perform better, may result in its performing better re-
gardless of the actual effect of the experimental services or condi-
tions provided for it.

Because of these possible consequences of research procedures
or settings, confidence in the conclusions from initial studies is
greatly enhanced when experiments are repeated in a variety
of contexts and their findings are tested with diverse comparison
groups. Secondly, results will be considered more certain if,
when possible and ethically justifiable, subjects and staff are not
informed that they are in an experimental study or, minimally,
do not know whether they are in the experimental or the control
group.

A third implication of placebo and Hawthorne effects is that,
whenever possible, information on the attributes and outcomes
of eligibles and ineligibles, experimentals and controls, or research
and comparison groups, should be obtained by what Webb and
coworkers (1966) call “unobtrusive measures.” Thig means that
pre- and posttreatment observations should be made by extract-
ing data from administrative records routinely maintained for
purposes other than evaluative research, rather than by personal
contact with the research subjects through interviews, by direct
observation or by interviewing employers, neighbors, or ofthets
in direct contact with the subjects. The latter point, of avoiding
any contribution to the public labeling of the research subjects,
is especially important for both research wvalidity and ethical
reasons.

There are numerous other potential sources of systematic error
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(or “bias’) which should be minimized in selecting research and
comparison groups for evaluation of people-changing efforts. One
type might be called “history effects” (this, and the other ‘‘ef-
fects” discussed in the remainder of this chapter, are given labels
derived firom Campbell and Stanley, 1966:5). These effects are
the consequences of events independent of the procedural variable
being studied, events that may uniquely affect outcome data on
research or comparison subjects during a particular period. For
example, Adams and coworkers (1968) found that releasees
from Distriet of Columbia correctional facilities had recidivism
rates between January and July 1968 considerably higher than
those in any of four previous 6-month periods. This wa: ascribed
to widespread social disorder among the predominantly Liack
residents of our Nation’s capital following the assassination of
Martin Luther King that spring, and may possibly also have been
due to increased police and court initiative in arresting anc con-
victing during this period. Clearly, if recidivism rates of a re-
search and a comparison group were found to contrast, but onz
group was released during this high recidivism rate period and
one was not, the results could create a quite erroneous assessment
of the treatment.

History effects on evaluative research frequently result from
fluctuations in economic conditions, and from changes in policies
or personnel that determine the criteria for defining clients as
successes or failures. Obviously, such events can greatly affect
both comparisons of groups from two different periods, and
comparisons of the behavior of a single group of subjects before
and after a treatment experience. One remedy is to avoid, if
possible, comparisons from periods clearly different in relevant
respects. Another is to make multiple comparisons, from different
periods. Consistency in findings of relative effectiveness of dif-
ferent treatment methods in various periods, is sought; no meth-
od need be constant in its effectiveness. Instead, it should be
constant in being more effective than another in each period
studied, to inspire confidence that our conclusions on relative
effectiveness will be valid in the future. On the other hand, ex-
tending studies to different periods may reveal an interaction
between history and treatment effectiveness. For example, voca-
tional counseling or training may alter outcome rates in times
of full employment but not in times of great unemployment, or
vice versa.

A source of error in comparisons that is particularly distorting
if conclusions are made by comparing the behavior of subjects
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before and after a treatment experience, or by comparing subjects
of different age levels, can be called “maturation effects.” This
refers to changes in the subjects that occur over their lifetimes,
regardless of whether they are involved in people-changing pro-
grams. Thus it has repeziedly been shown that recidivism rates
of criminals decrease with age (Sellin, 1958; Glaser and O’Leary,
1966), and that people “mature out” of opiate addiction (Winick,
1962; Snow, 1978). From this it follows that research subjects
generally should diminish their rates of these types of deviant
behavior whether or not they are subjected to special efforts to
diminish these rateg. Instead of studying posttreatment rates of
the research subjects in comparison with their pretreatment
rates, it is therefore preferable to study the change in rates
for a treated and an untreated group of the same age over a span
of years encompassing the treatment.

Another possible impediment to measuring the separate impact
of a people-changing program is what can be called a “testing
effect.” This may occur if measurements are made before treat-
ment, as when a personality test is used before and after a
counseling or psychotherapy program to measure the program’s
impact, or is used to stratify or edit random sampling. The test-
ing itself can tell the subjects the concerns of the tester, and
may assist and motivate them to score more favorably when they
are retested. This was previously discussed, and examples were
cited, in Chapter 8, when discussing the most objective eriterion.

Testing effects can be eliminated, of course, by relying only on
unobstrusive data for pretreatment information. The impact
of these effects when obtrusive measures are employed can be
assessed by using what Campbell and Stanley (1966:24-25)
designate as the “Solomon Four Group Design.” This can be rep-
resented as:

R Pretested Experimentals: 0, X (0N
R Pretested Controls: (0 0,
R TUntested Experimentals: X 0;
R Untested Controls: O

Here random selection is employed to form four equivalent
groups, only two of which are pretested, as indicated by O, and
0,. If the difference between O, and O, (the observations of out-
come for the untested experimental and control groups) is greater
than the difference between O, and O, (the observations of out-
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come for the pretested experimental and control groups), then
the diminution of difference can be ascribed to the pretesting.

When pretesting occurs, a type of “matching” between the
research cases and cases to form a comparison group frequently
is undertaken which can create distortion by what are known in
statistics as “regression effects.” This phenomenon was pointed
out long ago by the anthropometrist Sir Francis Galton, who
noted that children of exceptionally tall parents were likely to
be shorter than their parents and children c¢f exceptionally short
parents were likely to be taller than their parents, since all ex-
treme variations tend to regress toward the average of the group
to which they belong. Therefore, if one matches low-scoring
individuals receiving a special instructional program with low-
scoring individuals not receiving it, one will find that both groups
tend to increase in score on retest simply because the low scorers
will include a disproportionate number of people who were per-
forming at below their average level in pretesting.

Digtortion from regression effect will especially impair evalua-
tion if a low-scoring group is used as its own comparison group,
by evaluating instruction in terms of the difference between its
own pre- and postinstruction scores. Of course, the extent of
distortion from this kind of regression effect is less when the re-
liability of the tests used is high. Similarly, if one selects for a
therapy program only those who score high on a test for defects
of personality, part of any decrease in score on retesting will
be due to regression effects, part will be due to testing effects,
and presumably part will be due to the therapy. Regression effects
can also occur when samples for research or comparison, or both,
groups are selected by extreme scores on unobtrusive measures
that are correlated with the behavior that the people-changing
effort is trying to affect, since the unobirusive measures (such
as earnings, grades, number of arrests, days unemployed, etc.)
also reflect some fluctuation due to chance, on which extreme
variations tend to regress toward a mean. This type of regression
effect is often subtle and difficult to prevent completely. Indeed,
regression effects as a source of error can occur with any match-
ing. Their magnitude can sometimes be estimated by taking pre-
treatment and posttreatment measurements in different score
ranges and noting the change in the extent of score shifts at dif-
ferent ranges (cf., Campbell, 1969:419-425).

E. Pre-Post Comparisons

Whenever clients’ records are available for a considerable time
before and after a treatment that is to be evaluated, it will
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probably be interesting and useful to compare their pretreatment
with their posttreatment behavior or experience. For example,
number of arrests, time confined, or months employed during 5
years following releage from confinement can be compared with
number of arrests, time confined, or months employed during 5
years befors their confinement. This type of analysis is often
called a “pre-post comparison.”

If possible, one should also gather before-and-after observa-
tions for the same periods of persons in a control or comparison
group. The obkjective in before-and-after observations of a treated
group is to determine whether their behavior changed, following
the treatment, from what it had been before. The objective in
making the analogous observations on untreated persons, similar
to those treated, is to infer whether the treated persons would
have changed to the same extent even without their treatment
(whether this change is due to history, regression, or maturation
effects).

Pre-post comparison is illustrated in simple form by the finding
that 46 percent of the clients of a St. Louis alcoholic detoxifica-
tion center were arrested in the 3 months before their first
admission to the center, while only 13 percent of these clients
were arrested in the 3 months following their discharge from the
center (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1970 :xiv).
Since their median age was 48 years, it seems unlikely that this
change was due to their aging in this brief period. Nevertheless,
it certainly would be desirable to make such a pre-post comparison
also for similar alcoholics receiving the alternative to a stay in
the detoxification center, a commitment to the county jail. And it
would be most desirable to make the pre-post comparison for a
longer period than 8 months.

Another type of pre-post study is represented by Frances Gear-
ing’s comparison of the percentage of time that addicts were
employed or in school before and after their entrance to a metha-+
done maintenance program. These comparisons were made sep-
arately for every pre-post pericd which is a multiple of 8 months,
from the short term of only 8 months to a maximum of 42 months.
The percentage of time employed or in school was greater fol-
lowing than before the treatment for each of these durations.
This difference reached a peak in the 33- and 36-month com-
parisons, in both of which she found nearly three times as large
a percentage of time employed after entrance on methadone main-
tenance as in the same period before.

One defect of the comparisons above wag that data on employ-
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ment before entrance on the program were often based mainly
on the addict’s recall (only the involuntary unemployment due
to incarceration could be verified) while the employment data
for the period in the maintenance program were derived from
current reports, frequently verified by the supervision staff.
Therefore, the posttreatment employment data may be more
complete than the pretreatment data. Secondly, there were larger
samples on the short-term pre-post comparison than on the
long-term comparisons, since the long-termers were a more select
group who had lasted that long on the program. Also, the long-
termers were included in the short-term pre-post comparisons
(based on data from when they were in the program for a shorter
term). Thirdly, of course, it would be interesting to compare
this pre-post change record with that of addicts in other pro-
grams, including penal incarceration, civil commitment and
therapeutic communities (Gearing, 1969).

In the Provo Project, pre-post comparisons were conducted of
two pairs of groups. All members of one pair were boys deemed
by the county judge to merit probation by his usual criteria,
but were randomly divided befcre being informed that they
were to receive probation, with half receiving regular probation
conditions and half being required to participate in an experi-
mental treatment program. This program required daily work
when not in school, gave probationer groups much responsibility
for positive and negative sanctions on their members, and pro-
moted a distinctive style of staff-client relationship. The second
pair consisted of: (a) Boys deemed by the judge to merit com-
mitment. to the State industrial school, by his usual criteria,
but placed instead on probation in the experimental program de-
scribed above. They were informed that this placement was in
lieu of incarceration. (These persons were at first randomly
divided, with half actually being committed to the State school,
but after a brief period such division was terminated for newly
adjudged boys, and all recorded by the judge as appropriate for
incarceration were placed in the special experimental program.)
(b) Boys sent to the State industrial school from the rest of
the State (plus the few from the research county who had been
randomly selected for incarceration) were then matched and
selected for purposes of comparison with the experimental group
(Emypiyv and Erickson, 1972: Chapter 2).

For each of the groups described in the preceding paragraph,
the number of arrests experienced during 1 year before the
arrest that led to their entering the project sample were com-
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pared with the number of arrests during 1. year after their
release to begin their sentence (for those receiving probation or
probation with the special program conditions) or after their
confinement (fcr those receiving incarceration). Comparisons
were also made for 2-, 8-, and 4-year pre-post perieds.

In every one of the above-described comparisons, for each
of the four groups and for each of the four durations, there
were fewer arrests in the period after release than in the same
length of time before the arrest that brought them to the project.
For the two randomly differentiated probation groups, the re-
duction of arrests after the project was greater in the experi-
mental than in the control group for each duration of followup,
but only in the 1l-year before-and-after comparisons was this
difference between the experimental and control groups con-
sidered statistically significant (at the .05 probability level).
By contrast, for the comparison of incarceration cases, the post-
release reduction in arrests was greater for those sent to the
State industrial school than for those placed in the special proba-
tion program in the l-year pre-post comparison period, but this
pattern was reversed in the 2-, 3-, and 4-year pre-post compari-
sons. Indeed, for these incarceration cases, the longer the time
of the before-and-after comparison after 1 year, the greater was
the reduction of arrests for the experimental community-treated
cases as compared with those sent to the State industrial school.
They were only significantly greater (at the .05 probability level)
at 4 years, which was the longest duration of pre-post comparison
undertaken in this project. Incidentally, all of these contrasts
were greater when arrests for moderate and serious offenses
were considered alone than they were when mild offense arrests
were also considered (Empey and Erickson, 1972:Chapter 10).

More complex multivariate analyses of these pre-post data can
be made statistically, to try to determine what percentage of
the posttreatment reduction in deviant conduct is due to matura-
tional effects or other variables and what percentage is due to the
intervention or is inexplicable. Such analyses often use dummy
variable multiple regression techniques, but the assumptions nec-
essary with these techniques may make the conclusions highly
speculative (Empey and Erickson, 1972: Chapter 11). At any
rate, the foregoing examples of pre-post comparisons should
confirm the opening assertion of this section that such com-
parisons will probably yield interesting and useful evaluative
data.
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Conclusion

This chapter has stressed that evaluation of people-changing
methods requires comparison, in conjunction with a follewup
period. The concern here has been with procedures and problems
in answering the question: Who should be compared to whom?
Techniques of blinding, sampling, randomization, and matching
were described as well as several types of research design, and
many pitfalls in using them were indicated. Numerous additional
designs and pitfalls are discussed in works on research method-
ology (e.g., Campbell and Stanley, 1966), but this chapter has
focused on these which the author has encountered most often
during more than two decades of involvement in evaluative re-
search in correctional and other people-changing agencies.

Emphasis on pitfalls may discourage administrators from con-
ducting evaluative research, since in their dealing with politicians
or with financial contributors they wish to inspire confidence by
expressing great certainty as to their effectiveness. As problems
such as crime, alcoholism, drug addiction, and mental illness
persist, and as the educational level of the publie rises, however,
there is increasing demand for scientific evidence on program ef-
fectiveness, and there is growing recognition that no panaceas
exist for these problems (except for those problems that one is
willing to solve by ceasing to define them as problems). For most
people-changing objectives, as Campbell and Stanley (1966:3)
assert:

. . . we must increase our time perspective . . . even though
we recognize experimentation as the basic language of
proof, as the only decision court for disagreement between
rival theories, we should not expect that “crucial experi-
ments” which pit opposing theories will be likely to have
clear-cut outcomes.

Adams (1974) points out that not just in corrections, but also
in research and development in industry, less than 5 percent of
the studies undertaken demonstrate a means of increasing ef-
fectiveness. As was stressed in our preceding chapter, research
is also valuable when it indicates that measures advocated as
effective are ineffective. This was illustrated by our Irish example,
at the beginning of this chapter. The utility of both positive and
negative findings will be enhanced if their pursuit is institutional-
ized and their findings are made cumulative. Further require-
ments for achieving these goals will be the concern of our next
chapters.
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CHAPTER 7

CROSSING THE TIME BARRIER: OBTAINING
OUTCOME DATA

It has been repeatedly stressed here that the evaluation of a
people-changing effort requires information on the behavior of
the clients for some period of time after the effort to change them
occurred. As indicated in the preceding chapter, the key principle
of evaluation is to follow up those persons whom an agency
tried to change to see if they do change, and to follow up a control
or comparison group to see whether they also change even if
nothing is done to them or if an alternative kind of treatment
is given them.

Unfortunately, the time perspective essential for evaluation is
infrequent in the thinking of administrators. They are currently
required to think only of budget justifications, which do not re-
flect effectiveness. They report such matters as the number of
clients their agency served in the past year, how many it is han-
dling now, and how many they expect it to have in the future.
Frequently these are the only valid statistical data they submit
to justify their budget, rather than statistics on their effective-
ness.

A Cohort Approach

To consider the effectiveness of a people-changing agency sci-
entifically, one should conceive of its clients as a set of cohorts.
A cohort is well defined by Ryder (1965) as ‘“‘an aggregate of
individuals . . . who experienced the same event within fhe same
time interval.” The aggregates that concern us consist of those
persons in specific kinds of people-changing programs in par-
ticular periods, since the events we wish to evaluate are the
varieties of treatments they received. With a cohort perspective
one agsks such questions ag: What happened to the clients of 5
years ago? What proportion are now in prison, and what pro-
portion are in mental hospitals? How many are ‘“doing well”
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in the community? What proportion of the past 5 years did
each spend in circumstances other than those they now are in?
What types of persons were helped most by what programs? How
does the record of those released 5 years ago compare with the
record of those released 2 years ago, or with the record of those
who got out 10 years ago?

Established businesses customarily evaluate their activities
over the years in terms of income, expense, and profit trends,
both for the business as a whole and for its component depart-
ments and products or services. Thus, sales of an item are
described as 5 percent up from last year, costs as up also, and
perhaps profits as down. The administrators of people-changing
agencies alsc think of statistical trends regarding the number
of clients they handle, the number of personnel they employ,
and other items, but they are not accustomed to thinking of
trends in profit or other expressions of effectiveness.

Agsessing the effectiveness of a people-changing agency, and
egpecialiy assessing trends in effectiveness, requires thinking in
termg of cohorts. Clients of 10 years ago, for example, may be
assessed as of 5 years afterwards, and the findings may be com-
pared with the current assessment of similar clients of 5 years
ago. Each such group thus compared (e.g., those of 10 years ago
and those of 5 years ago), constitutes a cohort, an aggregate of
persong who experienced the services of an ageney during a given
interval of time (e.g., during calendar 19638 or calendar 1968),
evaluated as to their behavior through a particular followup pe-
riod (e.g., 5 years).

Comparisons of outcome may be made separately for the an-
nual cohorts from each past year, or cohorts can cover octher
periods of time (e.g., persons released during a 6-month interval,
or a 2-year interval). Different followup periods may also be used,
such as 2 years or 4 years, but in any cohort for which one pre-
sents evaluative statistics, each case should have the same dura-
tion of fallowup. Variations of followup period were illustrated
in Chaptear 4.

Ultimately, with the institutionalization of evaluative research
in people-changing agencies, officials should be able to present
2-year or 5-year or other specific period outcome rates for each
treatment measure. These rates will ideally be expressed as
cost-benefit profits. Officials should be able to present such rates
for various types of clients, in diverse types of treatment pro-
grams, and for different periods. How the outcome data are ob-
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tained may be the most crucial problem, however, and that
problem is our concern here.

Procurement of Followup Information

One of the major deterrents to evaluation research in people-
changing agerccies has been apprehension that it would be im-
possible to procure adequate followup information. The difficulty
such procurement entails varies greatly with the kind of cohort
that is followed up, the duration of the followup period, and the
outcome criterion that is employed. It is a certainty that any
~ such data collected will be imperfect. It is also almost certain,

however, that any systematically collected and tabulated outccme
data will permit more adequate evaluation of a program than
the usual assessment from unsystematically collected and in-
completely tabulated subjective impressions. Furthermore, the
difficulty of getting useful followup information tends to be
greatly exaggerated.

Ease of followup varies directly, of course, with the extent to
which the subjects studied remain under the control of the
agency engaged in the followup effort. It may be useful to con-
gider the problems of procuring followup information under two
contrasting degrees of control, predominant or complete control
on the one hand, and on the other, when all~or most subjects
are released without any restriction or control.

A. The Simplest Circumstances: All Subjects are Under Super-
vision of the Organization Conducting the Evaluation

When all members of the cohorts to be followed up are under
the control of the evaluating organization, or of an organization
cooperating in the evaluation throughout the followup period, out-
come information should be most readily available. In practice,
agency filés sometimes make this information unavailable, but
presumably the agency has somewhere basic data on every client
under its control.

Postrelease information adequate for much evaluation ig col-
lected automatically in agency files, for administrative rather
than research purposes, whenever all members of a cohort are
released under supervision in the community, on probation,
parole, or aftercare. In most cases, the information is only ade-
quate if the term of supervision imposed is as long or longer than
the followup period desired for evaluation purposes. The super-
vision agency receives, minimally, information on whether its
releasees (probationers, parolees, and others) are still in contact
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with the supervision staff, have been arrested, have been con-
fined following arrest, or have disappeared from supervision.
If arrested or reconfined, the reasons for this action also are
learned by the supervision agency. Maximally, it may receive
much more information, such as data on postrelease work record,
earnings, residence, family relationships, associates, apparent
attitudes, and so forth.

Such parole performance information would be adequate, for
example, for a cost-benefit analysis of community correctional
centers or work release by comparing the subsequent perform-
ances of cohorts of parolees placed in these programs before
release with the performance of cohorts of similar prisoners
paroled directly from regular institutional custody. Aftercare
records would suffice for cost-benefit comparison of release to
methadone therapy with release to regular aftercare supervision,

Surprisingly, the postrelease information needed for such
evaluations is often difficult to collate, even when it is all con-
tained within the files of a single organization. Frequently a re-
leagee returned under a new sentence or other commitment order
receives the next registry number even if the newly received
person was committed in the same institution previously. While
the file opened under the new number will contain information
on the subject’s previous commitment, the file under the number
of his previous commitment is closed, much of it may be de-
stroyed or buried in dead record archives, and & cross-index for
tracing cases from their old file nsmbers to their new ones is not
maintained. I was told in one of the largest county correctional
agencies that it would take at least a day of eclerical labor per
case to trace in the agency’s files what happened to juveniles it
placed on probation in an experimental program 5 years earlier.
This is an agency, incidentally, with extremely elaborate com-
puterized records, but its information system is designed to chart
the volume of transactions and their conformity to arbitrary
standards of workload, rather than to evaluate their effectiveness
in recidivism reduction or cost-benefit.

Ideally, for evaluative followup purposes, a correctional or
other treatment organization should employ only one number
for each client on all of his or her commitments. This is con-
veniently a number useful for tracing the individual through
other agencies, such as the Social Security number, or the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation number for adult felons. Alter-
natively, if the number is changed with each new commitment,
index files relating all numbers and names to 2ach other may be
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maintained, to indicate where subsequent information is located
on individuals returned under new registration numbers.

It should be stressed again that any body of followup infor-
mation on a cohort of cases will be imperfect. There will be some
pure errors in records, possibly arising from use of aliases or
multiple Social Security numbers by some individuals. Also, even
if records are complete for new arrests, convictions, mental com-
mitments, or other information on official reactions to the sub-
ject’s deviant behavior, these official reactions are imperfect
indices of the rates of deviant behavior. Measuring an individual’s
deviance by the official record of his or her deviance can certainly
be misleading, since many people commit offenses for which they
are not caught, and addicts or psychotics sometimes have re-
lapses of their deviant behavior which officials do not learn
about.

Despite these imperfections, available records of followup in-
formation on supervised persons provide invaluable data for
comparing statistically the outcomes of large cohorts of people
who are followed up. It can usually be assumed that errors and
incompleteness in case records are fairly randomly distributed,
so that approximately the same proportion of error ig present
in the figures for all groups compared. If the official record of
renewed deviance is found to be 30 percent for Cohort A and
60 percent for Cohort B, for example, the actual rate may be
50 percent for Cohort A and 80 percent for B. As these pre-
suined actual rates suggest, the ranking of the two cohorts by
outcome is likely to be the same by official and actual rates. In
any event, we can never know actual rates; we can only infer
their relative magnitude for different cohorts from the most
complete and accurate data available.

It is appropriate to try to eliminate any possibility that less
complete followup information is received for one cohort than
for another with which its outcome is compared. Such variable
completeness creates a large systematic bias. When there is no
evidence of such a bias, however, we can assume that significant
and consistent differences in outcome rates found from the most
complete data we ean procure indicate actual differences in rela-
tive outcome rates.

B. The More Complex Usual Cirvcumstance: Some or All Sub-
jects are Not Under Supe1v1s1on of the Qvganization Con-
ducting the Evaluation.

The major problems in procuring outcome data arise when
some or all of the cases to be followed up are no longer super-
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vised by the agency that seeks information about them. What
if a State office wants to follew up a cohort of persons committed
to its juvenile correctional institutions 5 years ago and a cohort
of similar juveniles placed on probation 5 years ago, to provide
more conclusive evidence than current rhetoric reveals about
the consequences of plea bargaining and consequent grossly dis-
parate decisions in our juvenile courts? What if a State depart-
ment of corrections only half of whose prisoners are released on
parole, and with diverse durations of parole supervision, wishes
to determine how similar parolees and dischargees released 5
yvears ago have compared in criminality during the 5 years fol-
lowing their release dates, to determine if the public is befter
protected by parole than by discharge without parole? (Prob-
lems of systematic bias in such a study will be discussed later.)
What if a State or Federal research agency wishes to follow
up cohorts of narcotic addicts convicted of crimes but receiving
civil commitment to addiction treatment centers with a cohort
of similar addict criminals in the regular correctional system,
to determine the wisdom of concentrating addicts instead of dis-
tributing them among other offenders? How would these State
or Federal agencies procure the relevant followup data?

No procedure will provide absolutely complete information
for the above comparisons, but at least some of a large variety
of methods of collecting adequate data for evaluation are always
possible and practical. It is appropriate to list all potentially
possible methods below, starting with the most ideal but least
frequently available method, and proceeding to the less ideal.
One shculd also note that some of these methods are always
feasible, and that use of multiple sources of followup data pro-
duces more complete and valid knowledge than use of a single
source.

(1) Request Current Fingerprint Arrest Reports (‘“rap sheets”)
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Bvery adult in the United States, when formally arrested for a
felony, and many when arrested only for a migdemeanor, is sup-
posed to be fingerprinted. Usually they are fingerprinted, and
sometimes juveniles are also. The fingerprints are sent to the
Federal Bureau of Investigation with information on the reason
for the arrest, as well as some identifying information such as
name, date of birth, sex, race, and known or reported prior
criminal record. In an increasingly large number of States the
fingerprint reports also are sent to State bureaus of identification,
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and sometimes to county, metropolitan, or other regional finger-
print record ecollection agencies.

An additional set of fingerprints is usually taken whenever
a person is jailed or imprisoned, and frequently when he or she
is committed to a State hospital or a public facility for addiction
treatment, or when placed on probation or parole. The report
accompanying the fingerprints usually indicates the reason for the
confinement or release, and the sentence. Any change of status of
a fingerprinted individual, such as discharge from sentence, and
especially issuance of a warrant for the arrest of the individual
as wanted (for example, escapees from institutions and abscond-
ers from supervision), is also reported to the fingerprint collec-
tion agencies.

Fingerprints are also similarly distributed whenever a person
enters or leaves service in the U.S. Armed Forces or in a variety
of types of employment requiring security clearance.

The purpose of these procedures is to supply police, courts,
and other agencies with information about the possible criminal
record of an individual and on his military service or other
important career characteristics. The record thus produced is
useful in determining if an individual is wanted by authorities
somewhere, and to assess how trustworthy or dangerous he or
she is likely to be. On request, every police or court agency
and a number of other establishments authorized to make security
checks can secure a summary of all fingerprint reports ever sent
to the F'BI on an individual. Usually this request for a summary
of the prior record accompanies the submission of a fingerprint
report on a current arrest or confinement. The provigion of these
summaries, known as “rap sheets,” has been made tremendously
more rapid in recent years through computerization of record
storage, retrieval, and transmission. Indeed, it is now possible
for many police agencies to procure criminal record information
on an individual from the FBI in a matter of minutes, or even
in less than a minute.

Obviously, the easiest way to procure the criminal record of a
cohort of persons dealt with by a people-changing agency in a
past year would be to request from the FBI the current rap
sheets of everyone in the cohort. Each individual for whom a
fingerprint record is initiated receives an FBI registry number,
so the records can be quickly collected by the FBI if this number
is provided; with somewhat more effort, the records also can be
collected from identifying information sther than the FBI num-
ber. The FBI has the obvious advantage over local or State crim-
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inal record files of having information from every State, and
even some foreign criminal record information, so its files would
be more complete than others on individuals who incurred their
criminal record in several different States or countries.

For about 5 years after the end of World War II the FBI
routinely sent to prisons any subsequent fingerprint reports on
persons whom the prisons had released, but this service was then
discontinued for economic reasons for persons no longer on parole,
perhaps because the information was seldom utilized. Since 1950
only a few followup studies have been provided with current
FBI rap sheets; most requests for current sheets for any appre-
ciable cohort of individuals have been denied on economy grounds.
Even when the requesting agency has offered to pay for the
service, and even when the requesting agency was the U.S.
Bureau of Prisons, it has often been impossible to procure rap
sheets for former prisoners except by requesting them a few
cases at a time, without indicating that it was for an evaluative
gtudy. Finally, after a decade of announcing that it would be
available ‘next year,” in January 1973 a computer terminal in
the Bureau of Prisons was made operational for unrestricted
procurement of current rap sheets on past Federal prisoners,
but only for those arrested after January 1, 1970, or released
after February 1, 1973.

As T stated nearly 20 years ago, “the number of cases and
the completeness of followup possible with FBI records would
permit intricate statistical controls not practical in most research
with other data” (Glaser, 1955). As I said again just over 15
years ago: “Use of FBI fingerprint records would permit us to
know more about the types of former offenders who are not again
convicted of major crimes, and concerning the relationship of
such law-abiding behavior to the correctional treatment which
they received. Nonrecidivists are the great unknown of crimi-
nolegy” - (Glaser, 1957 :683). Finally, nearly 10 years ago, I was
more optimistic that this FBI function was about to expand, and
I asserted:

The FBI's information on the c¢riminal record of felons
after their release from probation, prison, or parole, and
their experience and resources for handling these records,
make them the agency best equipped to ascertain the long-
run felony recidivism rates which follow alternative judicial
and correctional action for particular types of offender.

.. . maximum benefits will come not from omnibus evalua-
tion of an overall program or a broad policy for all criminals,
but from specific evidence ag to which practices reduce re-
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gif)ivism most for which types of offender (Glaser, 1964:
After the above publication, the “Careers in Crime” section
was added to the FBI's annual Uniform Crime Reports. This
section provides postrelease arrest data for atypical samples of
Federal offenders. It was begun with a group of subjects who
were already recidivists and older than most offenders. Rather
than being oriented to providing guidelines for sentencing and
correctional decisions for specific types of offenders, this tabu-
lation appears to have been initiated solely to denounce collect-
ively a variety of practices that the FBI then called “leniency,”
including release from prison by parole rather than by uncondi-
tional discharge. The director of the FBI’s Uniform Crime Re-
porting Section advised, however, in a letter of comment on a
draft I prepared:

“Careers in Crime” was never intended to measure the
success or failure of correctional programs since all persons
entered into the system, until a legitimate followup period
i(:)llél)d be established, were, of course, failures (Glaser, 1967:

After repeated disappointment, one hesitates to be optimistic
again, but the FBI’'s gradual reorganization during the 1970s
and its provision of some computer access to its Federal offender
files for research by the Bureau of Prisons, suggest that guid-
ance of judicial and correctional policy from the accumulated
information in ¥FBI fingerprint files will increase. Guidance could
be much more extensive, routinized, and influential, if an office
were established in the FBI specifically to assist State and local
agencies in policy evaluation research through procuring follow-
up statistics on cohorts of their past releasees. Until this is
developed and even afterwards, much outcome information can
be collected from more local resocurces.

(2) Request Current Fingerprint Arrest Reports (“rap sheets”)
From State, County, or Regional Criminal Identification
Centers

Several of our larger States have for decades had their own
central criminal identification agencies to serve local police, court,
and correctional agencies seeking information on the criminal
records of persons in their custody. These centers have procured
fingerprint reports overlapping those of the FBI, and in some
cases additional information from the agencies within their State.

During the late 1960’s and early 1970°s, with increased Fed-
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eral and State funds available for combating crime and with the
development in this period of improved electronic data proe-
essing, there has been a rapid increase in the number and quality
of such State centers, as well as county and other regional cen-
ters in some areas. Thig effort has been spearheaded by a num-
ber of special demonstration projects funded by the L.aw En-
forcement Assistance Administration of the U.S. Department
of Justice, notably “Operation Search.” Perhaps the most am-
bitious single State center of this type has been NYSIIS, the
New York State Identification and Intelligence System.

While all of these criminal record centers have been oriented
primarily to improving the speed and completeness with which
¢riminal record information on individual cases is provided,
especially to law enforcement agencies, the utility of their records
for evaluating judicial and correctional policy has not been over-
looked. It has been given second priority because there has been
little demand for it, and because the criminal record centers were
sponsored by police and prosecution offices, but when local cor-
rectional researchers have requested followup data on cohorts
of past offenders from State agencies, they frequently have
received excellent service,

The New York State Division for Youth’s (1970) study of
offenders referred to its treatment centers was unique in that
State’s history in having recidivism arrest data, thanks to
NYSIIS. While they have not yet followed up comparison groups
or attempted cost-benefit analysis, the groundwork for correc-
tional evaluation has been created there. Similar projects based
on followup information from NYSIIS have been undertaken
in the Nassau County Probation Office and in other agencies.

Florida, Alabama, and several other States in the Southeast
have initiated followup research utilizing State criminal record
information centers. California has long had such service, and
its Department of Corrections and Department of the Youth
Authority probably have conducted more correctional evaluation
research than all other States combined.

Ag indicated eairlier, State criminal record files may not be as
complete as FBI files with respect to the criminal record that a
State’s releasees accumulate in other States. This only parallels
the fact that the most complete official record possible is aec-
tually incomplete, because it lacks data on crimes for which
an individual was never caught. Nevertheless, if there is no
reason to believe that compared cohorts will differ in the pro-
portion of their crime that is recorded only out of State, outcome
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rates based only on State data should yield valid evidence of
the relative crfminality of the different cohorts. Indeed, most
offenders do not wander far in their eriminal careers, and even
the criminal records of a single county or large city can provide
valid indicators of the relative recidivism rates of different groups
of offenders. Nevertheless, many agencies already obtain, for
other purposes, much information on the recidivism of their re-
leagees in other jurisdictions.

(3) Data From Inquiries Made by Agencies Holding One's Past
Releasees

Whenever a correctional institution receives a rap sheet indi-
cating previous incarceration of one of its newly admitted in-
mates, it is customary for the institution to send inquiries to
the places where previous incarceration occurred. This inquiry
is not universal and does not have a standard form, but it is
widely done for it usually requests information on the subject’s
behavior while previously confined. Its main purpose is to obtain
warning of any inmate’s having been a danger to the security
and order of the institution during prior incarceration, so that
appropriate precaution can be taken during the current con-
finement. Sometimes the forms will make additional inquiries,
for example, asking about work and educational performance.
Usually these inguiries are answered routinely, then either dis-
carded or filed and not used further.

The presence of such inquiries in the files of past releasees
of a correctional institution, combined with the institution’s own
record of those releasees whom it has received again, provide
the data needed to tabulate a reconfinement rate for past re-
leasees. Frequently the inquiries do not indicate why the indi-
vidual has been reconfined, nor what the new gentence is, but
this information could be requested. Robert B. Levinson, Co-
ordinator of Mental Health Services for the U.S. Bureau of
Prigons, has suggested (in a 1972 conversation with me) that
the American Correctional Association sponsor use of a standard
form for the exchange of information among correctional insti-
tutions whenever one prison receives an inmate who was confined
previously in another facility. This would provide information
useful for both operations and research.

(4) Other Types of Followup Information

There are a variety of methods of tracing cohorts of people
to discover their experiences after they received or failed to
receive particular types of treatment. The tracing of thousands
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of delinquents was done repeatedly, for over four decades, by
the Gluecks (1930, 1940, 1950, 1968). Lee N. Robinsg and her
asgociates (1966) traced 524 persons seen by a child guidance
clinic 30 years earlier and 100 control subjects. In another study
(Robins and Hill, 1966; Robins and Murphy, 1967), they traced
296 black children from entrance into first grade in St. Louis
schools until completion of the upper limit of juvenile court age.
More recently Wolfgang and associates (1972) traced during the
late 1960’s the delinquency records of 9,945 Philadelphia school-
boys born in 1945 who lived in Philadelphia between their 10th and
18th birthdays. Many other examples could be cited.

All of these studies relied heavily on local school, police, and
juvenile court records, but used a variety of other methods to
find out what happened to the people in the cohorts they were
tracing. In addition to schools, police, and courts, social service
exchange registers, Selective Service records, medical and mental
health records, credit information files, and other compilations,
as well ag telephone directories and city registers, can more or
less readily be used to: (a) locate people for interview; (b) find
out what information about them has become a matter of public
record; (c) find nonpublic information about them that can be
made available to responsible researchers if there are guarantees
that data on individuals will be kept confidential and only statis-
tics on groups released. The availability and utility of records
depends on the authority and responsibility of the agency. col-
lecting the followup data, the kind of data sought, and the legal
and ethical restrictions that are therefore applicable.

None of these sources of information will be complete, but
my comments on other types of imperfect data are applicable.
If the deficiencies of data appear to be randomly distributed
among the cohorts one is comparing, one can with confidence
assume that the relative outcome rates the data reveal will be
comparable to actual rates.

Systemaiic Bias in Followup Data

A major source of systematic bias usually exists whenever a
cohort that is intensively supervised in the community is com-
pared with a cohort that is less intensively supervised. This could
occur, for example, if the postrelease deviant behavior of parol-
ees is compared with the postrelease deviant behavior of dis-
chargees, or if the postrelease conduct of parolees or probationers
intensively supervised in small caselonds is compared with the
conduct of similar persons under regulation supervision in stand-
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ard caseloads. Intensity of supervision determines how much
officials know about releasees. Those who are discharged without
supervisior or are discharged with little supervision, therefore,
have their postrelease deviance less fully reported than those re-
leased with more supervision. Evaluation using as its criterion
the rate of reported deviant conduct is thus biased against a
favorable assessment of intensive supervisic..

While the possibility of this type of bias has been mentioned
in reports and comments on experiments with diverse intensities
of supervision, little has been done to try to take the effects of
such bias into account in assessing outcome. In general, the best
correction for differences between cohorts in completeness of
criterion information is to compare them only as to outcome data
on which information 1s equally complete for all cohorts com-
pared. It may therefore be appropriate to compare rates of
deviance for parolees and dischargees, or for other cohorts dif-
fering in intensity of supervision by only recording offenses for
which they are apprehended by the police, ignoring arrest or re-
confinement resulting just from being taken into custedy for
technical violations by a parole, probation, or aftercare officer.

It may be argued, however, that the procedure indicated above
-sometimes creates a counterbias instead of eliminating bias, for
under this procedure the offenses discovered by the supervision
gtaff and resulting in their taking a client into custody instead
of calling the police would not be counted. In contrast, similar
offenses by those unsupervised or less supervised would lead to
arrest by the police and be counted. A first step to correct both
bias against intensive supervision and possible counterbias ig
simply to find out what the customary role of supervision staff
is in the arrest of persons whom they supervise.

In many supervision agencies staff never make arrests, but
request that this be done for them by the police, both for viola-
tions of supervision regulations and for new offenses. If research-
ers find out how often supervisors request arrests for new of-
fenses, they will be able to estimate the extent to which biag
results from either counting or not counting these arrests. It is
my impréession that most supervision staff rarely request arrests
for new offenses by their clients; they usually learn of such of-
fenses only when *":y are notified that the police have arrested
their clients. The supervisors only request an arrest by the police
when their clients have not reported and cannot be located, so
that they are presumed to have absconded. If this is the usual
practice, then data on police-initiated arrests for new offenses
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will suffice to provide an unbiased comparison of the rates of
new criminality of cohorts differing in the intensity of super-
vision they receive.

If supervision staff does take persong into custody for new
offenses, as may occur with intensively supervised juveniles,
it will be difficult tc make an unbiased comparison of the post-
release criminality of their clients with that of similar persons
who are not under supervision in the community. The biag will
then be against the intensively supervised cohort if all reconfine-
ment ig counted, and it will be against an unsupervised or less
supervised cohort if only arrests by the police are counted. All
that one can do to offset such a bias is to estimate its magnitude
and try to take it into account in assessing findings. If one cohort
in fact has much less crime than another, this may be evident
degpite bias of the data against revealing it. Thus, if data col-
lection is biased to reveal a larger proportion of the crime com-
mitted by Cohort A than of the crime committed by Cohort B,
but the data show a lower crime rate by A than by B, then
one can have great confidence that A indeed has a lower rate
than B.

Still other types of systematic bias may occur in the assess-
ment of outcome rates for two cohorts with different intensities
of supervigion. The most intensely supervised group could con-
ceivably have a record of less crime than the less supervised
group simply because those who are closely supervised are
reconfined for violations of rules (e.g., not working, drinking
excessively, being with disapproved companions, being out late
at night) before they have a chance to commit crimes, or before
they are arrested for whatever crimes they may have committed.
Some commentators have claimed that a high confinement rate
of supervised releasees for rule violation and a low rate of new
crimes by them implies that close supervision and rigorous rule
enforcement are crime prevention methods (ef. Ohlin, 1951:43-
44). Others object that reconfinement for rule violation reveals
the arbitrary power of supervision officials to impose penalties
for petty deviance, not even criminal, often greater than the
penalties which courts would impose for felonies, and that such
reconfinement creates in the imprisoned rule violator a sense of
injustice conductive to recidivism (Irwin, 1970:170-173; Amer-
ican Friends Service Committee, 1971:90-91). Reconfinement
merely for noncriminal rule violation seems to be decreasing
markedly, however, due to court decisions requiring a quasi-
judicial due process for proving violations before reconfinement
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is permitted. As a result, in many jurisdictions most confinement
for parocle or probation violation only follows a judicial con-
viction for offenses committed while under supervision.

Whether intensity of supervision actually reduces or increases
crime, and the social costs as well as the possible benefits it
produces, can be assessed well only by long-run followup of
cohorts of similar individuals who received different intensities
of supervision, The effects of indeterminacy of sentence and of
gtyles of parole or probation supervision on crime rates would
certainly be much more conclusively demonstrated than they are
now if they were evaluated with followup periods of 15 or 20
years or longer, so that all subjects studied had extensive op-
portunities for freedom if law-abiding. Whether such a long
followup can be made without waiting that long will depend in
large part on the accessibility of good records for relevant
samples of persons released 15, 20, or more years ago, and
whether they can be followed up currently, preferably in FBI
records. Any routinized evaluative research on current cases
could be tremendously augmented, and well-tested. conclusions
could be procured much more rapidly if extensive retrospective
research were done on the postrelease outcome of cohorts re-
leaged decades ago.

Most often the cohorts differentiated for comparison in evalua-
tive research are those that received distinctively different types
of treatment—psychotherapeutic, educational, employment as-
gistance, ete.—rather than different degrees of supervision. Each
cohort different in treatment, however, may also receive a dif-
ferent average intensity of supervision during the followup pe-
riod, due to differences in the proportions receiving parole, for
example, or in the duration of their probation supervision. Such
possible sources of systematic bias in outcome data should be
investigated in all evaluative research and appropriate adjust-
ments should be made to control such errors or to estimate their
impact. Thus one could restrict assessment of outcome to similar
members of the cohorts compared who had similar intensities of
supervision, or one could limit criterion data employed to those
which were unaffected by intensity of supervision.

Duration of Followup

One obvious deterrent to evaluative research is the length of
time needed for a followup of treated and comparison or control
cases. The pressure for evaluation tends to be greatest for pro-
cedures that have been given support because they are new
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and controversial; great promises usually have been made for
them, but since they also have articulate critics, there is a de-
mand for quick evaluations. Yet any procedure to change the
behavior of people can be tested only by allowing enocugh time
to elapse to permit adequate observation of whether or not the
subjects do behave differently. How long a period suffices for
adequate observation? Can we make it shorter?

There are no single answers to the above questions, because
the answers depend upon the people-changing problem, the cri-
teria of effectiveness, and the treatments to be compared. As
already indicated in Chapter 4, if the criterion of treatment
achievement ig cost-benefit profit and efficiency, and if one group
is institutionalized much longer than another, a long followup
usually is necessary. This requirement arises since there are
clear short-run benefits of complete protection of society by
incarcerating persons who victimize others, even if the cost of
incarceration also is high. Prolonged followup, however, may
reveal that these short-run benefits are offset by greater post-
release cost in the long run, from released inmates committing
more victimizing deviance than is committed by similar persons
treated only in the community.

Obviously, for any given evaluative study, the longer the fol-
lowup period, the more confidence is warranted that additional
time would not alter the conclusions. But what clues are there of
diminishing returns from additional waiting? Conversely, when
is it best to be patient and not trust initial conclusions? Several
factors may be most important to consider in trying to answer
these questions.

One key determinant of appropriate length of followup is the
probability of change in the lives of the clients at the time of
the people-changing effort. A long followup is appropriate to
test treatments for clients of types that have generally had a
very low probability of changing. These include, for example,
alcoholics, opiate addicts, or persons who have supported them-
selves exclusively by crime most of their adult lives. Treatment
which occasionally has impressive short-run achievements with
them such as aversive conditioning and social pressures in an
ingtitution or residence that are not readily sustained after their
release, seem at most only to defer relapse, not to diminigh its
prospect appreciably. Similarly, persons who have a very high
probability of changing probably will not have their high proba-
bility of success greatly enhanced in the long run, even by meas-
ures that appear to help them. Thus the Provo probationers in
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a special treatment program (descrvibed in the preceding chap-
ter's discussion of pre-post comparisons) had a greater decline
in arrests during their first year on probation than the control
group under ordinary probation, but in longer-run followups (of
2, 3, and 4 years’ duration) both of these probationer groups
had about the same greatly diminished arrest rate (Empey and
Erickson, 1972:210).

The prospects that a short-run followup will be sufficient seems
greatest for clients who have not been highly committed to the
behavior a program is trying to alter, and have also not been
highly committed to alternative types of behavior. Most persons
arvested for crimes of a predatory type (burglary and theft,
particularly auto theft) are teenagers or youths in their early
twenties. Even when they have records of recidivism, especially
when they have not become highly specialized in their offenses,
most have also had some work experience and orientation to
legitimate occupations, but little success at it. A ‘“change in
luck” and in social support, at crime or at work, may alter their
subsequent careers appreciably. As indicated in Chapter 3, it is
with groups and criteria for which the base rates of success are
closest to 50 percent that people-changing efforts seem most
likely to be able to alter outcome rates appreciably, although
this numerical rule does not hold true in every situation. When
clients have little experience with success at alternatives fo de-
viance and little commitment to deviance, even a short period
of what is for the subjects an unusual success at legitimate
pursuits in an available postrelease occupation and social setting
may greatly increase long-run prospects of less deviance.

One clue that a short-run followup is significant in these cases
is a progressive improvement in the success rate of the treated
group as compared with the control or comparison group, with
each added interval of followup period. This was evident in
the Provo Project, where the incarcerated group had increas-
ingly more arrests per case than the community-treated group
with each additional followup year (Empey and Erickson, 1972:
184). In the Adams (1961) comparison of treated and untreated
amenables in the Pico Project, a progressively increasing ad-
vantage of the freated over the untreated group was especially
evident when reconfinement time was used as the criterion, rather
than arresi rates. Because reconfinement time reflects immedi-
acy and seriousness of relapse in addition to its occurrence, it
seems to be an especially quick and sensitive index of shift from
commitment to crime as a livelihood. Unfortunately, there has
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not been nearly enough repetition of the type of investigation of
criteria sensitivity that Adams pioneered.

Another pioneering study of a type that should be repeated
was Ohlin's (1951) 20-year test of Illinois parole-prediction
tables. In comparing experience for four 5-year periods, from
1925 to 1945, for 27 variables, he found 12 that were much more
stable in their prognostic significance from one period to the
next than the remaining 15. He also found that for a 12-item
prediction table there was a fairly constant ratio between the
violation rate from a 1l-year followup and the violation rate from
a 3-year followup. From thege ‘“parole period ratios,” as he called
them, he could predict the violation rates after 3 years, for groups
of a thousand or more parolees, from data on their violation
rate at 1 year, making an average error of only two percentage
points (Ohlin, 1951 :Appendixes D, B, F and G). .

It was on the basis of the discovery of relatively constant ra-
tios between outcome from short and long followup periods that
Ohlin (1954) proposed a system for . ‘“the routinization of cor-
rectional change” which suggested the title of this manual. This
system would require continual checks on the failure rates of al-
ternative programs for different types of offenders, and possible
alteration of policy when only a 6-month or a 1-year followup in-
dicates that a particular type of client is having appreciably more
difficulty in one kind of program than in another. Such contin-
uous assessment of change by routinization of evaluation would
be much easier than it is now, however, if our data sources were
improved.

Conclusion

Prerequisite to evaluation of people-changing efforts is follow-
up information on the behavior of clients after the attempt to
change them, followup of an appropriate control or comparison
group, and a cohort perspective toward all past clients. Procure-
ment of followup data presumably is simplest while the subjects
on whom information is desired are under supervision of the or-
ganization conducting the evaluation, but collection of such data
is frequently impeded by multiple administrative numbers and
files for the same person, and by deficient or discarded admini-
strative records. When some or all of the subjects are no longer
under supervision of the organization seeking followup data, in-
formation must be procured from Federal, regional, State, or local
record compiling agencies or from other tracing resources.
These usually are oriented to procuring data on one individual
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at a time and often resist or give low priority to requests for data
on statistical cohorts of appreciable size. Such obstacles are grad-
ually being overcome, and alternative sources of information
often are available when obstacles are encountered with one po-
tential source. One such alternative source may be the releasing
organization’s own postrelease correspondence on its clientele.

All followup information on deviant behavior, and much on
conforming behavior (e.g., employment), is likely to be incom-
plete. Use of such data for evaluation of people-changing efforts
is nevertheless justified if we can assume that the degree of in-
completeness is about the same for all groups compared. Such
an assumption is questionable, however, whenever we can infer
that systematic bias makes followup data more complete on one
group than on another with which it is compared, a circumstance
especially probable if one group is more intensively supervised
than another during the followup period. One remedy for this
problem is to limit the followup data utilized to those which are
most likely to be equally complete for all groups compared, such
as data collected by a nonsupervising agency, and long-term fol-
lowup information.

‘While the longer the duration of a followup period the more ad-
guate evaluation will be, a major impediment to evaluation re-
gearch support is the desire of evaluation sponsors for immediate
agsessments. A long followup is especially crucial to valid con-
clusions on efforts to change behavior patterns that usually are
highly persistent, such as an addiction or professional erime. One
clue that initial followup results will not be reversed in time is
a progressive increase in the effectiveness revealed by each addi-
tional increment of followup duration. A possible source of confi-
dent followup abbreviation is discovery of a relatively fixed ratio
between outcome rates from short and long followups.

While followup information is essential to evaluation, infor-
mation on the treatments to be evaluated and on the clients to
whom the treatments were applied also is essential. Enhancing
the quality and efficiency of such data collection is the concerm
of our next chapter. '
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CHAPTER 8

AUTOMATING INPUT DATA:
THE INTEGRATION OF RESEARCH AND
OPERATIONS RECORDS

In order to obtain pretreatment and treatment data for eval-
uative research, reliance has frequently been placed entirely on
the files maintained by people-changing agencies for administra-
tive or casework purposes. This certainly is cheaper and more
convenient than procuring separate data for evaluative research.
Iudeed, for retrospective inquiries on events and conditions be-
fore the research began, existing records may provide the only
information available. Nevertheless, currently available records
usually are grossly deficient for both operations and research.
The analysis of these deficiencies will suggest that records can
be improved most if they are designed to serve both operations
and research purposes simultaneously.

Deficiencies of Operations Records for Research Purposes

Despite the economy involved in using agency administrative
and casework records for research purposes, scientific investi-
gators of the correlates of favorable and unfavorable outcome
from treatment have long complained about the inadequacy of
the data for compiling statistics and tabulating statistical rela-
tionships. Prominent among the deficiencies noted are the fol-
- lowing:

A. Operations records vary greatly in completeness. Some
administrative or casework staff jot down detailed informa-
tion on all items, but some make few or no entries on many
items, even when standardized forms are used. Yet the
compilation of statistics on an item requires an entry on
that item for all cases. One cannot determine the relation-
ship between voeational training in prison and subsequent
criminality, for example, unless records indicate fairly
completely which prisoners received vocational training and
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which did not. In addition, they should indicate the type and
amount of training for each case, and the grades or credits
achieved in it.

B. Operations records often vary in their terminology for
describing the same item, in the aspects of the item which
they emphagize, or in the dimensiong they employ to indicate
the item’s magnitude or quality. Such variation, of course,
impedes tabulation of statistics on an item. One cannot
compile statistics on the vocational training received by a
cohort of past prison releasees, for example, if one indivi-
dual’s file only mentions the vocation that he or she studied,
another individual’s file only indicates that the subject was
industrious at vocational training, and a third individual’s
file only comments on the high or low degree of skill
demonstrated in this training. This diversity is further
confounded when some staff use one set of categories, such
as “adequate” and ‘“‘inadequate,” and others use alternative
terminology, such as the estimated percentile rank, in des-
cribing the degree of industry or skill manifested. Records
that consist of narrative accounts or comments usually
contain all possible mixtures of terminology, as well as much
variability in the thoroughness with which they deseribe
their topics.

C. Operations records are often bulky and inefficient when
used for the retrieval of information. Administrative or case
records frequently consist of long marrative reports with a
large number of diverse documents overlapping in their
information and jumbled in a thick file. Compilation of
statistics on hundreds or thousands of cases from such files
therefore requires a tedious and error-prone search that is
extremely costly and inefficient.

D. Operations records simply were not designed for re-
search purposes, and therefore many neglect to record the
kinds of information researchers degire.

It is partly because of these deficiencies of operations records
for research purposes that so much evaluative research in people-
changing agencies is done on a project basis, instead of being
routinized like the accounting system in a business. Evaluative
research projects are launched repeatedly, each designed to collect
its own information on the cases that it is to follow up, instead
of relying on data in the administrative or casework files.

Despite the shortcomings of operations records for rvesearch
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purposes, the alternative source of data for evaluative research—
information collected specifically and only for research needs—
also has serious deficiencies. These defects vary, depending on the
method of collection employed.

Deficiencies of Special Records for Research Purposes

Let us first consider the common procedure of devising forms
which operations personnel are requested to fill out for each of
their clients and send to the research office. The serious faults
common in data collected by this method stem from problems of
communication and reinforcement.

If forms are to be completed away from the office that uses
them, they should be instituted only after much pretesting by
those who are to make the entries and trial tabulation and -
analysis of the pretest data at the collecting office. This is to
minimize the possibility that items on the forms will be inter-
preted differently in the field than at the office. Even if the
forms are pretested carefully, however, there are likely to be
frequent shifts in the way that details are construed in the field,
especially when changes occur in personnel or procedure at the
location where the forms are completed. If data collection is to
be valid and reliable, the research offices of most people-changing
organizations must undertake frequent monitoring and training
of the treatment and clerical personnel in the field who fill out
research forms. But even when these precautions are taken, in-
formation on research forms is often carelessly and indifferently
reported simply because there is little reward for doing it well or
penalty for doing it poorly.

When a research office which receives a form does not have
direct authority over the persons who fill it out, and when those
who fill it out are not likely to see the form again or be re-
primanded if their entries are inaccurate, one cannot expect good
data collection. The task of completing such forms gets low
priority and falls behind schedule when other work is pressing,
and is then done hastily and poorly. Filling out forms which
requires judgment by professionals is often delegated to clerks,
who are given instructions by the professional on rather mecha-
nical methods for deciding what entries to make. In time these
emergency shortcuts become routine procedures, as in the follow-
ing case.

During the 1950’s the U.S. Bureau of Prisons developed ‘“re-
search forms,” each as a separate mark-sense IBM card, on
which institution caseworkers were to make a summary of the
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diagnosis and recommendation on each prisoner at the conclusion
standard set of categories, many of them judgmental, on crim-
inal, personality, and socioeconomic factors in each case. It
wag suggested that I use these cards in the evaluative research I
had been recruited to undertake in the Federal correctional
system. I discovered that many of the cards were incomplete
and that they were not received regularly in Washington. I in-
quired at a Federal penitentiary as to how these forms were
prepared there. The caseworkers did not recognize them, but
someone thought they were filled out by the clerks in the records
office. At the records office they said that these were sent to
Washington by one of their clerks, “Mr. Smith,” who was then
on vacation. When I visited Mr. Smith after his return, he had
a large stack of files on his desk from which he was hastily filling
cut the forms by scanning several pages of narrative reports
prepared by caseworkers, psychiatrists, and others on each
prisoner who had been received in the past month. There was
only a crude relationship between the judgments indicated in
these files and those which Mr. Smith entered on the cards;
indeed, he had developed perfunctory entries, on which he could
decide largely by guess after only a quick glance at each file.

This illustration parallels data collection circumstances in many
other agencies. Even where professional persons, such as proba-
tion officers or psychologists, provide information for research,
unless they routinely receive feedback which has consequences
for them, their entries on the data forms will often be made with
little care or consistency. Usually this carelessness in completing
research forms (after their novelty wears off) contrasts sharply
with the concern shown in preparing forms consulted subsequently
by others in the same agency (e.g., court, clinic, or prison) as a
basis for important decisions. One thing is certain: any re-
searchers who employ data sent them by personnel who do not
use again the reports they send to the research office would do
well to make frequent field observations of how the reports are
actually filled out.

An alternative to using either operational records or forms
filled out by operations personnel for researchers is to send re-
search personnel into the field to gather information by inter-
view or observation, or consultation of local records. This has the
obvious advantage of giving the research office more direct
control of its data collection. Often this control is essential if new
types of tests or interviews are used, if a detached and objective
perspective is desired, or if the expertise needed for the data
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collection is not available in the field. On the other hand, it is
expensive. Not only will research employees sent into the field
have to incur considerable transportation and hotel expenses, but
they often must work: inefficiently because the subjects from
whom they seek information can be seen only in their leisure
time or at the convenience of their custodians. There are other
disadvantages in addition to expense.

Because research personnel in the field are outsiders, they may
not be sensitive to all the aspects and implications of what they
see or are told. Therefore, they may frequently be misled or make
erroneous inferences. Information collected by outside researchers
may thus be different from that which would be obtained by those
continually on the scene as part of their everyday life. Sometimes
this problem is solved by research offices employing personnel on
a permanent basis at field data-gathering locations, but this may
also involve expenses or drawbacks compared with what will be
proposed later as a more optimum solution, to obtain simulta-
neously information for operational decisions and information for
evaluative research.

Deficiencies of Records for Operation Purposes

Shortcomings of operations records for research purposes
already have been indicated, but it is appropriate to point out
here that these records also are frequently an impediment to
operations. This will justify our ultimate recommendations in this
chapter that routine records be revised to serve hoth research
and operations more adequately.

The deficiencies of operations records as a source of statistics
will not concern us here. Incompleteness of entries on some items
of the forms used, or variations in terminology from one report
to the next, may not be a serious problem in most cases to those
who consult records for operational decisions such as deciding the
best assignment or recommending a change of status for a client.
What is important to them is that the records contain the in-
formation most relevant for the specific decision they must make
in a particular case. What is relevant depends upon the client
involved; the same information is not needed for everyone, and
it can be in diverse terminologies as long as it is clear. It is also
important, of course, that preparation of operational reports be
efficient, that information desired be readily found in the re-
ports, and above all, that the information be valid. Deficiencies
of operations records in meeting these various needs will be dis-
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cussed separately for narrative reports and for performance
ratings.

A. Narrative Reports

Operational records are especially likely to impair the effective-
ness of people-changing agencies if the utility of the records is
not systematically tested, if they are inefficiently prepared or
used, and if their preparation is a substitute for rather than an
adjunct to people-changing endeavors. It will be contended here
that all these faults are especially characteristic of that favorite
product of casework, the narrative report.

Staff presumed to have special treatment functions and
expertise—such as caseworkers, counselors, probation officers,
parole officers, psychologists, and psychiatrists in all the many
types of people-changing agencies——are called upon not only to
deal with their clients, but to provide guidance in agency de-
cisions. Their reports are relied upon to justify either their own
decisions or those judges, superintendents, boards, commissions,
or committees. This is particularly crucial in decisions on when
and under what circumstances the persons reported on should
have their freedom reduced or increased. These reports are also
used as guidance for a variety of decisions regarding the particular
type of service that should be given a client, and for recommen-
dations—often prepared years later—that affect the opportunities
of clients in subsequent pursuits. It is from these reports in the
files that letters of reference are prepared when requested, for
example, by employers or schools to which former clients of a
people-changing agency may apply.

These reports thus have many functions that are important
and manifest, which warrant their receiving much staff
attention. The reports also have latent functions, however,
which probably account for the fact that their preparation tends
to receive an even larger proportion of the time and energy of
treatment staff than usually is assumed. For example, Federal
probation officers calculate workloads by counting the prepara-
tion of one presentence investigation report as equivalent to the
supervision of four probationers or parolees for a month, but
time-activity research indicates that the average officer gives
more time to the completion of one presentence study than to the
supervision of a dozen probationers or. parolees for a month
(Glaser, 1969: 299-303). My colleague Robert Carter advises he
also found a 12-to-1 ratio in a Washington State study. A time
study in the California Youth Authority indicated that when a
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parole agent’s caseload is reduced, the parolees are still super-
vised much as they are in a larger caseload, but that the extra
time is devoted mainly to paperwork (Johnson, 1952).

How does one explain this unexpected, high priority for report
preparation, at the expense of activity with or on behalf of the
client? Several factors seem to be operating. In the first place,
the report preparation produces a tangible document in which
the author can feel some pride or can perceive remediable de-
ficiencies, while people-changing endeavors with or on behalf of
the client, such as counseling and investigating, are often of
uncertain value. In most cases, if benefits or defects of treatment
services are inferred, they are perceived weeks or months after
they are provided, but the merit or deficiency of a narrative
report is sensed as it is written, and can be reassessed immediately
by rereading.

Secondly, the quality of a report’s preparation is quickly
evident to the superiors of the person who prepares it, while the
quality of relationships with clients and of services to clients are
not so immediately apparent, especially when clients are not in
an institution. Therefore, superiors are much more likely to
praise or criticize a staff member because of the reports he or
she submits, and to promote or demote on this basis, than to
take these actions because of the much less visible impact of the
staff member on clients. This occurs especially in the typical
probation, parole, and aftercare agency, where staff see clients
infrequently.

Thirdly, the liberal arts education and middleclass background
of many treatment staff, in contrast to the predominantly low
education, lower socioeconomic class background, and minority
ethnicity of most of their clients, often affects work preferences
of staff. These personnel often are uncomfortable and inept in
communicating with clients, but gain a sense of achievement
from the creative writing involved in preparing narrative reports
to be read by persons of higher rank than themselves. It is small
wonder, in such circumstances, that extra time from reduced
caseloads tends to be used by treatment staff more for polishing
reports than for trying to improve their services to clients.
Diagnosis permits pontification; it is easier than treatment and
tends, therefore, to replace treatment.

It would follow from the three points above that, while
narrative reports have the manifest function of providing infor-
mation that may guide decisions on the treatment of clients,
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these reports have the latent function of reducing tensions in
treatment staff. There is also a latent function of the reports in
addition to those indicated by the three points above; narrative
reports may relieve officials of feelings of guilt or anxiety about
the merits of their decisions, and they may protect officials from
criticism for these decisions.

It has frequently been observed that humans tend to defer
action until they can indicate satisfactorily, to themselves and to
others, a verbal justification for a decision to act in a particular
way. Many narrative reports in people-changing agencies are
expected to conclude with a recommendation for some action with
respect to the client, such as granting or denying probation,
parole, transfer, penalty, or a particular assignment. Other re-
ports are specifically intended to explain, and thereby to justify,
an action that has already been taken, such as issuing a warrant
for arrest of a parole violator.

In much writing that concludes with a recommendation, the
recommendation is anticipated in preparing the entire report.
Once a decision is made on what the recommendation will be,
the rest of the report tends to be written to support the conclu-
sion, in spite of efforts to show all pros and cons. When the
report must explain or justify an action already taken, however,
it usually is especially slanted, for the author has a stake in show-
ing that the action was proper. Thus petty infractions that
previously would be overlooked, and alleged misconduct—perhaps
only the impressions of questionable observers, which usually
would be given no significance—are added to the accounts of
major infractions to support a diagnosis and decision that a
particular client is dangerous or sick, and therefore that an arrest
warrant was justified. Any board or official acting on the basis
of a slanted report, whether favorable or unfavorable to the
client, is likely to feel much more confident than he would if his
information were less conclusive in its implications. Should
events later prove that his actions were inappropriate, he can
point to the report as evidence that his decisions were reasonable
under the circumstances.

An additional defect of narrative reports is that it is extremely
difficult for officials to test their validity. A very imperfect test
occurs if reports are received from several independent sources,
each making recommendations autonomously. In such circum-
stances, consistency creates confidence in validity, while inconsis-
tencies foster doubt and suggest items meriting further inquiry.
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The question of validity applies both to the information which the
reports present and to the inference tha* this information
justifies a particular recommendation. The only immediate basis
for assessing validity, especially if only one report ig received,
is confidence in the author of the report and an impression that
the account is plausible and reasonable. Therefore, a narrative
report’s validity and often the competence of its author, tend to
be assessed more by the verbal style and skill of its rhetoric than
by the objective merits of its contents.

The validity of narrative reports is especially difficult to
check scientifically. The deficiencies of operations records for
research purposes, which were described in the preceding section
of this chapter, are more acute with narrative than with most
other types of operations documents. Narrative statements are
especially diverse in completeness and in the terminology they
employ for describing a particular item. They are also most
difficult to use when seeking specific items of information they
are presumed to contain., The latter defect is an impediment for
operations use as well ag for research; if one desires a particular
fact, such as the intelligence test score of a client, the personality
assessment he received from the psychiatrist, or the names of
the client’s criminal associates, it is much easier to find these in
standardized forms that have a space for these items than to dig
through narrative accounts in search of them.

The remedy for these problems with narrative reports, of
course, is to have precoded reports in standard categories which
staff can simply check to indicate the information they wish to
report. Before considering the merits and faults of such reports,
and how the merits might be maximized, it may be well to
consider the special problems of reporting and utilizing staff
observations of the behavior of clientele,

B. Performance Ratings

The growing recognition that people-changing can be done,
if at all, not just by treatment staff but by any employee in
contact with the client, has increased demands that a large variety
of personnel provide higher officials with ratings on agency clients
whom they observe in the course of their work. For example,
supervisors, house mothers, teachers, nurses, coaches, and
guards—in a variety of total institutions, residences, workshops,
and schools—now submit periodic reports on the clients assigned
to their care.
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It is presumed that these “line personnel” derive a special
expertise in assessment from seeing their clients for several
hours at a time on many different days of the week or month,
and when the client is relaxed and with peers rather than across
the desk in an interview cubicle. Competence of line staff in rating
clients may also come from their similarity to the clients in class
or cultural background, or from their expertise in the activity at
which they observe the clients, such as vocational training or
athletics. These ratings by line staff may be submitted directly to
decision-making officials, or may be given to the caseworkers,
who summarize and interpret them in their narrative reports for
higher officials,

One frequent source of defect in performance ratings by line
staff is deficiency of feedback to them, but another type of defect
may reflect the source of feedback. If the entries on rating forms
have no consequences for the person who fills out the forms, as
when he or she mails them off and never hears about them, the
forms are likely to be completed indifferently and carelessly.
Conversely, if these ratings are regularly discussed with others,
there will be more concern shown in preparing them. When
clients see the reports made on them, however, staff may be re-
luctant to rate anyone unfavorably, or their ratings may reflect
efforts to motivate or manipulate particular clients or groups of
clients more than efforts to assess them accurately.

The effectiveness of performance ratings as devices for
motivation may, of course, justify disclosure of the ratings to
clients even at the risk of some impairment of the validity of the
ratings. In any case, if ratings of clients are discussed by the
raters with those who subsequently use the rating forms, such
as caseworkers, idiogyncracies in the entries on the forms may
be taken into account for operations decisions, if not for research.

If performance ratings are shown to clients, the ratings should
be especially objective, for they must then refer only to behavior
explicitly encouraged. For example, in rating performance on
vocational training, a secret rating form might ask, “Does
subject seem to like his trade?” or “Does subject tell others that
he (or she) wants to pursue this trade after release?’ But if
such a rating sheet were shown to the subject it would simply
encourage verbal behavior to manipulate the performance rating.
A sheet shown to the client should preferably refer only to
nonverbal behavior that is explicitly encouraged, such as “Does
subject begin work immediately on arrival and continue until
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told to stop?”’ or “Does subject clean the tools and equipment
before turning them in?’ In most situations it probably is not
wise to assume that any performance rating sheets can be kept
secret. Therefore, items should usually be phrased to refer only
to behavior overtly encouraged, rather than to behavior that can
be construed favorably only if the subject does not know it will
raise performance ratings.

The language in performance ratings poses the problems of
narrative reports if it calls for answers other than “yes” or ‘“no”
or other alternatives that can be checked off on a printed form.
If the form consists of open-ended questions or instructions,
such as “Describe ways in which subjeect shows positive or
negative motivation,” to be answered by any comment deemed
appropriate, the ratings will be diverse in coverage, complete-
ness, and terminology. If the reports are structured, as when
staff are asked to check one of a set of scaled adjectives (such as
“excellent,” “superior,” “fair,” “inferior”) to indicate a client’s
gkill or diligence, different raters will have different interpreta-
tions of these adjectives. Some, for example, may call three-
fourths ‘“‘superior,” and still others describe most as “fair.”
One solution is to ask them to classify everyone by a particular
ranking of fractions, such as “top third,” “middle third” and
“lowest third” of their group, or of all persons rated. In any
case, it will be useful for interpretation of these reports if the
distribution of ratings made by each staff member is tabulated,
so that the rater and everyone else know what fraction of the
clients have received each of the alternative possible ratings.

In designing instructions for performance ratings, it is well
to bear in mind that the most objective measures frequently are
the best. In work assignments of a standardized nature, this may
simply consist of the amount of goods produced or tasks perform-
ed in a given period, compared to averages or percentiles for
similar clients at that assignment. In training or education
assignments, it may consist of scores on standardized tests.
For most situations, however, no such measures are readily
available. In these typical circumstances a procedure used by
Catholie University psychologist Antanas Suziedelis (1963) for
Federal prisons provides an excellent model for the collaboration
of researchers with operations personnel in the design of rating
forms (Glaser, 1964: 245-250). This model employs standard
procedures in psychological measurement applicable to many
situations where rating forms can be useful.
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The first step in this suggested procedure for scientific develop-
ment of a rating form is to recruit aid from persons familiar with
the situations where ratings are desired and expert in the tasks
pursued there. Request that they submit short statements de-
scribing clearly desirable or clearly undesirable aspects of a client’s
behavior in such situations. The language in these statements
should, if possible, refer to objectively observable behavior rather
than to inferred situations. Thus, in vocational training activities,
either in classes or on the job, instead of statements to the effect
that the subject seems interested in the work he is doing, it would
be preferable to have statements such as: “The subject begins
work immediately on arrival and continues until it is time to stop,”
and “The subject tries to avoid repeating mistakes after they
are pointed out to him.” Actually, about half the statements
should ask for agreement or disagreement with statements de-
seribing the person to be rated unfavorably, and about half should
seek responses on statements describing this person favorably.
Such a mixture will correct for the problem of “response set,”
in this case, the tendency of some raters to agree disproportion-
ately with unfavorable statements, and of others to agree dis-
proportionately with favorable statements, without considering
the statements carefully. In addition, care should be taken to
select statements applicable to all situations where the rating
form is to be used.

To maximize the variety of statements that will be suggested,
it is preferrable to solicit them from persons with diverse
characteristics, from different locations, and with different kinds
of relevant background. Small groups of these persons might be
brought together in “brainstorming” sessions to collaborate in
developing statements. Or contests can be held among individuals
or among groups, to motivate the formulation of as many distinet
and relevant statements as seems possible.

After a large number, perhaps several hundred, of these
statements are collected, they should be screened to eliminate
duplication. If several statements refer to the same thing, those
with the clearest phrasing should be retained, or the best phrases
in each should be combined in a new statement to replace the
others. “Double-barreled” statements, such as those that refer to
two or more distinct qualities (laziness and lack of skill), should
be avoided in a single sentence. These should be replaced by
separate statements. each dealing with an indicator of ome
quality in the performance of the person rated.
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The result of the sereening process deseribed above will be dn
“edited list.” This list should be distributed to a group of persons
who would be receiving the performance ratings and making
decisions on them. Such recipients, for example, might consist
of superintendents and assistant superintendents, or members of
release-granting boards or commissions.

The persons receiving the edited list should be asked to rate
each statement on it by some sort of numerical score or adjectival
check list indicating the extent to which a subject described by
the statement should be regarded favorably or unfavorably.’
Thus each statement could be rated by checking whether it
describes behavior that is “very favorable,” ‘unfavorable,”
“neither unfavorable nor favorable,” “favorable,” or ‘very
favorable.” Alternatively, but less preferably, these adjectives
could be represented by numerical scores, for example “-2,”
“.1,7 40,7 “1,” and “2.” The ratings received by each statement
in this process should be tabulated, and those rated most inconsis-
tently, or those most often receiving ratings in the neutral cate-
gory as neither clearly favorable nor unfavorable, should be
deleted from the edited list. The resulting set of statements might
be called a “pretest list.”

The pretest list nnow should be printed as a Trial Rating Form.
This form should have spaces to indicate the location (e.g.,
institution or office, and shop, class, or other unit within it)
where the rating is done, the client to whom the rating applies,
and the name of the rater. Each statement from the pretest list
should be followed, on this form, by a ‘“yes” or “no,” or possibly
by a more complex scale, such as “often,” ‘‘occasionally,” and
“never.” Instructions should indicate that the rater should circle
the term after each statement that indicates the extent to which
the statement describes the person being rated.

The Trial Rating Form should be sent for field trial to a
considerable number of the settings for which the rating form is
intended. Officials at these locations should be asked to try out
the rating forms on their clients, selecting for this task staft
who will be expected to use the rating form when it is final, and
applying the forms to all clients who would normally be the
persons the staff members would rate. Wherever possible, if two
or more staff members are all considered sufficiently familiar
with a given client to provide a rating for him, each staff member
should be asked to rate the same subject on a separate Trial
Rating Form, without consulting the other. To assure that these
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directions are followed carefully, it is best to have someone from
the research office supervise these field frials,

‘When these Trial Rating Forms have been applied in the
field trials, the completed forms should be analyzed by the re-
searchers from a number of different standpoints. To check on
the reliability of items, the two or more forms for a single
client that were prepared independently by different staff
members should be compared with each other. This will indicate
the statements on the pretest list on which independent raters
most often agree when assessing the same client, and the state-
ments on which they most often disagree. The latter, of course,
are unreliable components of a performance rating. If a scale of
answers is employed for each statement, rather than just “yes”
and ‘“‘no”-—for example, if the possible entries are “often,”
“occasionally” and ‘“‘never’—disagreements involving adjacent
categories should be tabulated separately from disagreements
involving more contrasting ratings. Thus, ratings of “often” by
one person and ‘“occasionally” by another, on a given subject,
indicate that they both rate the subject more similarly than when
one indicates “often” and another ‘‘never.” On the basis of this
reliability analysis, statements on which disagreement is greatest
can be deleted from the form.

After reliability has been investigated, it will be well to check
on selectivity, An item is considered unselective if almost every
client receives the same rating on it. It may be appropriate to
checx on selectivity separately for each staff member who submits
ratings on many persons. If some statements are always rated
in the same way by raters who apply it to many subjects, the
statement may be unselective even if there is diversity in the
total ratings received on it; some raters may always apply the
statement in one fashion (e.g., scoring everyone ‘“yes” on it)
while other raters always apply the statement in another fashion
(e.g., scoring everyone ‘“no’ on it).

Sometimes, after this series of screenings, the statements left
to be used for a performance rating instrument will be relatively
few, but they will be those which appear to be most clearly
favorable or unfavorable, reliable, and selective. A final Perform-
ance Rating Form might then consist of only one sheet. Sometimes
such a sheet is employed without attempting to summarize it by
a single score or grade (e.g., “outstanding,” “superior,” etc.).
More often, however, there is a desire to congolidate the ratings
on several statements into one overall agsessment, or possibly into
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a few assessments on different aspects of performance, each
measured by a number of separate statements.

The simplest way to summarize a performance rating based
on a number of separate statements is to assign a numerical
score to each statement and add the numbers up for a total score.
Thus a rating based on “yes” or “no” entries next to 10 state-
ments could yield ratings of from zero to 10, indicating the
number of items on which the subject was given a favorable
assessment. A favorable assessment might be a “yes” on one
statement, such as “Finishes his tasks before leaving them,” but a
“no” on another statement, such as “Gives excuses instead of
taking the blame for his mistakes.”

If the final form consists of numerous statements, it might be
useful to reduce them to several scores for different aspects of the
performance that seem to vary somewhat independently of each
other. There are a number of statistical techniques for measuring
the extent to which clusters of items measure the same thing, and
do not measure what the items in another cluster are measuring.
The most common method is factor analysis, but this has many
variations, and a specialist in psychometrics should be involved
in applying such procedures. In the Suziedelis study cited above,
a factor analysis revealed that ratings of work performance by
Federal prison inmates reflected four general factors, which were
labeled :

(1) “Good and Hard Work”

(2) “Expressed Interest and Satisfaction in Work”
(3) “Leadership”

(4) “Dependency on Supervisor and Conformity”

Each of these factors was measured by a separate set of state-
ments on which “yes” or ‘“no” answers were circled, and the final
product of the rating consisted of four scores, one for each of the
above mnentioned aspects of work performance. Some items
measuring these factors, however, were on easily manipulated
behavior, such as ‘‘Inmate asks about the salary scale of his work
in the community,” for the second factor. It was assumed that
the form would be kept secret, a questionable assumption in a
prison. If such items were eliminated, not only would the form
be shorter, but the factor analysis might not have grouped the
items into the same four factors.

The ultimate utility of a performance rating is its relevance
to the decisions officials must make, and this is where these ratings
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tie into evaluation research. If performance is to be considered a
predictor of the outcome of a people-changing effort, then it is
appropriate to investigate the correlation between performance
ratings and subsequent behavior. It is possible that, for many
programs, clients of a particular type who perform well will not
persist in deviant behavior, whereas similar clients who are not
in the program, or who perform poorly in it, will persist in the
deviant conduect such as crime that the agency is trying to reduce.
Only followup studies will reveal this.

Investigation by higher officials of the correlation of perform-
ance ratings with followup data will test the validity of the
previously described judgments on whether performance rating
statements in an edited list are clearly favorable or unfavorable,
rather than not clearly related to the concerns of the officials
regarding a client on whom they must make decisions, If some
ratings are found to be irrelevant to subsequent behavior,
regardless of what decisions are made about a client, there may
be a desire to cease collecting these particular ratings.

More complex methodological procedures could be discussed,
such as using multiple correlation methods to derive a set of
diverse weights for different items when combining them into a
single score, but these more technical refinements are beyond
the scope of this manual’s concerns. What should have been
indicated by the foregoing discussion of performance ratings is
the possibility of gradually improving operations records through
using them as research data. This brings us to the theme of
this chapter, the desirability of integrating research and opera-
tions records.

Automating Input Data for Evaluative Research

Research can guide the improvement of every type of
operational report or form routinely prepared in people-changing
agencies, not just the performance rating forms described in the
preceding pages. Appropriate research can help to make every
document of maxim=um utility for administrative and treatment
objectives. If these potential improvements are achieved, agency
records will also become more useful for research purposes. In-
deed, if the record improvements for operations objectives pro-
posed here are attained, research data superior to those now avail-
able will be gathered automatically during routine report prepara-
tion for operations needs. It is in this sense that one can describe
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these ideal operations records as automating the collection of input
data for evaluation research (Glaser, 1965b).

The improvements to be suggested need not be made all at
once. They ean be piecemeal renovations of reporting and record-
ing procedures, each introduced only after research has demon-
strated its advantages for operations objectives over the more
traditional reports of records that the new routines would
replace. Several distinet steps are involved in making such
improvements, and these will be discussed one step at a time,

A. Content Analysis

The first step in improving a particular report is to identify
the distinct types of information it contains. This problem is most
critical with narrative reports, or with any sections of a report
form that provide space for comments on some broad topic (e.g.,
“Institution Adjustment,” “Family Relations,” or ‘“Post-Release
Plans”). It is with such reports that modifications can achieve
the greatest enhancement of utility for operations and efficiency
in preparation, so that replacement of narrative reports should
have first priority.

An appreciable sample of the reports should be analyzed in
terms of the kinds of information they contain, and the proportion
of all reports that include each kind of information. This content
analysis is achieved by classifying the entries in the reports as
logically as possible, preferably using simple terminologies
commonly found in the reports themselves. This will produce
statistics on all the topics and subtopics found in the reports
and on all the kinds of information recorded on each.

To illustrate, a content analysis of the Admission Summary
narrative reports at a penitentiary for adult male offenders
might find that 99 percent deal with the topic ‘‘Employment
History,” even if a small percentage simply report “Never
Employed” as their total information on this topic. Most reports,
however, would include information on the subtopics “Last Job,”
“Longest Job,” “Last Period of Unemployment,” and ‘“Longest
Period of Unemployment.” The kinds of information recorded
under each of these subtopics would usually include year and
duration. In addition, most accounts of jobs might note the type
of employer, type of work subject did, and last rate of pay,
while some accounts would indicate salary or status advance-
meni on the job, and many would disclose reported reason for
termination., The unemployment period information might often
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include data on the sources of support while unemployed, and
the standard of living maintained. A small minority of the
narrative reports would provide information on additional
subtopics in employment history.

The above type of analysis should be undertaken for every
topic covered, such as criminal record, family upbringing,
marital history, and military service. On Admission Summary
narratives the task of content analysis may be so large, and the
subsequent steps toward revision so time-consuming that agencies
may wish to begin their efforts at report improvement by starting
on shorter narrative reports, such as those for preparole
investigations or the periodic “Progress Reports” prepared on
inmates or probationers.

In the course of preparing these content analyses of a specific
type of agency report, it might prove interesting to tabulate the
frequency with which particular kinds of information are
repeated within individual reports. These content analysis
tabulations should cover all parts of any report, including both
narrative sections and categorized short-entry sections, when
both are part of the same report. Such a tabulation will aid in
pinpointing any excessive duplication.

B. Preliminary Assessment of Contents

Even if nothing more than a content analysis of a large sample
of an organization’s standard reports were completed, the
people who use these reports probably would find it interesting to
learn what the tabulations reveal. Not only should the findings
be presented to them, but their comments should be solicited in
a systematic fashion, with respect to the following issues:

(1) Which topies, subtopies, and kinds of information tabulated
in the content analysis of the reports are most useful to them?

(2) Which are least useful?
Frequently the respondents or the researchers, or both, will
raise a third issue:

(8) What useful additional information should also be in-
cluded in these reports?

By discussing these three issues with persons who use the
reports, one gives them a stake in the redesign of the reports.
By involving such persons, especially higher officials, in- an
assessment of the implications of the content analysis, one gives
them a sense of collaboration in the researcher’s effort to improve
the reports. Such collaboration raises prospects that the re-
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searcher’s ultimate recommendations for revising the reports
will be supported. Also, by addressing the three issues listed in
the preceding paragraph, staff may be prompted to think about
their reports objectively, as devices for accomplishing certain
tasks rather than as creative writing that is an end in itself.

A number of procedures can be employed to procure more
rigorous data than mere impressions on the utility of the
various parts of a report. One method of gathering more objec-
tive information is to attach a log form to all of the files contain-
ing the type of report with which one is concerned, and to have
staff note on these logs: (1) each time that they use the file;
(2) for what purpose they use it; (3) what part of the contents
of the file—even what sections of specific forms and reports—
prove useful to them for this purpose. Alternztively, the log
might be attached not to the file, but to the specific report in
which orne is interested, but this might then discourage normal
use of the report, especially if the information sought is available
but less adequately presented elsewhere in the file. (For an
account of such logging, see Miles, 1965.)

Still another procedure for determining what information is
used in decisions, devised by Leslie T. Wilkins, has been widely
used for diverse types of personnel and decision in people-
changing agencies (Wilkins, 1965: Appendix IV; Carter,
1967). He and his associates or proteges employ a decision
simulation game which is designed by first conducting a content
analysis of the information in the reports. Each topic found
frequently is printed on one side or part of a card, and actual
information on that topie from one report is printed on the
other side or on a lower part of the card. The cards are then
arranged in a file, in a rack, or on a table, so that people can
only see the topic of each card-—for example, “offense,” “prior
criminal record,” ‘“employment history,” “marital status;” and
so forth—but not the entries about that topic for a particular
individual covered by the report.

In applying the Wilking simulation game, a group of decision-
makers in an agency using the type of report to be studied are
asked to imagine that they must make a particular kind of
decision about a client on whom this report would be available.
For example, the decision-makers could be probation officers who
must decide what to recommend in presentence cases, the:* could
be judges deciding what sentence to impose, they could be parole
board members deciding whether to grant or deny parole, or
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they could be institution officials deciding on the assignment to
be given a newly admitted inmate after the admission classifica-
tion study has beep completed.

Data are procured from this game by showing the decision-
makers the cards with only the topic of each card visible, then
asking them on which topic they would want information first if
they were to make their particular kind of decision on an
individual. They are given the card for the topic they designate,
and after they read its contents they are asked if they would
be ready to make their decision from that information. If not,
they are asked to pick the card for the topic they would wish to
know about next, and after they read it, they are again asked if
they have reached a decision. This sequence is continued, record-
ing all their answers and the cards they select until they indicate
that they have reached a decision. They are then asked what
their decision is, and if they are certain about it. If they are not
certain, they are asked on which additional topic they would
desire more information. This is continued, with recording, ask-
ing them after each card whether they would still make the same
decision and whether they are now certain about it. Sometimes,
when they indicate certainty, they are asked to read the remain-
ing cards anyhow, and to indicate which, if any, of the additional
information cards cause them to change their mind about the:
decision they made, or alters their degree of certainty about it.

To assure confidence in the conclusions from these Wilking
simulation games, several sets of information cards should be
prepared, each on a different client, thereby providing a variety
of types of cases on which to make decisions. The clients thus
depicted should be representative of the diversity of persons
dealt with in the agency where decisions of the type studied are
made, Of course, the correct names or other identifying informa-
tion in the records on which a set of eards is based should not
be used on the cards, for one should not jeopardize the confiden-
tiality of file information. Each decision-maker asked to play
this game should play it several times, if possible, using a
different set of information cards each time, in order to reveal
the factors influencing his decisions on a variety of types of
client.

The data compiled from this game usually reveal that a
majority of decision-makers make most decisions with confi-
dence after they see only a small fraction of the information
available in a report. Information cards after the first few
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seldom cause them to change their minds. The cards selected
before decisions are made with certainty indicate the most
influential topics of information in the reports. The topics that
are neglected, and that, when shown to the players, do not result
in their changing their decisions, can presumably be deleted
from the reports without impairing their utility to decision-
makers,

Also extremely important to the assessment of the utility of
information in reports are data on the correlates of past treut-
ment decisions and on the correlates of treatment outcome. Any
attribute or circumstance of clients that has been highly
correlated with the decisions a people-changing agency may make,
such as granting or denying parole, and with the subsequent
behavior of clients, certainly should be included in the information
available for making decisions. Because evaluative research
identifies these correlates and consequences of decisions, those
engaged in such research and those making crucial case decisions
should have an interest in collaborating to improve the utility
of their information.

C. Precoded Forms: Some General Observations

The content analysis, and all methods for assessment of content
discussed above, complement each other. From the content
analysis one sees what information is contained most frequently
in the reports and what is included only infrequently and
haphazardly. One may also become aware of much duplicated
information cluttering the files. From discussions with staff and
higher officials using the reports, one learns what they are most
interested in having these documents contain. If the actual use
of the reports can be logged, or if simulation games based on
the topics in the reports can be developed and played, one can
gain additional evidence on what information in the reports
is actually used in the agency’s operations. If there has been
relevant followup research, one may also learn what {ypes of
information provide the most valid guidance for the agency’s
case decisions.

In undertaking to improve a given type of report in a people-
changing agency, one should always be able to procure, minimally,
a content analysis of past entries in these reports, and staff
assessment of the contents. From this, with or without logs of
use, simulation game data, or knowledge of outcome correlates,
one should be able to replace narrative reports by precoded forms.
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These forms would contain spaces for entering infermation on
all of the topics and subtopics which the content analysis and
its assessments indicate are useful enough to procure for
every client to whom they are applicable. For example, in an
agency for adult offenders one might find space on a precoded
Admission Summary for Employment History, with spaces
under it to enter “None,” but if this is not entered, to record
information on Longest Job and I.ast Job, according to our dis-
cussion in the Content Analysis section of this chapter, the
Admission Summary might also have space for some less
frequent items such as Military Service, including branch of
service, dates, rank, and type of discharge, if the content
analysis and assessments concluded that information on these
matters would be useful.

A precoded form thus contains topical headings and phrases
under each topic, so that staff members, instead of preparing a
narrative report, simply check the appropriate items or write
short  entries to provide the requested information in the
indicated spaces. Such forms are precoded in the sense that the
topics they cover and the language they use is similar from
one case to the next. The fqrms may also be precoded in the
sense that they have marginal spaces or numbering of the items
to permit efficient transfer of their information to computer
cards, tapes, or discs for statistical tabulation.

It is not suggested here that precoded forms should completely
replace all the narrative content in the casework reports of
people-changing agencies. What is suggested is that standard
types of information in standard types of reports should be
reported merely by checking the appropriate items on a precoded
form. Anything not standard would still have to be reported by
narrative phrases or sentences, or by short paragraphs.

The advantage of precoding is that it eliminates most of the
deficiencies ascribed in the early sections of this chapter to both
records now used for research purposes and reports now used
for operations purposes. For both research and operations, pre-
coding contributes to efficiency because it results in standard
types of information being recorded on all cases in a standard
manner and in a standard location. For research it adds greatly
to the validity and efficiency of information collection because the
entries are made in the vecords by operations people in the
course of their routine work, and on forms that they and their
colleagues and superiors will have to refer to again. This reuse
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of the forms in operations motivates those completing these forms
to make the entries accurately, and increases the likelihood that
should errors be made someone will find them and correct them.

For operations purposes, precoding has the advantage of
getting field treatment staff out of the office and in greater
contact with their clientele, or performing other functions more
useful to the organization than literary production. Precoding
may reduce the number of clerks or secretaries needed. Pre-
coding may also make reports more valid. It is somewhat harder
to slant the information in a precoded report to justify a par-
ticular recommendation or action than it is to slant a narrative
report so that it emphasizes and dramatizes what one wishes
will be inferred, and omits or distracts attention from information
supporting an alternative conclusion. Precoding can thus reduce
the extent to which reports serve as rationalizations and excuses
for decisions, and may result in decision-makers, being more
deliberate and responsible in their actions.

Finally, precoding helps to routinize evaluative research. This
routinization comes mainly from the fact that precoding makes
collection of many of the data needed in evaluative research
automatic as a part of operations requirements. Precoding of
the background and diagnostic information collected for opera-
tions purposes when a client is first received by an agency, and
precoding of the logs and performance ratings prepared for
operations purposes during the course of treatment programs,
provides evaluative research with most of the input data it
requires, If precoding is also done for progress or violation
reports on long-term community surveillance (as in extended
probation, parole, and aftercare), then these reports may provide
evaluative researchers with all of their needed outcome data.

Precoding also helps to routinize evaluative research in another
way. When input or output data for program evaluation are de-
rived from operations records, the reports from such evaluations
will employ the language and the categories with which operations
staff are familiar. Terminology may then be largely identical in
evaluation and operational reports, and such reports may often
be combined. Such a development should certainly foster more
communication between researchers and operations officials, and
more use of research findings.

D. Initial Versions of Precoded Forms: An Fxample

When conversion from narrative to precoded forms is
initiated, considerable resistance can be expected. Persons who
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devote themselves primarily to preparing narrative accounts
and assessments of clientele and who take pride in these docu-
ments will object to the notion that their creations can be re-
placed by what they are likely to label derogatorily as “a
bureaucratic form.” They will contend that the unique features.
of every case, and the dynamics of personality development and
response to treatment, cannot be captured in a few categories.

Persons using narrative reports as their source of information
on which to base decisions, in confrast to persons who prepare
the reports, are likely to have mixed reactions to suggestions that
the reports be precoded. On the one hand, they will admit that
when they wish to look up some detail about a client, such as
employment history or military record, it is often hard to find
it in the narrative report, and they are not sure about the amount
of information that will be there when they do find it. On the
other hand, they will say that it is good to have some sort of
narrative summing up of the principal justifications for a
recommendation, rather than having to infer them from a sheet
of atomized separate bits of information.

It should be remembered that the persons who prepare and
uge the narrative reports will usually be the omnes asked to
prepare and use new precoded forms. Therefore, it is important
for acceptance and efficient utilization of the new forms that
these people be involved in planning the changeover, that the
change be preceded by much ftrial and revision of draft forms
to minimize objections to any of their details, and that compro-
mises be made on any aspects of proposed forms to which there
is strong resistance. Since precoding can be expected to reduce
the work of those who prepare reports, a proposal to develop
precoding will be accepted most readily when there is a pileup of
paperwork and delay in getting reports completed in time for
required decisions.

Such circumstances existed and all of the consultation, trial,
and compromise recommended above were stressed in a successful
conversiocn from largely narrative to highly precoded forms that
I initiated in 1969 as Associate Commissioner for Research of
the New York State Narcotic Addiction Control Commission.
The conversioa was completed and successfully institutionalized
by my successors after I left this agency in January 1970. The
forms, and the kinds of experience associated with developing
them and getting them accepted, provide illustrations that may
be useful to persons in other agencies whe wish to revise their
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reporting procedures to improve both operations and research.

The first reports we sought to improve were the narrative
accounts of the experience and performance of addicts in the
Commission’s confinement institutions. These reports, prepared
by caseworkers at the institutions, were used by members of the
Commission primarily in deciding whether to release an inmate
to aftercare in the community, or to transfer an inmate from
one institution to another. The reports were also used by superin-
tendents and other officials of the institutions in deciding on
the transfer of an inmate from one program to another within
the institution, in reacting to the misconduct record of an inmate,
in considering inmate requests for furloughs, and in many other
decisions.

The reports described above were to be p1epared every 3
months or whenever the Commisison was requested to consider
release or transfer of an inmate, whichever came sooner. One
reason for our effort to improve these reports was a lag in their
preparation; they were often not awailable until much more than
3 months had elapsed, and the Commission’s deliberations on a
client frequently had to be delayed because reports were not
ready. Also, there was considerable dissatisfaction with the
content of many reports. This was ascribed largely to the fact
that the agency had grown rapidly and many of its staff were
inexperienced.

Form revision efforts began with a content analysis of these
reports. This was followed by the research staff’s discussing the
content analysis findings with institution caseworkers and
supervisors. Precoded report forms were then drafted and applied
to a few inmates at Commission institutions by a team of persons
from both the institution and the research staffs. This teamwork
bridged some social and cultural gaps between these two staff
groups, thus helping to legitimize collaboration and interest in
this project at ihc institution.

One of the emphases 1 gave to the initial drafting of these
precoded forms was always to provide caseworkers with an
opportunity to note on the form any information they thought
important, but not covered in the precoded categories. Most sets
of categories ended with “Other,” to be checked when the case-
worker thought the client did not fit any of the more specific
categories. There also was a space to specify what was being
referred to as “Other.” Also, almost every page of the form had
a space at the bottem for “Comments,” This space was to be used
whenever some subtopic mnot covered in the form was deemed
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worth mentioning in a particular case, or whenever the case-
worker who checked a category on the form felt it necessary to
qualify such an entry, for example, to indicate why there could
be some question about the appropriateness of this category for
the particular client.

In our staff’s trial of their draft forms, they frequently made
reliability checks to see if two or more of them agreed in the
entries they made independently about one client. They prepared
instructions for using the forms in hopes that this would foster
reliability and validity, although from my experience I stressed
that those who routinely use forms will not long check details
in the instructions, so that the desired interpretation of the
form should be evident without special directives.

When our staff were fairiy well satisfied with their revised
drafts of a precoded form, we arranged to have several case-
workers apply the forms to inmates in their regular caseloads
at the institutions. When their entries in the “Other” categories
or in the spaces for cqmments were frequent, our staff revised
the precoded categories to include entries for the miost common
special circumstances cited, or to eliminate ambiguities which
resulted in a preference for the “Other” categtory or a need to
add comments.

When the revised forms were then shown to still higher
officials, especially to one fairly new to the Commission, some
suggestions were made calling for additional information in the
form that we and many caseworkers whom we consulted thought
could not be procured with any validity. These were mainly
items about what were called “psychosexual factors,” such as
“sublimation of sexual -energies.” Indeed, the psychiatric
orientation of the senior officials and of many of the casework
and clinical staff resulted in the reports including many items
that we researchers, mainly sociologists with a background in
criminological research, thought would be unreliable, invalid, or
irrelevant. We included these items on the precoded form any-
how, first because the forms had to convey what the preparers
and users of the reports thought would be important, and second
because we anticipated that our subsequent research would
demonstrate which entries were relevant to outcome and which
were not.

The precoded “Intramural Case Summary” form resulting
from these efforts was submitted to the Commission for approval
around the time of my departure in January 1970, but was not
adopted until March of that year. It is reproduced as Appendix A
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to this volume to illustrate the compromises between narrative
and precoded format that often are necessary in the initial
changeover from one to the other. This form was reported to
be a great timesaver in both preparation and use when compared
with the narrative reports which it replaced in most cases, and
it also provided more of the information officials considered
important. Its sections for “Comments on Above,” at the bottom
of each sheet, were seldom used, but they provided a safety
valve whenever anyone preparing a report was dissatisfied with
the categories the form provided.

Changes in the Commission’s policies in 1970-72 made this
form quickly obsolete, primarily because the average time of
initial confinment for its civilly committed addicts dropped
from 12 to about 5 months. Most of the 47,000 clients in the
programs if. operates, funds or certifies are now in methadone
therapy programs in the community. This form is now an
optional summary record form in the institutions, its entries are
not tabulated, and it is used somewhat differently from one
institution to the next. Nevertheless, the effort to create it
started a movement that swept through the organization, for
reasons I shall attempt to elucidate.

E. Revised Versions of Precoded Forms.: Some Examples

Once the movement to replace narrative reports by precoded
forms had been in progress for a few months and was well known
to many officials in the organization (even before the adoption
of the long form in Appendix A was finally negotiated), the
Division of Research was repeatedly consulted by officials in
various other specialized units of the Commission for assistance
in the replacement of their narrative report procedures. For
example, the Commission initially required from its aftercare
staff a thorough investigation and a narrative report on an
inmate’s proposed postrelease living arrangements and employ-
ment before the inmate could be considered for release on after-
care. When hundreds of its civilly committed addicts suddenly
became eligible for such consideration during 1969, the aftercare
staff had much difficulty keeping up with the demand for these
reports, and this was held partly to blame for the Commission
confining its addicts longer than had initially been anticipated.
Accordingly, the head of the aftercare service, Meyer H. Diskind,
recruited staff of the Division of Research to work with aftercare
officers in developing a largely precoded investigation report,
with only a short narrative section ag its conclusion. The officers
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were delighted with what they called ‘“the new checkoff forms.”
It helped them greatly in catching up in their work and
improved the clarity and efficiency with which their information
was communicated and utilized. Similarly favorable reactions
were reported in other parts of the organization where we
assisted in the replacement of narrative documents by largely
precoded forms.

As indicated, the first precoded forms adopted by an agency
in which staff are accustomed to narrative reports are likely to
be compromises. They will often include many items that
fascinate the more influential members of the clinically oriented
treatment staff, who are impressed with the insights they
presume that their uarrative reports transmit.

There may well be reason to doubt in advance the reliability
and validity of these items for most cases. Indeed, if extensive
field trials are undertaken, with pretest forms filled out on one
client independently by several caseworkers, the unreliability
of some items may be demonstrated before a form is adopted so
that concensus can be reached on eliminating such items. For
two major reasons, however, it is wisest to compromise, if
possible, when some influential officials or staff have a strong
attachment to certain items, and to include on imitial forms
enough items to please every major faction.

One reason for compromising somewhat on the inclusion of
items on a precoded form is that strong initial dissatisfaction
with a form will impair its careful use. It is preferable to
include all topics fervently desired by influential persons pre-
paring or using a form than to risk the prospect that they will
immediately encourage replacement of the standard form with
their own variations independently in many cases, thus severely
impairing the use of the forms for research. Secondly, precoding
of forms soon generates considerable pressure by staff to
revise or delete sections they cannot fill out with confidence. Re-
visions difficult to make before the precoded form is adopted
become easily accepted after the form is used for a while, for
reasons which can readily be elaborated.

Once a narrative report has been replaced by a precoded
form there is a great reduction in the sense of literary creativity
that staff feel in report writing. They may still be involved in
some writing for narrative sections of the largely precoded report
forms, but this is much more limited in length and content than
the traditional narrative reports. When every caseworker must
classify every case by the same set of subjective impressions,

130



because the favorite subjective categories of a few of them have
been included in a standardized precoded form, the reliability
and relevance of the more speculative items are likely to be widely
questioned, even by the original proponents of the items. Once
staff do not have paragraphs and pages to regard as their
clinical achievements, they develop more interest in other
activities of their job. There will then be pressure by staff to
make the reporting system even more efficient.

The task of researchers in facilitating the revision of a pre-
coded form is much simpler than their work in the conversion
fror narrative to precoded forms, but they are logically the
sane in function. Content analysis is the first step, but with
preceding this is simply a matter of listing all categories and
tabulating the frequency with which each is used. If forms have
been designed for electronic data processing, this listing and
tabulation can be done by a computer, and may already be
available in vroutine statistical compilations by the agency.
Inapection of these tabulations will reveal what categories are
rarely used, and on what items there is extremely frequent use
of an “Other” category.

Examination of a sample of forms from the files will indicate
the frequency with which space for comments is employed. A
separate content analysis and tabulation of topics covered in
these comiments may suggest need for revising the precoded
items. The computer can also print a list of all cases on which
“Other” is checked under any topie, and the forms from a
sample of these cases can be examined to determine what is
specified under ‘“Other.” Finally, if short narrative sections
remain in the largely precoded form, it may be of interest to
subject them to content anslysis, as was done with the more
predominantly narrative report that preceded the precoded form.

Discussion of these content analysis findings with the staff
who prepare the precoded forms and with the officials who use
the forms should again be fruitful. Indeed, staff at many levels
are likely to have already voiced strong opinions that certain
gsections of the form are useless, and they may have instituted
deletions or other revisions even before a content analysis is
provided. If the researchers have been alert they will already
have undertaken some logging of the use various parts of the
forms receive, they will have conducted new reliability tests, and
they will have expanded knowledge of the correlates of entries
on the form.

By 1972 the forms in Appendix B were employed by the
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Commission, several of them having gone through revisions
twice after the narrative forms were largely replaced by pre-
coded forms in 1970. The first page of Appendix B is a form
for monitoring employment on aftercare, which presents one of
the most salient indexes of rehabilitation as far as societal
costs are concerned, and is thus a boon to cost-benefit analysis.
Fingerprint arrest reports on persons under Commission super-
vision are supplied automatically, as received, by NYSIIS
(described in Chapter 7). The second and third sheets of
Appendix B are the two sides of an admission summary report,
entitled “Report of Admission to Treatment and/or Service
Program.” The fourth and fifth pages of Appendix B are both
sides of the “Aftercare Chronological Summary.” This provides
in precoded form what is believed to be the most relevant, valid,
and reliable information for aftercare decisions. It can also be
invaluable as a data source for evaluative research to determine,
from the followup information it provides, what Commission
programs are most effective for various types of addict.

The exampleg presented in Appendixes A and B were selected
because I was familiar with their evolution and could desecribe
the principles and processes involved in this development,
Doubtless there are better forms, and further application of the
principles presented here could improve these forms. For the
forms in Appendix B the computer prints the entries on the
first few lines and staff enter the remainder, which can then all
be stored by the computer and be retrieved in almost any variety
of desired tabulation. This reflects another trend, even more
developed in other people-changing agencies, which merits the
concluding observations for this chapter.

F. Computerized Record Systems

The integration of operations and research records is accelera-
ting in people-changing agencies because of use c¢f computers
for information storage and retrieval. It has frequently been
possible to receive grants or appropriations to purchase
computer services, but they are often used without appreciation
of their potential for program evaluation and decision guidance.
This often reflects the direction of the computerized record
system by persons more experienced at business and industrial
applications of computers than in designing and administering
evaluation research for treatment agencies.

One of the problems to aveid in computerized information
systems is an excess. of unimportant input information. Just
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because the computer can process and analyze an immense amount
of data, some agencies have propagated a large number of
excessively detailed forms on which staff record a tremendous
amount of information on their clients, and especially on their
own activities., This type of data collection is appropriate only
for special studies; when it becomes routinized it creates a
paperwork overload that is seriously burdensome and results
in entries being made carelessly, indifferently, or even with
deliberate misrepresentation.

When information forms are introduced for use with a
computer, they should be designed to replace and improve upon
the traditional forms in the agency, rather than to supplement
them. The logical steps needed for this are the same as those
already described for developing or revising precoded forms.
One should begin with content analysis of current forms and
assessment of their use, theu proceed with new forms only in
consuitation with staff and with extensive preliminary trials.
Unfortunately, this has not always been done. Indeed, at this
writing there are, to my knowledge, no computerized information
systems in people-changing agencies that have fully integrated
operations record-keeping with program evaluation, but several
are developing in that direction.

One such development, still in progress, is the RAPS-2 system
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons. Initially instituted on a trial
basis in only three of the Bureau’s approximately 30 facilities,
this program links computer terminals at separate prisons with
the file room serving the Bureau and the U.S. Board of Parole in
Washington, D.C. The terminals at the institutions have a type-
writer keyboard and a television screen; there is no paper in the
typewriter, but the operator sees the typing printed on the screen
as though on a paper form. The terminal is programmed so that
the entries will be for whatever numbered square of a precoded
report form the operator designates. Actually, the terminal is
also punching holes in a teletype tape, and the operator can run
this through a machine to print on forms for use at his facility.
The tape can also be run through a data phone connected to the
Washington terminal to print a copy on a form there, or to
store it in the computer for retrieval whenever it is needed.
Ultimately it will be linked to the FBI's computerized records
for followup data, and thus permit its use in evaluation research.

Appendix C consists of two of the forms in this RAPS-2
system of the Bureau. The first page, entitled “Program Analysis
Sheet,” contains the essentials of an Admission Classification
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Summary. The first two lines contain routine administrative
identification and scheduling information. In the columns below
that “Rating” classifies the inmate into three categories accord-
ing to his presumed prospects for change; “Age,” “Prior Com-
mitment,” “Sentence,” and “Custody” have self-evident informa-
tion; the three levels under the heading “Priority” refer to
frequency of program review, as 8 months, 6 months, or a year.

The 10 lines numbered 12 through 21, in the lower half of
this Program Analysis Sheet in. Appendix C, are each for a
different aspect of the Bureaw’s potential efforts to change an
inmate. These aspects are indicated in the column under the
heading “Correctional Factors.” They range from improving his
“Environment” by changing his “Fconomic Status”. or his
“Family Conditions,” to improving his “Character Traits” with
respect to “Self-Control,” “Interpersonal Relations,” “Standards
and Values,” or “Aspirations.” In the column headed “Need
Level,” as shown, entries are made to indicate whether the
inmate’s need is “High,” “Low,” or “None,” for change in each
of the Correctional Factors. Entries are made here whether or
not anything can be done to fill the need, if fulfilment of such
need is believed to be relevant to the individual’s rehabilitation.
Thus, if the inmate is poor the entry in the Need Level column
of the Economic Status line may be “2” for “High'; if he is
quite deliberate and careful in his behavior, the entry in this
column on the Self-Control line may be “O’ for “None.”

Whenever the entry in the Need Level column igs other than
None, the remaining columns are supposed to indicate the
“Activities Planned” to meet the inmate’s indicated need. For
each planned activity there may be an entry in the adjacent
column, on the “Constraints Preventing Plan.” Thus, “Time Too
Short” or “Lack Program” may be entered next to an entry in
the Activities Planned colurmn for “On-the-Job Training.” The
constraint of insufficient motivation, that the inmate simply
does not want the activity prescribed for him, presumably comes
under “Other.”

The second page of Appendix C contains the form headed
“Inmate Activity Report,” which is essentially a summary of
progress made toward achieving the plan covered in the form
already described. Lines 1 through 7 of the Inmate Activity
Report identify the inmate and indicate what program this sheet
covers; a separate copy of the form is used for every program
that an inmate enters or completes. Lines 8 through 9 contain
data gathered when he enters a program, and entries are made
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on the additional lines if he completes the program or if he
withdraws from it.

With these two forms retrievable from the computer, any
officials at the institution or in Washington can be informed
immediately of the progress of an inmate with respect to the
correctional needs projected for him, and the additional activities
which the inmate should be encouraged to pursue. The computer
is programmed to print a narrative summary of this information
for the Parole Board Examiner before he interviews an inmate.
Below this it can print the Examiner’s summary of interview
impressions, for presentation to the Parole Board.

From the standpoint of evaluation, the potential of these forms
is also tremendous. In the first place, they can, of course, provide
data on the activities completed by inmates before their release.
They can relzte these activities to the presumed correctional
needs of the inmates, to activities planned for them, to the
constraints on these plans, and to the age, prior commitments,
and sentences of the inmates. Finally, when this is linked to the
¥BI computers, they can relate this information to the subsequent
criminal records of the inmates.

The RAPS-2 sheets in Appendix C consist mainly of objective
items, but are subjective in their “Rating” of the inmate with
respect to prospect for change, and in their estimations of his
“Need Level” under each of the ten “Correctional Factors.”
These subjective estimations are those which correctional
administrators must make, however, if they are to decide
rationally on the rehabilitative programs they should provide
for an inmate. By making these judgments explicit and in the
record, this record system creates a pressure for assignment
of inmates to activities on the basis of their presumed correc-
tional needs rather than on the basis of administrative conven-
ience, as is often customary. By linking this record with data
on activities actually provided, and with data on subsequent
criminality, a foundation has been created for assessing both
how accurately subjective judgments are followed in practice,
and how relevant this is to subsequent criminality. The forms
provide an invaluable input for evaluative research, an input
acquired automatically and routinely in the course of maintain-
ing records for operations requirements.

Conclusion

Because operations records in people-changing agencies so
often are incomplete, unstandardized, and disordered, they are
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deficient ag sources of research information about clients and
about the treatment that clients receive. Most special data-
gathering for research, however, also has serious shortcomings:
if it is done by operations personnel for researchers, difficulties
tend to develop in trying to maintain adequate control and
reinforcement of data-gatherers to assure their doing careful
work; if the data are gathered by research employees at opera-
tions sites, the task becomes expensive and it is prone to error
from the unfamiliarity of the research personnel with the
persons and settings where data are collected.

Also, operations records often impede the attainment of opera-
tions objectives. For reasons that this chapter elucidates, these
shortcomings of operations records are most notable in narrative
reports, which frequently are more a liability than an asset in
endeavors to increase the effectiveness of people-changing
agencies. Also grossly inadequate, in many instances, are the
records for collecting line staff’s assessments of the clients with
whom they work.

This chapter and the manual’s appendixes provide extensive
descriptions and illustrations of procedures for replacing
narrative reports by precoded forms, and for improving perfor-
mance ratings by line staff. These procedures can enhance the
quality of information available for both operations and research
needs. Efficient use of computers for records storage and retrieval
also requires the suggested types of improvement in recording
information. Therefore, the growing use of electronic data
processing may greatly hasten the integration of operations and
research records, expanding the usefulness of both.
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CHAPTER 9

COMBINING INPUT DATA:
FROM SCORE SYSTEMS TQO WORD SYSTEMS

While the preceding chapter discussed the switch from word
systems to number systems in record-keeping, this chapter, for
a different problem, discusses movement in the opposite direc-
tion, from numbers to words for the summation of statistical
information. ’

In people-changing agencies, and in much of this book, we
often speak of persons and programs as though they each had
only one or two dimensions. Thus one speaks of burglars or of
unaddicted burglars, and of their being in vocational training
programs or in vocational training with monetary incentives.
The burglars may also be young or old, regularly or never
employed previously, first offenders or recidivists, married or
single, and have numerous other characteristics. Similarly,
vocational training can be described  as trade studied, skill
attained, and many other attributes.

There are several reasons why our generalizations use so few
dimensions, accenting some, neglecting others. In the first place,
our language and our minds seem able to conceptualize readily
no more than three or four dimensions at a time—some people
have trouble after two! Secondly, if statistical comparisons are
sought, an enormous sample is needed to find subgroups all clearly
differentiated by many variables, since the number of possible
combinations of dimensions becomes immense with even a few
variables. Thirdly, administrative or policy decisions are usually
concerned with evaluating only one program or one asgpect of a
program at a time, and for only one broad category of clientele
or for a limited number of categories.

In trying to improve reports and records as input data for
evaluation studies, the researcher is frequently deluged with
information. The most difficult problem in many agencies is not
collection of input data, but reduction of these data. Indeed,
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science has been called a kind of shorthand; its task is to reduce
an enormous range and complexity of observation to the most
useful brief formulations for representing what is most
important in the complexity.

There are several methods of reducing the number of input
variables in evaluative research on people-changing agencies.
The approach discussed in Chapter 6—“Who should be com-
pared ?’—is simply to focus on one or two variables at a time
when they happen to be problematic—usually the treatment
variables—and then to select comparison or control groups
presumed to be similar on everything except the variables that
concern us. Another procedure is to combine a large variety of
information by some system of multivariate weighting, so that
one ends up describing subjects and possibly the programs they
were in and their performance there as well, all by only one
variable, a score. This single score then represents many
variables. A third method is one that might precede and lay
the groundwork for the first, analyzing subjects and programs
with respect to many possible combinations of numerous
variables to determine the few combinaticns that will be most
discriminating. This chapter will discuss the last two methods,
which will be called, respectively, multivariate scoring and con-
figuration analysis.

Multivariate Scoring

In corrections, the effort to guide decision-makers through
scientific research was spearheaded by prediction studies. These
attempted to classify offenders into categories that, according to
statistics from past experience, have markedly different rates
of parole or probation violation, or of recidivism (for histories
of these studies, see Manheim and Wilkins, 1955; and Simon,
1971). Evaluation research, as advocated here, goes one step
beyond this to determine which types oi clientele have more
favorable subsequent behavior rates after one type of people-
changing program rather than another,

In the earliest parole prediction studies, each category of
every variable at all related to outcome was given a ‘‘success
score” of one or zero according to whether those clagsifiable in
that category had violation rates below or above the average.
For example, scores by this method could be tallied as follows:
a prisoner with no felony convictions before the one for which
he currently is confined receives a score of one, but an inmate
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with one or more prior convictions receives a score of zero; if
married or widowed the adult prisoner receives another “one,”
but if single or divorced the prisoner receives a score of zero;
from a steady employment record he receives a score of one
but with only sporadic and irregular prior employment he re-
ceives a score of zero. On these three variables alone, inmates
who are married first offenders with steady work records receive
a success score of three, and inmates who are divorced recidivists
with only sporadic prior employment receive a success score of
zero. Inmates with any other combinations of the three variables
described receive scores of one or two, depending on the number
in which they have the attributes with below average violation
rates.

Parole prediction scores at first were bagsed on 20 to 30
variables, so the highest success scores might be over 20; the
lowest possible score was, of course, zero. It was discovered that
scores derived from many variables differentiated inmates into
groups with much more contrasting violatiorn rates than the
rates for categories of any isolated variable, such as prior
convictions or marital status, taken alone. Thus, in the pioneer
study by Burgess with 21 variables, those with success scores of
16 to 21 had a violation rate of only 1.5 percent, while those
with scores of four or less had a violation rate of 76 percent
(Bruce, et al, 1928: 248).

Despite that impressive contrast between extreme score
groups, when many factors were used in scoring, most cases
fell into score groups near the violation rate of the total sample,
which is the probability of violation for the average parolee.
Furthermore, when the studies were repeated, the violation rates
for the most extreme score groups tended to change and become
closer to the rate for the total sample than they were in the
original study. This shift is a consequence of regression effects,
discussed in Chapter 6.

Subsequent studies showed that if one bases the scoring only
on a few of the most differentiating factors which are relatively
independent of each other, and which show consistency in their
violation rates from one study to the next, the resulting scores
based on a few factors will usually have several advantages over
scores based on many factors. The scores based on the highly
selected few factors may not have quite as extreme contrasts
in violation rate between their lowest and their highest categories,
but they may have fewer cases in categories with close to the
total sample’s violation rate. Their categories will also shift
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less in relative violation rates from one study to the next (Ohlin,
1951; Simon, 1971).

Some critics of the pioneer studies objected to use of the same
weights, either one or zero, for all variables. Thus, having
attributes with very low or very high violation rates, such as
no prior convictions versus 10 prior convictions, contributed no
more to an individual’s total score than factors with categories
all only slightly above or slightly below the sample’s violation
rate, for example, 1Q. Accordingly, scoring systems were devised
with a larger range of weights, so that a subject’s score from any
specific variable depended on how different the violation rate of
the subject’s category on that variable was from the violation rate
of the total sample. In systems using a large number of variables,
however, this did not result in a range of violation rates for total
score groups markedly different from the range found with the
simpler weighing system.

A more important criticism was that none of these additive
multivariate scores takes into account the interaction among
variables. For example, criminal record, employment record,
and information on addiction to alecohol or narcotics, each taken
separately, can be used to classify offenders into groups with
markedly contrasting recidivism or violation rates, e.g., first
offenders versus recidivists, steady versus irregular workers, or
addicts versus nonaddicts. No method of ecombining information
from two or three of these three factors, however will nearly
double or triple the extent to which offenders are differentiated
into groups with very contrasting violation rates, as compared
with the contrast achieved by classifying them on any one of
the three variables alone. This is because most of those with a
lengthy criminal record will also be in the group with a poor
work record, and probably will include a high proportion of
those who are addicted. Therefore, while it is appropriate fo
give a heavy weight to the first of any of these highly differen-
tiating variables by which inmates are classified, less additional
weight should be added to the score for each additional variable
by which they are further clagsified.

The foregoing criticism, on the implications of interaction
among variables, was answered by use of the discriminant
function system of multiple correlation analysis. This rather
complex statistical ealculation method-—now simpler to do
because of computers—determines an optimal sequence of dimin-
ishing weights for different variables. It also indicates when use of
more variables would not add significantly greater differentiation
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in violation rates among the various score groups. For example,
in a pioneer analysis by this method, Mannheim and Wilkins
(1955: 145) produced the following scoring system for classify-
ing inmates of British youth prisons (Borstals) into categories
with markedly different “failure rates” on parole:

If evidence of drunkenness, add .....ccocococvvevirinernenn.. 2
If any prior offense resulted in fine, add ..........covvevveinnn,
If any prior offense resulted in commitment to prison
or training school (“Approved School”), add ............
If home is in an industrial area, add ............c.ccooveevrnnn,
If not living with parent or parents, add ..........c.ccoeen......
If any prior offense resulted in probation, add ..............

RI0000 O

Add an additional weight for the longest period in any
one job, weights provided in a scale which runs from
zero if longest job is over 18 months to 11.7 if longest
job is less than one month.

Although their sample had a failure rate of 43 percent, those
with scores of over 40 by the above system had an 87 percent
failure, those with scores of 24 to 39.9 had a 66 percent failure
rate, those with scores of 15 to 23.9 had a 40 percent failure rate,
those with scores of 10 to 14.9 had a 38 percent failure rate, and
those with scores of less than 10 had only a 13 percent failure
rate.

In 1958, when California quickly moved to the leadership it
still retains in correctional research, it brought Leslie Wilkins
from Britain as a consultant and there he initiated a distinctive
application of discriminant function analysis called the Base
Expectancy Method. The first step was to abstract all the
information in the files with which to categorize parolees from
California correctional institutions, as of the time they began
their institution terms. This was done separately for males and
females, and separately for the Department of Correction cases
(adults) and for those committed to the custody of the Youth
Authority. No further separation of cases were made, so that
each group consisted of all Department of Corrections or all
Youth Authority cases of their sex in California paroled in a
particular year, except that the Youth Authority at first
separated persons on their first parole from those reparoled
after a prior parole violation. From multiple correlation analysis
of the file information for each group, a scoring system was
calculated (called a ‘“seoring equation”) analogous to that
illustrated above for the British Borstal cases, and the parole
violation rates for each score category were determined.
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An example of such a scoring equation is the following, for
male Youth Authority wards on their first parole (adapted from
Molof, 1967: 36):

Add a weight for age at first admission, weights pro-
vided in a scale which varies by age, from:

19 years ortmore, add ... 384
0

13 years or less, add ..., 0

If no court commitments prior to commitment to the
Youth Authority, add .........c..ooviiiiiee e 96
If no known school misbehavior, add .............o..ccov e, 67

If no escapes from incarceration prior to commitment
to the Youth Authority, add ...l 66

If one or more offense partners in offense for which
committed to the Youth Authority, add .................... 32

The total seore an individual offender receives from a table such
as the above is known in the California correctional agencies as
the “base expectancy score” (usually abbreviated as “B.E.
Score”), and the score groups are referred to as “base expectancy
categories” (or “B.E. Categories”). The following are the base
expectancy categories from the scoring equation above, and the
recidivism rates of Youth Authority wards in each of these
categories released in 1964:

B.E. Category 1, scores over 545 ... 22% recidivists
B.BE. Category 2, scores 419 to 545 ... ...... 35% recidivists
B.E. Category 8, scores 337 to 418 ............ 41% recidivists
B.E. Category 4, scores 290 to 336 ............ 47% recidivists
B.E. Category 5, scores 195 to 289 ... ...... 56% recidivists
B.E. Category 6, scores below 195 ............ 68% recidivists

The ‘“base expectancy” concept was developed as a method of
overcoming the difficulty of getting correctional officials to assign
offenders to different programs on a random basis. Because each
type of institution, and each program within an institution,
receives a different mixture of offenders, it is not known whether
a difference in violation rate of releasees from one program
compared with releasees from another is due to differences in the
effects of the programs or to the different selection of offenders
each receives.

The term “base expectancy rate,” applied to a group of
offenders, refers to their expected violation rate when they are
first admitted. For this reason, all items of information used to
calculate an optimal prediction scoring system for them is re-
gtricted to what is known at the time of their admission;
deliberately omitted is the additional information available such
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as their assignments, performance, escapes, and family communi-
cations while confined. If those in a given base expectancy
category actually have a lower recidivism rate after parole from
a particular insti’ution or program than the predicted rate for
their category from all institutions and programs in California,
then the particular institution or program they were in would be
credited with reducing recidivism rates. Thus some programs
from which releasees had high recidivism rates might be
regarded favorably because their expected recidivism rates,
according to the B.E. categories of the inmates they received,
were even higher than their actual rates. Conversely, low
recidivism rates from another program would be unimpressive
if it were shown that this program had only cases from whose
base expectancies a low recidivism rate would be expected in any
program.

In an early application of this system, it was shown that eight
different types of facility housing Youth Authority cases during
the mid-1950’s had parole violation rates ranging from a low of
36 percent for forestry camps to a high of 59 percent for the
Nelles School for Boys. The numbers in each base expectancy
category among the parolees from each of these facilities were
determined, however, and the numbers were muitiplied by the
expected violation rates for that category, from a base expectancy
table for Youth Authority parolees from this period. This yielded
an expected violation rate almost exactly the observed rate at
five of the eight types of facilities (Beverly, 1961).

The observed rates at the remaining three types of facilities
differed from the expected rates. At the forestry camps the rates
were lower than expected while at Nelles the violation rates were
higher than expected. This suggests what might be called a
“group norm effect,” evident in many types of people-changing
organizations including ordinary public schools. The reason for
this is that if individuals of a given performance potential are
placed in a group with a high average level of achievement their
performance will be better than expected, but if placed in a group
with low average performance their achievement will be less
than expected.

The third group which had unexpected rates were those not
sent to any facilities, but paroled—usually within a month—
directly from the two reception centers (one for the northern
and one for the southern half of the State) to which youths are
delivered from the courts for transfer to other Youth Authority
institutions. The violation rate for this group was lower than
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that predicted from their base expectancy categories, which
suggests that direct release was more favorable for them than
any kind of institutionalization.

Interesting additional findings were on the selective impact
of various types of facilities on specific base expectancy cate-
gories. Wards of the Youth Authority, who by base expectancy
rates were good risks, had a significantly higher violation rate
than expected if kept in county jails instead of being transferred
to the reception centers. Almost ali of the better-than-expected
outcome for wards paroled from the forestry camps after being
transferred there from more traditional correctional institutions
was accounted for by the better-than-expected performance of
poor risks. This again suggests a group norm effect, or possibly
some unusually positive qualities for boys with bad risk attributes
which officials might have noted before going against usual odds
by sending these boys. to forestry camp. Wards of all base
expectancy categories who had been transferred directly from
the reception centers to the forestry camps had a lower-than-
expected violation rate, but this was frue especially of the good
risks.

The simulation of . controlled experiment made possible by
this base expectancy anzlysis was most impressive. The Youth
Authority, however, decided to make a more rigorous test of the
impact of forestry camps by randomly selecting only a fraction
of the boys for the camps from those deemed eligible for camp
assignment. Those chosen became an experimental group while
the remainder served as a control group in the institutions. There
was no appreciable difference in the subsequent parocle violation
rates of these two groups, however; each group having about
the rate which could have been predicted for them by the base
expectancies of their members (Molof, 1967).

While the base expectancy rates still are applied in California
as a check on interpretations of outcome, there appears to be
much less enthusissm for them now than there was originally,
and they are no longer considered substitutes for experimentation
or for other types of comparison grouping. Among the reasonsg
for deemphasis, I believe, were the following:

1. In correctional systems with highly diversified facilities,
such as the California youth and adult systems, the distribution
of offenders among facilifies was never random. Those having
traits associated with high violation rates and those having traits
associated with low violation rates were already predominantly
in. different facilities in the samples from which base expectancy
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rates were calculated, so that any effects of the facilities on their
rates were already largely reflected in the scores assigned to
different traits in the scoring equation. The base expectancy
scores thereby have diminished utility for assessing the impact
of different facilities or of programs, although they may still be
useful, especially for assessing the impact of new activities for
randomly or somewhat haphazardly selected persons. Thus, with
group counseling and with small caseloads on parole, middle
base expectancy adult males had somewhat better-than-predicted
parole outcomes; their violation rates were still intermediate
between those of the best and the worst risk categories, but the
latter had the expected rates with or without group counseling,
and with small or regular parole caseloads (Harrison and
Mueller, 1964; Havel and Sulka, 1962). The Kassebaum, et al
(1971) controlled experiment with group counseling, which
found it had no effect on recidivism, throws considerable doubt
on these base-expectancy findings, just as the forestry camp
experiment described above dampened the enthusiasm for base
expectancy assessment of facilities for youth offenders.

2. All numerical scores calculated from diverse variables,
whether by the erude adding of “one” or “zero” for each factor
or by sophisticated multiple correlation equations, confound the
many sociocultural, psycholegical, or other explanatory theories
that determined the choice of variables to investigate as possibly
accounting for differences in outcome rates. A number of quite
different combinations of variables may place an offender in
a specific score category, especially in the middle risk categories,
so that users of the score gronp data cannot readily know why
some offenders are classified in one risk group rather than
another. This is especially confounded with multiple correlation
systems, because laymen cannot understand how the scoring
instructions were derived and hence why they add so much
more weight for some variables than for others. Policymakers,
who must be able to justify their actions if called upon to do so
by the governor, legislators, journalists, or others, are under-
standably reluctant to rely on a system of explanation for
outcomes they cannot fully comprehend.

Configuration Analysis

In working with Federal correcticnal officials during 1958-62,
and striving to have an impact on practice, I sought to promote
gtatistical prediction cunsiderations in parole decisions, having
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been involved in Illinois parole prediction research in 1950-54.
Tremendous resistance to actuarial prediction tables as a source
of advice on risks of recidivism was widespread among parole
board members—and I met most members of most boards in
the United States during 1961-65 through participation in the
National Parole Institutes directed by Vincent O’Leary. Despite
findings in almost all of the comparisons ever undertaken that
actuarial tables make more correct predictions than case stu-
dies—whether by psychiatrists, psychologists, sociologists, prison
wardens, or fellow prisoners (Manheim and Wilking, 1955:
158-160, 170, Appendix V; Postman, 1962, Ch. 9; Glaser, 1962:
242-245) —there was much resistance to what was called “letting
a statistical clerk decide about human beings.” One commentator
observed: “Prisoners were once numbers. Now they may become
holes in a card, and so will their relatives” (Evjen, 1962).

It certainly is granted that actuarial tables do not answer
such questions as, “How much risk should I, as a judge or a
parole board member, take in releasing this offender?’ Those
tables currently available have just begun to address such
questions as whether the offender will be a better risk after
longer confinement than he is now (cf. Jaman and Dickover,
1969; Babst, et al, 1973). Also, no tables have yet been prepared,
although they are quite feasible, to indicate the risks of different
kinds of recidivism—for example, the commission of violent
crimes or petty offenses—and this probably is the key considera-
tion of judges and parole boards in deciding whether to order
release or confinement. Yet actuarial tables could augment the
demonstrably less accurate case studies that judges and parole
boards now receive to help them guess these risks. And the tables
still would not make the decisions, of course, partly because
various humanitarian, public relations, and other considerations
are involved, in addition to risk, in each judicial or parole
decision, and partly because all offenders have some unique
positive and negative features which may persuade a decision-
maker to go against the statistical odds in a particular cage,

Some years ago it occurred to me that, since prediction tables
are intended. only as advisory devices rather than decision
machines, there might be less rzsistance to them if the officials
could see how the risk estimations were reached. Instead of
advising:

Offender A is an 80 percent violation risk category because

he is in a score group of which, in the pagt experience, 80 per-
cent of the members violated parole.
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The advice from a prediction table might be in the form:

Offender A is in an 80 percent violation risk category because
he is a recidivist auto thief, 18 to 21 years old, who never held

a job as long as a month, and has a history of disruptive use

of aleohol; experience shows that 80 percent of parolees with

these attributes violated parole.

It would be even more useful, of course, to be able to add that
50 percent violated by new nonviolent felonies, 10 percent by
violent felonies, and 20 percent by petty or technical infractions,
and that these figures remain about the same for up to 2 years
of confinement, increase thereafter about 10 percent per year
up to 6 years’ confinement, then decline about 5 percent per year
of additional confinement. It would also be well to qualify this
advice by data on the variation in rates with different assign-
ments and performances in the institution. All of such actuarial
risk data could be calcuiated from the records of 10 or 15 years’
experience in large correctional systems, such as those in
California or New York, or the Federal system.

Even with the statistical advice above, decisions might go
against the odds in many-—if not most—cases, but the decisions
would at least be grounded in better knowledge of how the odds
were reached. In the illustration above, for example, while
Offender A may be in an 80 percent violation risk group because
of the attributes indicated, the circumstances of the offenses,
his record in prison employment, the loyalty and stability of his
spouse, or innumerable other factors might lead a parole board
member to regard him as a better risk than the odds indicated—
one of the 20 percent of his type who do not recidivate. Or the
circumstances of the offenses, for example, like one lad I recall
who always abandoned the cars near where he had “borrowed”
them and in better condition than when he had stolen them,
may make a long penalty seem improper purely from the stand-
point of abstract justice. In other cases there may+be spe:i.al
reasons for more pessimism than the odds suggest. The risk
data are “caution” or ‘“proceed with care” suggestions, rather
than “‘stop” and “go” signs.

The main point is that when a source of statigtical risk
estimation is presented in words, its relevance to a particular
case can be assessed more readily, especially by nonresearchers,
than if the basis of the risk estimate is only presented as a score.
Similarly, if groupings of inmates for base expectancy analysis
in evaluative research are presented in verbal categories, actual
rates higher or lower than expected when this category of cases
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is in a particular program can be interpreted much more readily
than when the base expectancy derivation is a numerical score
representing diverse mixtures of score sources. With the more
readily interpretable actuarial risk data expressed verbally, but
derived from precoded input data o replace narrative reports
(as noted in the preceding chapter), it might be appropriate to
return to a narrative report, but this time only as a brief
commentary on the fit of the actuarial assessment of each
particular case,

The reason for developing multivariate scoring in the first
place was the belief that many factors must be taken into
account to produce an optimal separation of clients into risk
groups. Multivariate analysis suggested, however, that if one
considered the few most salient variables in the optimal sequence
and weighting, 6 to 10 variables might yield more adequate
risk differentiations than cruder systems with 20 or more
variables. Yet using even a few variables to clagsify all cases by
verbal attributes implies their division into two or more
categories on one variable (e.g., type of offense), then dividing
each of these categories into two or more subcategories by
another factor (e.g., prior convictions) then dividing each subcate-
gory into subsubcategories by a third factor (e.g., age), and thus
having an enormous number of groupings with less than half a
dozen variables. This is known as the method of “manifold classi-
fication,” and is illustrated in Table 2.1 and in the upper part of
Figure 9.1.

In this table and diagram, using only three variables and
with each only a dichotomy, we create eight final subdivisions,
which we shall call “Types.” If we were to divide each of these
by a fourth dichotomous variable there would be 16 types; if
one variable of the three in Table 9.1—for example, age—were
divided into three categories, there would be 12 types. As'it
stands in Table 9.1, however, the second type has only about 50
cases. Further subdivision, therefore, would create types with so
few cases as to make their percentage of success affected largely
by chance fluctuations, and hence less dependable than a percent-
age from a larger sample (even 50 is too small). Nevertheless,
with only three variables, Table 9.1 presents a clasgification of
types of offenders with appreciable contrast in rates of success
(success being defined here as not being reimprisoned).

Another approach to subdivision into verbally identifiable
types is to assume that once a population is divided into risk
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Table 9.1..—A Manifold Classification Table for Typing Offenders by Eight
Categories of Recidivism Risk

(Based on a 10% sample of 1956 releasees from U.S. Federal prisons: N=1015)

Variables Employed and Their Caiegories:

A, Prior Institutional Commitments: 1. None; 2, One or More

B. Age at Release: 1. 31 or older: 2. 30 or younger

C. Longest Job While in Free Community: 1. 1 or more years; 2, Under 1. yeur

Percent Percent
Types of total not reim-
releasees prisoned in
3 years
1. A1, B1, C1: No prior institutional commitment,
age 31 or older, 1 or more years at longest jobh ....... 8 86
2. Al, B1, C2: No prior institutional commitment, age
31 or older, under 1 year at longest job .......c.ccveeeens 5 75
3. Al, B2, C1: No prior institutional commitment, age
30 or younger, 1 or more years at longest job .......... 11 81
4. Al, B2, C2: No prior institutional commitment, age
30 or younger, under 1 year at longest job .......... 9 6
5. A2, B1, Cl1: One or more pricr institutional com-

mitments, age 31 or older, 1 or more years at long-

EST JOD o earen 9 76
6. A2, B1, C2: One or more prior institutional com-

mitments, age 31 or older, under 1 year at longest 2

JOD e b et e st onesnbe e desarens 0 60

mitments, age 30 or younger, 1 or more years at

10NZESE JOD ... e st 9 69
8. A2, B2, C2: One or more prior institutional com-

mitments, age 30 or younger, under 1 year at long-

est job reee b4

All Types 65

Based on Glaser, 1964 :296, but with some estimations based on unpublished print-
outs of reimprisonment rates for all categories of ench variable taken separately, as this
manifold classification was not actually attempted on these data,

Figure 9.1.—Sorting Patterns for the Manifold Classification in Table 9.1
and the Configuration Analysis in Table 9.2

1. Manifold Classification:

First Second
Sort Sort i Types
Al, B1, C1
Al, B1(
Al, B1, C2
Al
A1, B2, C1
— A1, B2(
Al, B2, C2
A2, B1, Ci
A2, B1{
A2, Bi1, C2
A2
A2 B2, C1
A2, B2(
A2, B2, C2
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2. Configuration Analysis:
First Second Third Fourth

Sort Sort Sort Sort Types
Al, Bl
Al/ Al, B2
\ Al, B3
(A2, CL, D) = — - A2, C1, D1
A2, Cl(\ A2, C1, D2, E1,B'1
A2, C1,D2,E1
\_ A2, C1, D2, E1, B'2
A2 C1, D2 '
A2

(A2, C1, D2, E2)_
~A2, C1, D2, E2

(A2, 02)m —m e e e A2, G2

Parentheses indicate sort at which final type was reached for one category
when other category was not yet at final type, and broken lines connect
these with the same entry in the “Types” column.

Solid lines connect product of one sorting to the next sort, or to the “Types”
column when there are no further sortings of any of the products of a
given sort,

groups by one variable, the optimal variable for further
differentiating the resulting categories to identify contrasting
risk groups might be different for each of the categories from
the first variable. This is shown in Table 9.2 and in the lower
part of Figue 9.1, in what has been called a “Configuration
Analysis.” It is from the same sample as Table 9.1, and with
the first division (Al, A2) also made by the most differentiating
of all the separate variables for this sample, Number of Prior
Institutional Commitments.

In Table 9.2, those with no prior institutional commitments
were found most differentiated into risk groups by an age
trichotomy, but the two-thirds of the sample with prior institu-
tional commitments were most differentiated into risk groups
by their prison adjustment. Apparently, while many prisoners
with exceptional difficulty in adapting to prison life on their first
commitment are deterred from further serious crime by this
experience, those who have such difficulties even when institution-
alized for the second or subsequent time will probably also have
difficulties in the free community and be reconfined after their
next release.

Since the previously confined individuals with no record of
unusually serious problems in prison adjustment evident in the

150



Table 9.2.—A Configuration Table for Typing Offenders by Eight Categories
of Recidivism Risk

(Bnsed on a 10% sample of 1956 releasees from U.S. Federal prisons: N=1015)

Tariables mployed and 2'licir Categories:
A Prior Institutional Commltmonts 1. None; 2. One or More
B. Age at Release: 1., 36 or older: 24 through 25; 3. 23 or younger
B’ Age at Release: 1. 31 or older; 2 30 or younger
C. Prison Adjustment: 1, Satisfactory; 2. Unsuatisfactory reported

D. Longest Job in I'ree Community: 1. 4 or more years; 2, Under 4 years
B. Prior Puaroles Violated (anywhere): 1. Noné; 2. One or more
Percent
Types Percent not reim-
of total prisoned in
releagees 3 years
1, Al, Bl: No prior institutional commitment, age
86 0r Older ...t e 7 93
2, A1, BZ: No prior institutional commitment, age 24
through 85 ... 16 78
3. Al, B3: No prior institutional commitment, age 23
OF FOUNGEL ... oririiiieicsies i e sttt s s cssinsensaanes 10 64
4. A2, C1, D1: One or more prior institutional com-

mitments, Satisfactory prison adjustment, 4 or

more years at longest Job ..., 6 79
5. A2, C1, D2, E1, B’l: One or more prior institu-

tional commitments, Satisfactory prison adjust-

ment, Less than 4 years at longest job, No prior

palole violation, 81 or older ......cccvveerivrveiiriincsenieiens 16 72
6. A2, C1, D2, E1, B’2: Same as #b5, but 30 or
FOUNZEY ...ooeotoiiiririreiorceesirrcreiireserssensonsinsaesinnensosssnsovessssenens 18 60
7. A2, C1, D2, E2: Same as #B5, but regardless of
age, violated one or more prior paroles ..........c....... 12 51
8. A2, C2: One or more prior institutional commit-
ments, Unsatisfactory prison adjustment .............. 15 42
AL TYDPES ceoviirierierrcrcr i cveresesresvesietr e e seemtevssssases 100 65

Based on Glaser, 1964 :296

files comprised over 62 percent of the sample, they could be
subdivided further. Longest job in the free community was
highly differentiating here, but only in separating out as a highly
successful small group the 6 percent of the same who had been
both institutionalized once before and held a single job in the
free community for 4 or more years (generally between a
juvenile or youthful criminal record and their much later
current imprisonment). The remaining 52 percent with prior
incarceration and satisfactory prison adjustment, but without
this exceptional employment record, were most differentiated
further into a poor risk group of 12 percent of the sample who
had violated one or more paroles, either from the current
sentence or from previous confinements, including those from
institutions for juveniles. Only for the residual of the sample
now left was age the factor associated with the most contrasting
reimprisonment rates, but for this group the optimal age group
division was into those above and below 30 years.
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Both the manifold classification and the configuration analysis
shown here, from the same sample, produced eight final risk
categories or types. A comparison of Tables 9.1 and 9.2 shows
that the eight types from the configuration analysis have
appreciably more contrast in reimprisonment rate than the
eight types from the manifold classification.

The configuration analysis employs five variables, but not
for all sortings, and it includes one variable as trichotomy,
whereas the manifold classification can use only three dichotomies
if it is to end with only eight types. Of course, further sorting
would have been feasible in either analysis had the sample been
larger, but the prospect of being limited by few cases in one or
more types before many variables are used is especially great with
manifold classification. Because of the interrelationships among
variables, however, the contrast in success rates produced by an
additional sorting is likely to diminish relatively rapidly with
either method, but less quickly with configuration analysis than
with manifold classification. The interrelationships among
variables that will result in a combination of 5 to 10 usually
predicting as well or better than 20 to 30 were discussed and
illustrated in pointing out the advantages of multiple correlation
over simnle additive points for multivariate scoring.

The tree-like branching system of successive subdivision to
produce the configuration analysis presented in Table 9.2 and
Figure 9.1 was performed crudely with punched card accounting
machines rather than computers in this 1958-62 study. The
procedure was simply to sort all cases on every item on which
information was available (about 55), to determine which
differentiated the cases into categories of more than an arbitrary
minimum number of cases with the largest contrast in re-
imprisonment rate. Each category from this sorting was then
divided successively by all the remaining variables to determine
which divided it into the most contrasting categories, and this
continued until there were no categories left with more than
twice the minimur acceptable number of cases. The sorting was
also terminated if no significant contrast in success rates could
be found with further sortings.

The arbitrary minimum number of cases set for a category in
Table 9.2 was 60, actually much too small a figure for confidence
that the findings would not be appreciably affected by chance
fluctuations. The intention at this point was only to demonstrate
an alternative method of combining input information for
actuarial and evaluative research. The major reason for not

152



having more cases was that the information had to be gleaned
from case files of predominantly narrative content, a tedious and
inaccurate process that can be eliminated with what Chapter 8
called “automating input data.”

The first major step in making configuration analysis proce-
dures more mathematically sophisticated was the Wilkins and
MacNaughton-Smith (1964) use in parocle prediction of two
statistical procedures—Association Analysis and Predictive
Attribute Analysis—developed in plant ecology. About the same
time, Songuist and Morgan (1964) developed the Automatic
Interaction Detector (abbreviated “AID”) computer program,
which searches for iree-like configurations of attributes that
have maximum predictive power (usually defining this power
technically as explaining the maximum percentage of variance
in the criterion). Some years later Sonquist (1970) reported
application of AID to a variety of social policy problems. To
my knowledge its first application to correctional prediction was
Newman’s (1972) analysis of recidivism by misdemeanant
offenders released from the Los Angeles County Jail, although
his outputs turn out to be closer to a manifold classification than
a configuration analysis, as these have been distinguished here.

At any rate, with modern computer technology it is possible
to determine risk groups in terms of verbally describable
categories at least as adequately, from a statistical prediction
standpoint, as with multivariate scoring by multiple correlation.
Babst, et al, (1968, 1971) found multiple regression and a crude
configural analysis equally predictive and equally stable. Simon
(1972) found that a variety of sophisticated methods all “work
equally well.” Of course, with all methods there are risks of re-
gression effects; these effects make the differentiation of risk
groups in future samples less contrasting than they appeared to
be in past samples, so that predictions of highly favorable or
unfavorable prospects prove to be exaggerated. This problem can
be diminished with research samples of past cases sufficiently
large to be broken into separate studies for successive periods,
so that one may then use for prediction only those types of dif-
ferentiations that showed stability from one period to the mnext
in the past.

Ag input and outcome data on people-changing experience are
both increasingly automated through computer-stored record
systems, and as sophisticated configuration analysis also is done
with computers, acturial risk information on verbally designated
client categories should become more routinely available as an
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aid in evaluation research. As implied at several points in this
volume, the most fruitful assessments of people-changing efforts
are likely to be the extent to which they alter risks for specific
types of clientele, rather than for every type of client. Routini-
zation of configuration analysis should enhance our ability to
identify the types of client for which each type of program is
most profitable and efficient from a cost-benefit standpoint.

Conclusion

Methods of consolidating statistical input information for
evaluative research in people-changing agencies can be clagsified
as either multivariate scoring or configuration analysis.

Numerical scoring procedures transform diverse information
suggesting the causes of past success or failure of people-
changing efforts into numbers on a prognostic scale. Such scales,
known as prediction tables or equations, generally provide much
more accurate forecasts of the behavior of clients of people-
changing agencies than can be procured from case-study
prognoses. Administrators, however, are reluctant to rely on these
predictive scores, either as sources of advice in case decisions or
as base expectancies for assessment of treatment programs. One
reason for this disuse is the failure of the tables and equations to
address all of the types of predictive judgment that enter into
most policy decisions, although such judgments could be usefully
guided by appropriate actuarial prediction studies. Some of
these tables, notably those used as base expectancies, reflect the
disadvantages of correlational rather than experimental methods
of investigating effectiveness, especially where the possibility of
quasi-experimentation has not been created by many policy
changes and much policy inconsistency. A more important reason
for this disuse is the fact that a numerical score masks the
diverse information by which it is determined. This makes it
difficult for administrators to assess how well a statistical
prognosis fits an individual case, and why its weighting system
is presumed to yield the best predictions.

Configuration analysis also reveals the most prognogtic
combination of statistical information, but it identifies the
information utilized by verbal labels. This clear designation of
the basis for its actuarial prediction enhances the prospect that
such prognostic devices will be taken into account in policy
decisions, When operations officials can readily comprehend the
source of a predictive classification in treatment evaluations,
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they can assess the relevance of statistical advice on a program’s
probable effectiveness in a particular case. They can also call
for new types of statistical tabulation, to test any hunches
they may have as to a more adequate generalization on what
programs are most effective for particular types of clientele.
Thus a major advantage of configuration analysis is that it
permits an interaction of explanation with statistical prediction
and evaluation. Consequently, configuration procedures should
help to routinize an actuarial approach to obtaining optimum
prescriptions in people-changing endeavors.
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CHAPTER 10

EVALUATION RESPONSIBILITIES:
WHO SHOULD EVALUATE WHOM?

In many people-changing organizations the term ‘“research”
is considered synonymous with “investigation,” and both are
viewed as threatening. Nevertheless, with the expansion of
government and foundation funding for these agencies, especially
since the early 1960’s, a frequent requirement for grant
applications has been that they include a procedure for evalua-
tion. It is often insisted that the budget of each treatment agency
provide a certain percentage for evaluation.

Relatively little can be learned from most of these evaluation
efforts, even in cases where a project is labeled an “experiment.”
In the lexicon of many, the term “experiment” is confused with
“innovation.” Anything that can be sold as “new” is given a
label which suggests that it will be scientifically appraised, even
though no control or comparison group measurements are
undertaken, Frequently—my impression is usually-—the research
consists only of describing what has been done, rather than of
determining its consequences. Research employees are required
to assist in public relations, to count services rendered clients,
or to do miscellaneous nonresearch functions, including augmen-
tation of treatment staff, rather than evaluate as this concept
is used here.

In this age of “grantsmanship,” as Campbell (1969) points
out, every proposal is presented as certain to be successful.
But, he also asserts, “If the political and administrative system
has committed itself in advance to the correctness and effiicacy
of its reforms, it cannot tolerate learning of failure.”

I have been repeatedly informed by research personnel at
correctional and addiction treatment organizations, both in the
United States and abroad, of suppression of their followup studies
by top officials of their agency. Nevertheless, one organization,
the California Youth Authority, has been publishing evaluative
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research studies regularly since the inception of its research
office 15 years ago. Doubtless this has been facilitated by its
having long continuity in agency direction under Heman G.
Stark and Allen F. Breed, and one Director of Research
continuously, Dr. Keith S. Griffiths, but I shall suggest an
additional reason for their achievements. Other correctional
agencies—for example, the California, Massachusetts, Wisconsin,
and District of Columbia Departments of Correction, and the
Los Angeles County Department of Probation—have had periods
of releasing followup studies interspersed with periods of either
not conducting such research or of not publishing the results
of what they had done. Their shifts to and from bona-fide
evaluative research seem to have been largely a function of
changes in leadership of the organization, and occasionally in
the research staff. To some extent, however, I think it was a
function of the range and scope of activities the various re-
searchers aund agencies proposed to evaluate.

It is my impression that the most regularly suppressed data
are on overall effectiveness of an entire system, and on system-
wide programs that were specially funded on the bagis of great
promises. I would contend that there is wisdom in not publish-
ing overall effectiveness data on entire people-changing organi-
zations or programs that include diverse clientele and a variety
of markedly different facilities, just as there is wisdom in not
publishing overall death rates for general hospitals. In all these
cases, the outcome is dependent primarily on input. One would
not expect the same death rate, for example, in a hospital
prominent for its eye and ear operations or its plastic surgery
that one would expect in a hospital predominantly engaged in
cancer research or heart surgery.

What can be published most readily and usefully, both for
people-changing organizations and for medieal hospitals, are
the outcome rates for alternative treatments for a given type
of condition. This may strongly indicate the preferred treatment,
and might guide investment in facilities or staff for one type
of treatment rather than another. Such findings would not
necessarily be immediately conclugive for all cases, however;
their publication might only promote considerable discussion,
replication, and further analysis to validate initial findings—
perhaps to specify more precisely the iypes of clientele or
circumstance to which the conclusions are most applicable.

An extension of this medical analogy suggests that routiniza-
tion of evaluative research will be maximized with three types
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of allocation of research responsibility: inhouse trials, outside
monitoring, and hierarchical auditing. A fourth type, the outside
agency project, which is different from outside monitoring, will
also be congidered. These outside projecis are usually nonroutine
and poorly evaluated, but they can be a definite source of
evaluative research and they could conceivably be routinized as
a more dependable evaluative procedure.

Inhouse Trials

The California Youth Authority has been able to maintain
evaluative research without as much interruption as has
occurred in other people-changing organizations, largely I
believe, because it has persistently started its innovations as
limited trials. These were generally controlled experiments in
only one or two of its facilities or districts. Such trialg have
assessed, much more rigorously than is customary in corrections,
psychiatric teams for youth institutions, diagnosis and prognosis
by a personality inventory, intensive small-unit institutional
treatment for younger wards, intensive short-term institutional
treatment for older wards, intensive differential treatment in
the community, special narcotic addict counseling and nalline
testing, intensive reading instruction, job placement programs,
small parole caseloads, community-involving parole centers, and
other wariations in treatment vpractice. Research staff were
involved with operations personnel in planning the trials so that
their consequences could be measured. It is also noteworthy that
these projects were not launched with great fanfare, and they
were called experiments or trials from the start so that there
was no promise of demonstrable effectiveness.

As a result of this approach, the Youth Authority has learned
from its trials. Most produced only negative findings, identify-
ing only practices that had no effect on outcome, but these
results were beneficial since they curtailed further investment in
the kinds of programs that were tried but pruved fruitless.
Many studies had mixed results, often predominantly negative
but sometimes positive, such as gpecifiable groups among the
clients showing beneficial consequences from some features of
the trial programs. Negative data often suggested why a measure
had been ineffective and indicated the problems which the
programs neglected. This was beneficial because it contributed
to the design of subsequent trials, notably the community parole
center programs (Seckel, et al, 1978). These seem to be more
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successful in difficult settings than previous parole service
projects because they adapt more extensively to sociocultural
variations among communities, they link parole more to both
the institutions and the community, and they provide parolees
with greater variety and attractiveness of legitimate opportu-
nities for success and excitement than these youths have
previously experienced. The advantages of this continual inhouse
trial policy become even more evident when the youth authority’s
record is contrasted with that of other organizations with dif-
ferent approaches to correctional change.

The California Department of Corrections, when it was also
initiating ity Research Division, in 1958-61, launched with
great fanfare a program of group counseling of inmates by line
staff. This program was encouraged at all of its facilities, though
stressed more at some than at others. It was publicized at
national correctional meetings and in the mass media as a major
advance toward the rehabilitation ideal. Special Federal grants
were received to undertake some controlled experimentation
with variations of this program, such as size of group, hours
per week, and type or ratio of staff supplied for counseling, but
a maximum push for these types of programs did not await
conclusion of the experiments. Despite accumulating research
evidence that the major effects of the programs, if any, were to
alleviate tensions of institutiona! life rather than to alter
recidivism rates, about a decade elapsed before a marked shift
occurred in the Department’s promotion of group counseling at
closed institutions (in contrast to halfway houses) as a primary
rehabilitative measure.

It has been demonstrated repeatedly that legislators and the
mass media are much more supportive of failure in new pro-
grams frankly introduced as limited tests or experiments, than
of failure in large-scale programs introduced with great promise
as sweeping solutions to difficult problems. If clear progress
does not materialize, a backlash reaction can ensue that generates
demand for a complete shakeup, as has occurred repeatedly with
delinquency prevention and narcotic treatment crash programs
initiated as massive solutions to preblems in some localities,
and has sometimes been experienced by the community mental
health movement. This expiains why owverall outcome rates or
rates for widespread, highly publicized programs tend to be
suppressed or distorted, especially by organizations with leadership
that has concentrated on salesmanship.

When programs are introduced only ag limited trials and
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negative findings are frankly admitted and honestly interpreted,
the organization is likely to retain support despite failures.
Furthermore, with firm evidence on the relative effectiveness of
alternative policies and programs, an organization can answer
critics by showing that it is following the best policies thus far
demonstrated, and trying others. This certainly has been the
record on the whele of the Youth Authority. Indeed, it appears
that valid reports can be expected only when an agency hag
long been committed to testing all alternatives under its control,
rather than claiming that all of its programs are beneficial.

Outside Agency Projects

An alternative to inhouse trials, for piecemeal and cumulative
learning about the effectiveness of innovations, is to have new
programs introduced by a contracting agency—such as a
university, a clinic, or a religiously sponsored residential
treatment home—working with the clients or potential clients
of a more permanently established government or private
organization (such as a court, a department of corrections, or a
department of mental health).

The advantage of contracting with an outside agency is that
it supplements the routine staff of a treatment organization,
often with persons having an expertise, a relationship to clients,
or a commitment and dedication to a particular treatment
method or to research that traditional organizations lack. In
addition, of course, these projects often are funded by grants
from a Federal or other government source, or from a founda-
tion, thus supplementing the services that an organization can
provide from its own resources. There are four variations,
however, in the commitment of the “inside” (host or sponsor)
organization and of the outside agency to action and to research,
which greatly affect whether outside agency projects contribute
to the growth of knowledge.

The first variation occurs when neither the sponsoring
organization nor the outside agency is as much interested in
research as in action. Occasionally they are frank about this,
and emphasize that 2 project is “a demonstration project rather
than a research project.” The most that can be demonstrated
without systematic followup of clients or minimally, systematic
recording of in-treatment failures, is simply that the project
can operate, be accepted, attract clients, attract public support,
and even point to some “success cases.” This may be enough to
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satisfy many, even though there is no record of the failure and
success 7ates, or evidence that the successes would not have
oceurred without the project.

The sgecond variation is the main source of failure in efforts
of funding agencies to procure valid evaluations; this occurs
when the funding agency is committed to evaluation but the
outside agency is strongly committed only to action. Programs
that demonstrate they can involve the community, or give people
a sense of love or a feeling of serenity, or propagate a particular
philosophy of life or religion, may thereby be sufficiently
evaluated for those participating in them or supporting them.
Promotion of a particular treatmisnt ideology, or of a total “way
of life” is the primary concern of those involved in many such
treatment agencies (e.g., Synanon and many other mutual aid
antidrug or antidelinqueney organizations). Organizations of
this type that are successful in getting people with drag
addiction, delinquency, or mental depression and anxiety to
participate fully in them doubtless may help the participants;
the evaluation prokiems for a funding office, especially a unit of
government, are to procure statistics on what type of persons
these organizations can attract, hold, and change, and for hiow
long.

Funding organizations that rely on grantees of this fype to
evaluate themselves generate the kinds of evaluation which were
described. in the opening paragraphs of this chapter. Such
nonevaluation by personnel funded through budgets that provide
an evaluation staff is concentrated in organizations committed
more to action and self-perpetuation than to evaluation. One of
the common ploys of these organizations, often advocated
seriously and not regarded as deception, is not to count as failure
anyone who engages in drug use, crime, or other deviant
behavior after he leaves the organization. Yet the organizations
expel anyone who engages in these activities after he is
admitted, so they can have no failures in their organizations
simply by their definition of membership in them. A client also
frequently undergoes a long irial period of participating and
receiving support and services while regarded only as an applicant
and not as a member. Data are then not provided on the
applicants who are denied membership because they relapse to
their former deviant behavior, or on members who gimply leave
the organization, the “splittees.”

The results of these systems of assessment become especially
confounding when they are mixed with evaluations derived from
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other procedures. Thus Efren Ramirez, a very inspiring psychia-
trist who has certainly helped many addicts in the centers
predominantly operated by ex-addicts he established in Puerto
Rico, asserted:

The usual relapse rate among addicts treated at such
centers as the Federal Hospital in Lexington, Kentucky,
and Fort Worth, Texas, has been about 92 percent. Even
the most advanced experimental centers in the United
States average a relapse of 70 to 75 percent. However, at
the Addiction Research Center in Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico,
the relapse rate is 5.6 percent. During the past 314 years
124 heroin addicts completed treatment at the Center, with
only seven becoming readdicted (from Vocational Rehabili-
tation Administration, 1966:171).

When Dr. Ramirez was brought to New York City to found that
municipality’s Addiction Service Agency, a large bar graph based
on the above statistics was prominently displayed in his office,
and he cited them in his successful applications for extensive
support from the State and Federal governments.

What the quoted Ramirez figures fail to mention, however,
is revealed by further perusal of his account of the Rio Piedras
programs., The 124 who form the base for his percentage are
those who completed the reentry phase of this program, which
was preceded by an induction phase, and an intensive tieatment
phase. Bach of the three phases normally lasts many months
and can last more than a year. Ramirez mentions a patient
series of 1,800 in the quoted report, so the 124 who survive
through the reentry phase represent less than 7 percent of the
series! And the followup time was variable, so that for some of
the 124 it could be a matter of only a few weeks.

Even the 7 percent figure cited above may be too high. In the
Rio Piedras program the induction phase begins with a street or
community clinic encounter subphase, advances to a day-night
care center subphase, and culminates in a physical and mental
detoxification center subphase, all before entrance into the
intensive treatment phase. It is not clear where the patient series
counting begins, but one Puerto Rican professor advised me
that the 1,800 in this series would not include everyone who
initiated the encounter subphase, and that they might total
10,000, since for every one who entered the day-night care center
subphase, four or five might advance no further than the casual
encounters where there is no listing. At any rate, it is clear that
the Phoenix Houses which Dr. Ramirez started could not solve
New York City’s addiction problem as sweepingly as his bar
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graphs suggested, despite the many virtues of these houses.
His was but the first of a series of relatively short-lived
incumbencies in the directorship of the Addiction Services
Agency.

Failure to count dropouts in determining success rates is most
dramatic at addiction treatment agencies, but occurs also in
other people-changing efforts. Lerman (1968) reports that a
private residential center for boys which he studied in New
York rejects 17 applicants for every one it admits, and sub-
sequently expels 31 percent of the admittees “‘resisting treat-
ment” before they complete the center’s program, which has
an average duration of 16 months. An evaluation that does not
take into account the rejectees and expellees could clearly be
misleading.

The third variation in outside agency projects is that in which
the agency is primarily committed to research, but the sponsor-
ing organization is primarily concerned with action—or perhaps
mainly with the appearance of action in order to maintain public
support. This has been the bane of many professors, graduate
students, and research corporations who have undertaken to
organize and evaluate experimental programs at people-changing
establishments.

These experimental programs usually begin with a research
plan the researchers thought was agreed upon. Later they find
that they cannot carry out the planned research design because
either operations personnel or top officials interfere with it,
either by direct action, such as transferring experimental clients
to control programs or vice versa or cutting off funds. My
colleague, LaMar R. Empey, and his associate, Maynard L. Erick-
son, provide a vivid account of how this occurred in the famous
Provo Project (1972: Ch. 8). They conclude:

Prevailing beliefs about the best way to help delinguents
and criminals determine what any decision-maker will see
in a new program, and whether he will accept or rejectit. . ..

. . if any correctional enterprise departs too far from
current beliefs and practices, it may mnot receive official
blessing . . .. if it fits too well with existing patterns, it is not
likely to be very innovative. Even if official approval and
funding for an innovation can be obtained, it must still sur-
mount the high degree of inertia that is associated with exist-
ing budgetary commitments, staffing patterns and organiza-
tional arrangements. High-level policy-makers, no less than
their underlings, are often severely constrained by existing
institutional patterns . ...
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... there is serious reason to question whether, in a highly
political world, the policy-maker, even the practitioner, can
ever be expected to live with the tentativity that is required
in scientific work, especially where that work is conducted
in the goldfish bowl in which correctional programs operate.
While the success and prestige of the scientist require it,
those of the policy-maker (and the politician) do not.

In their dealings with county and staff officials, experimental
staff usually tzied to be as candid as possible regarding the
controversial methods that were being used . . . and the
likelihood that they would provide some kind of correctional
panacea. Since, in the past, few programs had ever been high-
ly successful, that fact was freely admitted. Much to the
chagrin of the investigators, however, this candor boomer-
anged. Even among State officials, where greater understand-
ing might have been expected since they were in the correc-
tional business themselves, objective information was used,
not in the spirit in which it was presented, but as a weapon
against the Experiment. It was as though a scientist studying
cancer was being punished because he expressed reservations
about the chances he would find a cure. The lesson that was
learned is that any investigator who openly shares informa-
tion according to scientific rules may, according to political
rules, find himself hoisted on his own petard (Empey and
Erickson, 1972:170-171)."

Usually the researcher shares with the policymakers of the
host organization some concern that public support be maintained.
Eagerness to cultivate good will, awareness that they are guests
in someone else’s facility, and recognition that ultimate respon-
sibility for the fate of the clients still rests with the host organi-
zation, also motivate many researchers to “bend over backwards”
to go along with requests of facility administrators, funding
offices, or top policymakers in order to keep their research pro-
ject going. The result of too much compromise often is a research
enterprise that cannot be evaluated, because no research design
was congistently followed or because planned data-gathering
was not completed adequately if to do so would interfere with
the demands of operations personnel. Fortunately, before its
funds were cut off the Provo Project was able to handle enough
offenders in an experimental program to permit achievement of
a significant evaluation by following up experimental subjects
and controls 4 years later.

These problems not only beset agency researchers, but also
occur when the staff of research offices within a large organiza-

a Reproduced with permission from The Prove Experiment: Evaluating Community Control
of Delinquency., Copyright: Lexington, Mass, Lexington Books, D.C. Heath and Co., 1972,
Further reproduction prohibited without permission of ccpyright holder,
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tion undertake inhouse trials. In both outside and inhouse
projects, a change of personnel at the top of an organization
may eliminate the backing the researchers thought they had at
the beginning of an experiment. More often, in my experience,
the independence of local operations personnel from top-level
control of their daily routines leads to failure to follow research
design procedures that deviate from what is most convenient
or traditional, so that research design is not followed as exactly
as the research office presumes. This is especially frequent
when experimental and control groups in the same facility are
supposed to receive different services. Frequently these deviations
from plan are not discovered until it is too late to correct them,
and perhaps they are never discovered.

The experiences described here are especially probable when
a research project is begun with a plan that is vague, when the
project plan is not well communicated to operations personnel
at all levels, and when the duration of the research restrictions
is not clearly specified in advance and insisted upon thereafter.

The fourth variation in outside agency projects occurs when
the host organization and the research agency are both committed
primarily to research, that is, to expanding knowledge, rather
than just to supplying treatment services. It is only when this
consensus prevails throughout the duration of a study that the
enterprise can appropriately be called “an action research
project” or “a demonstrable research project.” Such a condition
is especially probable if:

(a) The theory underlying the research design is clearly
stated and the research design is explicitly deduced from the
theory, so tnat the reasons for insisting that the design be
meticulously followed can be evident to top-level officials
of the host organization.

(b) The exact requirements of the research design are
spelled out, including the demands and restrictions they
impose on operations personnel, and the duration of these
requirements.

(c) The foregoing requirements are made a matter of
formal contract, as a written and binding obligation, pre-
ferably with compensatory payments to the researchers if

> the conditions are violated.

(d) The contract is distributed to all officials and re-
searchers who make decisions or actions that could have
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a sgerious effect on the project’s conformity with the re-
search design.

After learning of the importance of measures such as those
above from the experience at Provo, Empey carefully saw that
most of these measures were followed iIn his Silverlake
experiment (Empey and Lubeck, 1971). It represents a procedural
model for outside-agency action research projects. If this model
is followed, organizations can contract for the equivalent of
inhouse trials and derive the benefits of such trials, even when
the organizations themselves do not have the research personnel
to conduct adequate assessment of the trials.

There may be two disadvantages to an outside agency project,
as compared to an inhouse trial. The first is that since it is
directed by an outside agency, &fter the outsiders depart, the
staff of the sponsoring organization may not have the commit-
ment, the capacity, or the backing to carry out the experimental
programs should they prove effective. The programs that the
project initiates die when the project terminates. Sometimes
this is justifiable, however, since projects cannot be evaluated
until some followup and analysis period has elapsed.

If there is a commitment to continue experimental programs
before the evaluations are in, there is likely to be pressure to
suppress or ignore findings that are unfavorable to the pro-
grams. Organizations tend to become committed to their activi-
ties, which represent jobs and budget both rewarding to those in
the activities and enhancing to the status of the agency or
division director who supervises them. Experimental programs
thus may die more slowly than they should, as appears to have
been the case with some of the heavy investments in group
counseling within adult penal and narcotics treatment institu-
tions in California. Alternative approaches are not tested as
soon as is warranted whenever negative evidence about a
current approach is suppressed or ignored. The detachnient of
outside research agencies may thus be an advantage rather
than a handicap in many cases.

A second disadvantage to outside agency projects may be the
readiness with which shifts occur in the commitment to research
on the part of either the outside agency or the host organization,
if they are not under the same direction. Should shifts of interest
in research occur, as indicated by our typology of four variations,
the project may well cease to be an action research project,
unless all the contractual conditions suggested above have been
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clearly established. Even then, the contracts may not be enforce-
able without mutual good will. Presumably, an organization
which has a large investment and tenured persgonnel in its own
research office may not abandon research so readily. Such
reluctance has unfortunately not persisted in most agencies
familiar to me, particularly where the heads of organizations
change whenever there is a change in the political party in
power. An ostensible disadvantage of outside research projects
may turn out to be an asset for society.

The independence of outside researchers, especially when
they are tenured university faculty, may be essential to the
ultimate dissemination of the findings of an experiment that an
administration decides to squelch. Dissemination ecan only occur
if the experiment has already proceeded far enough for meaning-
ful results, if the followup may be adequate, and if the analysis
may be completed despite political interference with the
experimental plan. If Empey and Erickson had been State or
county employees instead of university professors, we possibly
would not have gained the knowledge provided by the Provo
Project report (Empey and Erickson, 1972).

1% is possible that a long-term arrangement may be institution-
alized in some jurisdictions, whereby a university or a research
firm or foundation regularly conducts action research projects
for a treatment organization. Continuity of relationships in such
cases may cause the impact of research on praciice to be greater
than it would be in contractual relationships on a project-by-
project basis.

When outside agency research projects are contracted on the
basis of bidding for each project some economies may be
achieved, but there is a severe rigk that inept and incompetent
research may be done, primarily for profit. It is especially
important in hiring senior researchers; whether ag inhouse re-
search directors or as outside contractors, that they e evaluated
by the quality of the projects they have completed through the
final report stage. Experience in research, or in people-changing
activities of the type being researched, or simply in writing
impressionistic commentary on research or practice, is often
extremely irrelevant as compared with research competence
demonstrated by satisfactory reports on completed research.
Also, academic training that does not involve such research,
and especially training or experience that is more in clinical
than in research activities, may be irrelevant, and can even be
a handicap to evaluative research performance.
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When outside agency projects become more demonstration
than research in orientation and evaluative research is desired,
even for evaluation of a people-changing organization’s own
treatment program, a vrelationship to outside researchers
different from that of the outside research project may be
desirable. This is the next topic for our consideration.

Qutside Monitoring

Many treatment funding organizations simply do not have
the personnel to evaluate the projects they support. They may
also be caught in a conflict of interest if they evaluate projects
they fund, because the failure of projects they have financed
might be construed as evidence of their poor judgment in dis-
bursal of funds, Accordingly, it is often appropriate for a
funding agency to issue two contracts at once to two different
agencies: one for a people-changing endeavor, and another for
research to evaluate this endeavor, Both such outside monitoring
and outside agency projects, in contrast to inhouse trials, have
sometimes facetiously been referred to as “outhouse research.”

Shortly after he and his wife, Dr. Marie E. Nyswander,
initiated the methadone maintenance approach to treatment of
heroin addiction, Dr. Vincent P. Dole of Rockefeller University
successfully urged that his program at Rockefeller be evaluated
by an independent agency, and that this shouls be the model for
evaluation of all addiction treatment programs (Dole and
Warner, 1967), His funding source, the New York State Narcotic
Addiction Control Commission, accordingly also funded the
monitoring of his operation by Dr. Frances Gearing of the
Columbia University School of Public Health. It was in addition
stipulated that her program be supervised by an independent
Evaluation Committee composed of representatives of a variety
of treatment agencies, universities, and research offices in the
area. This committee meets about monthly, discusses monitoring
plans and operations with her, and reviews draft reports before
they are finally promulgated. For many years it has included some
severe critics of methadone maintenance as well as passionate
protagonists of the treatment.

An even larger outside monitoring operation is that established
at the Texas Christian University Institute of Behavioral Re-
search, directed by Professor 8. B. Sells, which evaluates over
50 different addiction t{reatment agencies financed by the
National Institute of Mental Health. This center receives from
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each of these agencies a one-sheet precoded form for each addict
on his admission to treatment, and another one-sheet form
every 2 months thereafter or at the termination of treatment,
whichever comes first. These reports permit the University’s
Institute at Fort Worth to provide increasingly longer followup
studies on larger numbers of addicts in more diverse programs
and settings than has heretofore been possible. For example,
as cited in Chapter 4, their early reports indicated that only 29
percent of the addicts admitted to therapeutic community pro-
grams were retained in treatment for as long as a year, as
compared to 65 percent retention for a year or more in
methadone maintenance programs (Joe, et al, 1972: 30). Since,
as indicated earlier, therapeutic communities are prominent
among the operators of outside agency projects which do not
get evaluated meaningfully, this kind of monitoring ean be an
important source of information.

In New York, the State Narcotic Addiction Control Com-
mission has subsidized over 40 “accredited agencies,” mostly
therapeutic communities. It receives admission and termination
of treatment reports for each client of these agencies. A 1969
tabulation of retention rates for a number of such agencies re-
vealed that one politically active organization which had its
representative attend court trials to urge judges to release
addicts to it on probation, would in 6 months lose over 80 percent
of those it admitted. Indeed, most of them departed in the first
few weeks, Yet this agency had its residents carrying coffins in
front of the hotel where the governor was making a speech,
since they alleged that the addicts in their care would die if the
agency’s State funding were cut.

Any system of outside monitoring that depends on special
forms sent to it from the monitored agencies has the problems
of automating input data described in Chapter 8. A form filled
out to be mailed to a distant office and not used again at the
location where it is filled out is likely to be completed carelessly.
There will be no feedback if entries are in error, especially if
no spaces on the forms are left blank.

One method of alleviating these monitoring problems is the
employment of field supervisors to train staff of the monitored
agencies in filling out the forms corrrectly, to check on the way
they are filled out, and to make descriptive reports on the treat-
ment services and operations of the monitored agencies. This
description of agencies is necessary to know the kinds of agencies
and treatments to which the refention and other evaluative
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statistics apply. It should be noted that such field surveillance
is done for the Institute at Fort Worth. In addition to retention
data, its forms include a variety of background information on
those admitted to treatment, as well as notations on employment,
arrest, participation in treatment, and other aspects of perform-
ance which will ultimately permit evaluation from much more
complex standpeints than mere retention.

Degpite the field supervision and the threat of termination of
funding if reporting is unsatisfactory, many treatment agencies
cooperate poorly with outside monitors. The agencies frequently
receive funds, accreditation, or both from several different
sources, each of which requires regular submission of reports
on every client. In addition, the agencies usually have reports
and record forms they develop themselves and use in their
operations, They are thus overburdened by paperwork and
perform it resentfully and poorly. This suggests the advantage
of evaluation. that integrates operations and research forms as
proposed in Chapter 8, or of monitoring by unobtrusive observa-
tions of evaluative data supplied inadvertently by treatment
agencies  in  the course of their operations routines. Such
monitoring is often feasible by supervising, licensing, or security
service organizations, especially those that have some authority
over the treatment agencies for reasons other than evaluation
of effectiveness.

Another style of outside monitoring consists of the research
organization assigning its own staff to the people-changing
agency, to observe and report what occurs there. This type of
arrangement is especially important where the phenomena to be
evaluated are modes of coliective interaction at the agency, or
where it is erucial that the rules and procedures of an experiment-
al design be scrupulously followed. These concerns prevail, for
example, in the project at the Comnnecticut School for Boys,
where a major disturbance led to the entire institution’s being
reorganized as a behavior modification and ‘creation of new
settings” experiment directed by the Yale University Psycho-
Educational Cliniec. The university maintains a graduate re-
search assistant as observer in each of the school’s eight cottages,
in addition to total project supervision by its faculty members
(Dean and Repucci, 1974). More varied and diffuse monitor-
ing has been undertaken by the Center for Criminal Justice of
Harvard Law School to assess the total consequences for the
juvenile justice system of drastic changes in juvenile corrections
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by the State of Massachusetts, inciuding the closing of all State
correctional institutions for juveniles.

Hierarchical Auditing

A major theme of this manual, most explicitly expressed in
Chapter 4 on cost-benefit analysis, is that evaluative research
should be routinized much as accounting systems are routinized
in business. Of course, peop!--changing agencies have bookkeep-
ing systems to account for their receipt and disbursement of
money, but they do not prepare figures on their effectiveness as
regularly and precisely as they prepare their financial statements,
or as business enterprises prepare profit-and-loss statements.

Ag should be abundantly clear from this manual, the effective-
ness of people-changing cannot be ascertained with nearly as
much precision asg profits in most businesses. Furthermore,
since effectiveness is necessary for officials to have job security
and for funding in treatment agencies, and since variations of
client input may be the main source of variation in treatment
outcome, it is probable that organizations themselves will often
not measure their overall effectiveness dependably. Parallels
exigt when corporations that sell stock to the public would cause
the value of their stock to go down if they failed to report
regular profits, and for this reason the l&w does not trust them
completely; they are required to have their financial statements
checked by licensed independent auditors. Similarly, banks and
savings and loan associations are subject to monitoring, audit-
ing, and inspection by Federal and State agencies.

Our discussion of inhouge trials suggested, essentially, that
any large organization evaluate those subordinate units and
programs among which it must choose in allocating its resources.
Thus, while the overall effectiveness of any treatment organiza-
tion may often not be measured dependably by the organization
itself, the organization may be able to estimate accurately the
relative effectiveness of its component or subordinate programs,
activities, or units for particular types of client. Each organiza-
tion in the hierarchy of government makes decisions on the
allocation of resources among its subordinate units to achieve
a maximum utility. An organization should therefore have an
objective interest in knowing the relative effectiveness of the
different fund recipient components among which it is free to
alter its allocations of resources,

It is accordingly proposed that any people-changing agencies
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receiving public funding should be to some extent audited for
effectiveness by a governmental unit above it in the hierarchy
of which it is a part. Applying this principle to a large State,
one would expect the department of corrections to make some
gross assessments of the overall effectiveness for particular types
of offenders of the sepavate jails and probation systems which it
operates, superviges, or subsidizes. Similarly, a State department
of mental health might assess the relative effectiveness for
particular types of patients of local hospitals, clinics, and com-
munity health programs which it subsidizes or even licenses.
Finally, State legislative or executive budget offices, and possibly
Federal funding offices, might wish to assess the effectiveness
of the State departments.

There are two main procedures available for such auditing of
people-changing effectiveness. The first, parallel to the auditing
of banks by Federal agencies and of stock exchanges, brokers,
and corporations by the Securities and Exchange Commission,
is simply to set some standards for record-keeping by the
audited agencies and to inspect the records. A second and less
obstrusive method is available to State and Federal govern-
ments in the auditing of people-changing agencies that must, for
their own operational needs, submit their clients’ fingerprints
to State and Federal criminal identificatior offices.

As indicated in Chapter 7, these fingerprint collecting offices
must supply current criminal record data on past releages to
research units of correctional agencies if those units are to
measure outcome with maximum <feasible thoroughness and
efficiency. The fingerprint offices themselves can algso utilize these
records to make independent assessments of the overall effective-
ness of judicial sentences and correctional programs for various
gross categories of offenders. This consists essentially of compil-
ing statistics on the client flow among all agencies which
submit fingerprints when they receive or reiease a client. This
has already been initiated, to a limited extent, by the “Careers
in Crime” statistics of the Crime in the United States publication
of the FBL

Such fingerprint flow compilation concentratcs the power to
publish so much critical and diversely interpretable data in one
agency that the compilation and publication preferably should
be supervised by an independent board of experts. At both the
Feaderal and State levels, board members could be drawn from
diverse autonomous agencies, such as universities and research
foundations, and various statistical offices of the State or of
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large cities. An excellent model for this is the already cited
Evaluation Committee of the Methadone Maintenance Evalua-
tion Project supervising the methadone maintenance monitor-
ing directed by Dr. Gearing of the Columbia University School
of Public Health.

Such a board would meet regularly to assess the client flow
compilation plans and progress of the fingerprint collection office
that it supervised. The board would examine drafts of statistical
reports and commentaries before their issuance, and would
release as part of each report a statement of evaluative comment
on the report’s accuracy and on its implications. They might
well assesgs the findings from the standpoint of our final concern:
how can new knowledge be integrated and coordinated with
prior evidence and inference?

Conclusion

Evaluation has been routinely called for by government and
foundation offices funding people-changing agencies, but usually
has been supplied by these agencies irregularly, inadequately,
or not at all. Frequently the findings of completed evaluative
research have been suppressed by administrators, who felt
threatened by research conclusions.

This fear of rigorous evaluation reflects the political atmos-
phere of program-funding, in which administrators must “sell”
their programs as though they were infallible. This fear also
reflects the tendency in political debates to call for global
evaluations of total agencies, although the relative effectiveness
of different total agencies is often determined primarily by the
type of clientele they receive. As repeatedly stressed in this
manual, what is most useful is evaluation of the relative effective-
ness of alternative types of people-changing activity for a given
type of client. Four patterns of allocating evaluative research
responsibility were distinguished, each with special implications
for fostering the routinization of program assessment.

An approach to evaluation that often serves both the public
and people-changing agencies extremely well, consists of inhouse
trials. In this approach, ideally, the agency tries out new
programs, at first only on a small scale and with as close to a
controlled experimental design as possible, for rigorous evalua-
tion, While such investigations often yield negative asesssments,
the conclusion that a program is ineffective is much less costly
to society after only a small-scale trial than after large-scale
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and long-term use of the program without much objective
evaluation. Indeed, one may often learn from predominantly
negative results how fo modify a program, or how to focus it
on a more limited clientele, in order to make it more effective
in subsequent trials. It is eminently desirable that a regular
part of any agency’s annual budget be allocated to inhouse trials,
for continuous small-scale experiments with the program
innovations it is considering. If inhouse trials are a routine
policy and there is regular publication of findings, requests for
expansion of programs can be made on the basis of research
evidence that the programs have been effective.

Enterprises initially described as experiments, or as “demon-
stration research” or ‘“action research,” but in fact never
evaluated, are most frequently outside agency projects. Evalua-
tion in any adequate sense of the term usually does not occur
when the outside agency and the sponsors are not oriented more
to research than to action, do not consistently maintain this
research emphasis, or do mnot share a clear consensus on the
purpose and procedure of the research.

There are many potential advantages to outside monitoring,
in which an organization specializing in research is hired to
evaluate activities of a people-changing agency. This arrange-
ment, if the research organization is truly independent, eliminates
the conflict of interest involved when a treatment agency is
asked to evaluate itself. Such independence may be questionable
if the people-changing agency being evaluated hires the monitor-
ing organization; it is less questionable if the office which funds
the agency also hires an independent research organization to
do the monitoring. Frequently there are problems of non-
cooperation of the people-changing agency with the organization
that is to monitor it, especially when such evaluation is initiated
after the treatment agency is long established and previously
has been autonomous. Ideally, the outside monitoring should be
contracted at the start of a people-changing program, so that
the independent assessment is clearly understood fo be a
condition of the funding arrangements from the start. In
addition, an independent bsard should oversee the monitoring
operations and comment on the monitoring organization’s reports.

Hierarchical auditing occurs when large units of government
undertake monitoring of people-changing activities by smaller
and more localized government units. Such a pattern of evalua-
tion is analogous to Federal and State government supervision
of local financial establishments. Ideally, such auditing should
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be done by unobtrusive measures, and should be supervised by
an independent bhoard. Whether or not there should also be
hierarchical control of local people-changing agencies to
maximize effectiveness, rather than decenfralization and local
control, is a complex issue not addressed here. Central monitoring
of local treatment agencies by a higher government office and
publication of findings may provide useful information input
for public opinion, regardless of whether the higher office has
regulatory power or not.
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CHAPTER 11

MAKING KNGWLEDGE CUMULATIVE:
PERPETUAL INVENTORIES OF WHAT WE
THINK WE KNOW

One official of a large correctional agency defined research
as spending $200,000 of some other organization’s money to
produce a 2-inch thick report that is distributed when it is
2 years out of date. This pattern is a tradition of the “project”
approach that is justifiably criticized. In contrast, this manual
emphasizes making research a continuous concomitant of
operations.

Many nesearch inquiries must still be organized on a project
basis, but it is important to try to design long-run projects as
successive stages, each of which produces useful feedback as
soon as possible. It is preferable to have numerous short reports
than one monumental report several years out of date—if one
cannot have both. Some of the major correctional research
projects of the 1960's were 6 to 12 years from inception to
publication, with most of this period elapsing after the data-
gatherinng had been completed. The delay was certainly one
factor in limiting their impact. Unpublished interim reports to
officials and advisors sometimes are of mutual benefit, and help
to maintain interest in the project. Furthermore, since the
secret of getting good writing completed is to start writing
early, but be willing and able to rewrite repeatedly, interim
reports often accelerate and improve final reports.

Frequent publication of short articles while ziso desirable,
sometimes blinds readers to the major patterns in knowledge
expansion. Not only is it difficult to keep up with all the published
literature, but the many small articles we read in a given field
often have formulations of problems and of findings that are
uncoordinated and not comparable.

Perhaps the least satisfactory solution to this problem was
that sponsored by the Federal Government in the 1960’s, This
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consisted of huge collections of abstracts of publications and
summaries of research in progress grouped together by broad
topics or simply arranged alphawvetically by author. While such
collecting sounds like a rational idea, the resulting large ‘‘phone
books” on current literature were much less useful than their
proponents imagined. Their mniixtures were of such uneven
quality and under such broad headings that one simply had to
look through too much to find useful items.

A second approach to summarizing accumulated knowledge
on the effectiveness of people-changing measures has not only
reflected research imperfectly, but has sometimes been anti-
thetical to it. This consists of publishing manuals of standards,
position statements, or model legislation that presumably reflect
the current consensus of experts. Consensus »n what is most
effective in these enterprises does not depend on rigorous
research, but unfortunately, on drifts of popularity and on
persuasive rhetoric in the drafting committee. By fostering
illusions on knowledge, these formulations often impede the
growth of knowledge.

A third type of solution is represented by highly edited
selections, such as those in the publication, Crime and Delinquency
Literature, issued by the Information Center of the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency. While this is a collection of
abstracts, it is small and well selected. Each issue alsc contains
one article, and this is frequently an attempt to summarize the
total literature on some topic generally related to issues of policy
or practice.

The solution I would propose for any people-changing field
is a synthesis of the manual of standards and the literature
summary approach. Instead of setting forth statements as to
consensus on optimal practice, it would set forth propositions
as the hypotheses currently most supported by wvailable theory
and research, then summarize and cite this support, as well as
opposing views and data, for each proposition. It could be
developed by a committee or board representing leadership in
both operations and research, possibly with some appropriate
full-time staff. If this were codified and updated regularly, but
well edited for cogency and conciseness, new research might be
oriented specifically to testing, expanding, or revising the
propositions in such an inventory of the current state of
knowledge, and new publications would link their propositions to
the current inventory. .

A mode] for the proposed inventory is provided in a section
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of my Federal correctional study entitled “Conclusions of this
Project as Hypotheses for New Research” (Glaser, 1964: 504-
513). Some of the 89 propositions presented there probably are
too specific in the rates they present on matters in which exact
figures are never known, and estimafes soon become dated, but
relationships are persistent. The following is an example of how
such a propositional inventory might be presented:

Proposition:

The proportion of releasees returned to prison tends to
be higher:

a. where probation is used extensively, so that only the
worst risks go to prison (although this may make long-run
recidivism rates of all felons lower) ;

b. where parole is used extensively, so that many poor
risk parolees are released on a trial basis;

¢. where a large proportion of parolees are returned
to prison when they have violated parole regulations but
have not been charged with or eonvicted of new felonies;

d. where there is a high overall crime rate in the com-
munities to which prisoners are released, so that there
is high prospect of the releasee coming from and going to
highly criminogenic circumstances.

Evidence:

This proposition rests primarily on inference because the
fingerprint followup studies that could test it conclusively
have not been systematically undertaken. There is evidence
that for adult offenders, probation is granted primarily to
first offenders (England, 1957) and its recidivism rates are
low, so if they are less frequently in prison the recidivism
rates of prisoners should become higher. Similarly, exten-
give use of parole creates a prospect of a high rate of
reimprisonment for parole violation, especially when the
policy is to reimprison readily for technical wviclation
mstead of just when new felonies are charged. Finally, it
is presumed that the causes of crime and of reimprisonment
are related, so that reimprisonment rates should be higher
when crime rate, especially felony rates, are higher.

Although there has been no systematic test of the above,
scattered studies are suggestive. (Glaser, 1969: 11) reports in
the 1950’s reimprisonment rates of 31 pereent for Pennsyl-
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vania and for Federal prisoners, 88 percent for Washington
(counting “wanted status” with reimprisonment), 39 percent
for Wisconsin, and 44 percent for New York. Kassebaum
and coworkers (1971) found 51 percent reimprisonment of
releasees during the 1960’s from one California prison.
According to section (a) of the above proposition, California
was one of the leading States in use of probation for felons,
with 51 percent receiving it in the mid-sixties, compared to
less than 40 percent for the Federal court system in this
period (Kassebaum, et al, 1971: 289). In section (b) the
data are not so consistent. Washington and California were
the only States in the ahove collection paroling over 90
percent of their releasees; the Federal prisons paroled only
381 percent, plus a smaller percentage on “mandatory
release” somewhat resembling parole. According %o section
(c), the proportion of those reimprisoned who were only
returned for technical violations, without a new felony
conviction, ranged from a low of orly 10 percent for the
Federal prisoners to a high of 84 percent for New York.
A recent California study (Spencer and Beracochea, 1972)
showed that the State’s high reithprisonment rate for women
parolees, almost twice the national average, was due almost
entirely to their high rate of return to prison for technical
violations without new felonies. Finally, according to
section (d) and apparently the most important item,
California has usually had the highest Index Crime rates
of any State in the Nation, with a rate of 2,826 per 100,000
in 1966, compared to New York’s 2,400, Washington’s
1,579, Pennsylvania’s 965, Wisconsin’s 891, and a United
States rate of 1,656.

Although the proposition above has aroused interest and been
cited, any thorough utilization of our FBI fingerprint records to
check it could produce much more fruitful sentence and parole
policy propositions. This checking should strive to identify
total system and long-term recidivism rates associated with
various mixes of probation and parole, preferably using some
gpecific types of offense and criminal record separately. It would
attempt long-run cost-benefit assessments of various. total
criminal justice system policies, and perhaps make some differen-
tiations for various regions of the country, or use metropolitan
and rural areas separately. These would provide benchmarks,
se that deviations from the predominant recidivism and re-
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imprisonment rates associated with particular sentencing and
parole policies in some localities could be investigated to
determine what caused them to have atypical patterns. (For
proposals on the develoepment of a still more systemic assessment
of rates, see Klein, et al, 1971.)

Many other propositions more relevant to specific practices
now pursued might also be formulated, with summaries of the
available evidence and argument about them. Because of this
focusing of attention on. them, they might be more carefully
tested. Some of the immense variety of propositions of this sort
which are possible in penology are presented below, without the
imperfect but suggestive evidence that now supports them.

A. Promoting the isolation of inmates from each other
fosters rehabilitation, when this is done by providing housing
which facilitates an inmate’s achievement of privacy when
he or she desires it.

B. Inmate pressures on other inmateg to avoid communica-
tion with staff varies directly with the extent to which
there is an impersonal and authoritarian orientation of
staff to inmates.

C. The more ritualistic and routinized the duties of an
employee become in dealing with offenders, the more he is
inclined to become authoritative and punitive toward them.

D. Custody grading systems impede rehabilitation if they
provide freedom only for play activities and as reward only
for avoiding disorder, rather than rewards more relevant
to postrelease needs (e.g,, more release money or more
outside contacts) for self-regulation more relevant to post-
release needs (e.g., education and training achievements).

E. Not training in vocational skills so much as habituation
of inmates to regularity in constructive and rewarded
employment, and apticriminal personal influences of work
supervisors, are the¢ main contribution of work in prison
to reduction of recidivism rates.

F. Prison education is associated with reduced recidivism
rates only when it is extensive enough to alter grade level
attainment appreciably; small doses of prxson education are
associated with higher crime rates.

G. The maximum rehabilitative impact of wages paid for
inmate work in prison occurs when wages may be earned
at any kind of work, the rate of pay is a function of perfor-
mance, and the amount spent while in prison and when
first on parole, is considerably limited.
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H. Reimprisonment rates are reduced most by release
through a few months in a community residential center
before parole, provided the offender is neither a first
offender with strong family support nor a clearly habitual
offender.

I. The most unfavorable postreleage residential arrange-
ment, in terms of postrelease failure rates, is that in which
the ex-prisoner lives alone.

The propositions above may or may not be valid; doubtless
many of them could be improved by revision, and could be re-
placed or supplemented by still more useful formulations. The
main point is that by reducing our most confident theories and
beliefs to their central law-like propositions, we direct empirical
studies to these generalizations and increase the prospect of their
becoming knowledge. Scientific knowledge is theory which has
been tested and found valid. Validity, however, is never absolute
and final, without the possibility of qualification or even rejec-
tion. Instead, comments on validity are expressions regarding the
degree of confidence which evidence has thus far inspired.

Carole H. Weiss observes, “Evaluators complain about many
things, but their most common complaint is that their findings
are ignored” (1972: 819). If the conclusions of evaluative re-
search studies are focused on the validation or revision of items
in a standard and widely available propositional inventory, it
will be more difficult for administrators or for other researchers
to ignore them.

Propositional inventories should point up issues, rather than
restricting themselves to statements about which there is
consensus. They should summarize all the principal argument
and evidence on controversial matters in order to highlight
contentions urgently in need of further test. This would promote
what Cain and Hollister called “intentional experimentation,”
when they noted:

It is not unfair . . . to characterize the approach to social
action programs . . . in the past as one of serial experimenta-
tion through program failure.. A program ig built around a
gingle concept, eventually it is realized that it does not work,
go the program is scrapped (or allowed to fade away) and a
new program and concept is tried. Certainly serial experi-
mentation through failure is the hard way to learn. An in-
tentionally experimental approach would allow us to learn
faster by trying alternative concepts simultoneously and
would make it ‘more likely that we could determine not only
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that a particular concept failed, but also why it failed. (In
Rossi and Williams, 1972:135.)

A final observation should be made about a possible limitation
or disadvantage of a propositional inventory. As Kuhn (1962)
pointed out, the major advances in scientific knowledge have not
come merely from testing and sharpening prior propositions
(which he calls “normal science”), but ky making imaginative
new kinds of formulations that prove valid (which he calls
“gcientific ‘ revolutions”). The theory of universal gravitation,
the germ theory of disease, the theory of biological evolution,
the theory of mass-energy convertability, and the theory of
space-time relativity were all breakthroughs not so much because
they were more precise tests of the hypotheses then being
debated, but because they proposed more profound and fruitful
hypotheses.

Conclusion

Evaluations too often are formulated in noncom:parable terms,
are reported in widely scattered publications, and consequently,
provide only disconnected bits of knowledge that are non-
cumulative. This problem has not been diminished as much by
.compiling huge collections of absiracts, or appointing committees
to draft manuals of standards, as by publishing highly selected
abstracts and periodic articles summarizing knowledge and
theory. on gpecific topits. An even greater cumulative benefit
could result from the periodic compilation of carefully edited
inventories of propositions on people-changing issues, each
followed by a summary of the theory and research relevant to it.
If we routinize evaluative research, and address it to testing
items in a propositional inventory, yet do not make it so routine
and so restricted to the inventory’s items as to rule out imaginative
new ideas and experiments, we shall maximize the effectiveness
of people-changing endeavors.
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APPENDIX A: A PRECODED FORM AS INITIAL REPLACEMENT FOR NARRATIVE REPORT

York State
g‘{cocic Aﬁdict{on Contrel Commission

TR~17 (3/70)

INTRAMURAL CAS
(Type or Prin

Appendix A: Page 1

E SUMMARY
t Only)

See Instructions on Foxrm TR-17.1

1.Subject's Name: Last First Middle |2, (1-3)|3. Current Facility|4. NACC No.
(4-6) (7-13)

5. No. Prior Releases This_ Commitment (14) 6

O Nona 1 One 2 Two 3 Three or more

Commigsion Determination Code (15)

7. Purpose of Summary (16)

1 Assign to Community Based Service 5 3-Month Review
2 Recommended for NACC Methadone Maintenance 6 12-Month Review
3 Interfacility Transfer 7 Extended Pass to Aftercare
4 Affiliated Program 8 Other, cspecify,
Reason for Transfer 4
0 Not applicable, not a transfer 5 Attempted abscondence
1 Resident does not accept program 6 Returned from abscondence
2 Resident physically abusive 7 Positive urine
3 Move to facility nearer to family 8 Other, specify
4 Transferred to "opening" facllity
Propram Participation in Intramural Facilities
(Check one on each line)
Depree of Participation
Intramural Type of Does | Did Not
Programs Participation Not Parti- Below Above
Apply | cipate Average Average Averape
9 1] 1 2 3 5
8. Individual Involvment (17
Counseling Attendance (18)
9. Group Involvment (19)
Counselin Attendance (20)

10, Total Number of M nths Participate
in Groupn Coungeling This stay: (21-22)

0O Not stratified therapy
1 Beginning "C" Group
2 Intermediate "BY Group

11. Group Coungeling Level at this Time

(23)

3 Final "A" Group or Pass Group

Comments
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New York State
%grfgbic Addiction Control Commission

(3/70)

Appendix A: Page 2

INTRAMURAL CASE SUMMARY

Subject's Name: Last ,

First Initial

NACC No.

12. Resident's Emotional State (24) 13, Amount of Correspondence Initiated by
Resident (25)
1 Given to radical changes in mood
2 Fairly stable 1 Below Average
3 Stable 2 Average
4 Constricted 3 Above Average
14. Resident Family Contacts While in 15, Behavior on Pass or Work Release (27}
Facility (phone, mail or visit) (26)
0 Never released
1 Frequent 1 Very dependable
2 Moderate 2 Fairly dependable
3 Infrequent 3 Not dependabie
4 None
5 No family
16. Abilitv to Work with Others (28) 17, Evidence of Psychiatric Disorder (29,

1 Overly shy and frightened of others
2 Shy, but can work with others if
called to
3 Works well with others
4 Querbearing, but can accomodate
5 Very diffieult to work with-
cannot accomodate

Q None
1 Mitd
2 Serious

Psychiatric diagnosis

18. Quality of Resident!s Reactions (30)

1 Overreactive
2 Somewhat appropriate to
situation
3 Reactions usually appropriate to
situation
Somewhat appropriate but emotional
reactions flat
Emotional reactions flat

W

19,

Quality of Resident's Relationships(31)

Unable to trust others or form
friendships

Daes not trust others, but is
attempting to form friendships
Stays in clique friendships

Able to form trusting relation-
ships outside of clique

Trusts and makes friendships with
everyone who will listen to him

S N -

v

CLomments on Above
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New York State

Narcotic Addiction Cottrol Commission

TR-17 (3/70)

Appendix A: Page 3

INTRAMURAL CASE SUMMARY

Subjeetts Name: Last

l!"irst: Initfal NACC No.,

20, Understanding of Past Experiences (32)

1 Blawmes self unressonable amount
2 Beginning to underatand but still

tending to blame self

3 Understands role of self and

environment in past

4 Beginning to understand but still
projecting
5 Projects blame unreasonable amount

PSYCHO-SEXUAL FACTORS
21. Abflity to Communicate About Sex (33)

1 Feels free to discuss sex
2 Blocks discussions about sex

22, Sublimation (34)

1 Sublimates sexual energies in

constructive channels

2 Sublimates sexual energies in

negative channels

3 Unable to sublimate sexval energies

'+, Homosexyality (35)
O None, 1 Overt 2 Covert

24, External Sexual Image (36)
Effeminate Masculine

1 2 3 4 5

25, Acceptance of Sexual Image (37)

1 Functional
2 Changing posttively
3 Changing negatively

Relationship .and
Responsibility

4 Clearly non-functional

Recent Ratin Progress Since Adm. _
Below Above]| No Some | Definite
Average Average veragell Prog.| Prog. | Progress

1 2! 3 4 5 1 2 3

26. Interpersonal
relationships-staff (38)

(41)

27. lnterpersonal
relationghips-peer (39)

(42)

28. Responsibility for
perscn and_property (40)

(43)

29. Participation in Speclal Treatment Programs in Facility (44

1 Participates in special voluntary groups
2 1s in a special ward {e.g., for young people)
3 Resident in special leadership position

4 Other special treacment

Comments on Above
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New York State Appendix A: Page 4
Narcotic Addiction Control Commission
TR-17 (3/70)

INTRAMURAL CASE SIMMARY

Subject's Name: Last First Initial} NACC No.

PRE-RELEASE PLAN
(To_be completed only for those considered for release)

30. Attitude towards Aftercare (45} 31. Work Plan upon Release (46)
1 Willing to ceooperate and 1 No definite job available
try abstinence 2 Plans to attend school
2 Mixed feelings about aftercare 3 Has job, not related to center
3 Clearly negative and hostile training
4 Has job, related to center training
5 Other, specify,

32. Living Arrangements upon Release (47)

0 Indefinite 4 With spouse
1 Alone 5 At NACC Community Based Center
2 With Friends 6 Other, specify

3 With Parents

33. Circle Major Problem Faced at Release (48-49)

1 Gutstanding warrant 6 Cntinued need for counseling

2 Needs residence 7 Continued need for voc/ed training

3 Needs finuncial assistance 8 Continaed need for special wmed/dent. care
4 Hostility of family 9 Continued need for psychiatric treatment
5 Lack of family interest 10 Other, specify

34, Estimate Probability of Absondence or Being Returned to Intramural Status
Within One Year after Release (50)

1 Less than 25% 2 25-49% chance 3 50-74% chance 4 75% or more chance

Comments on Above
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New York State

Narcotic Addiction Control Commission

TR-17 $3/70)

INTRAMURAL CASE SUMMARY

Appendix A: Page 5

Subject's Name: Last First Initial RAGC No.,
Unusual Incidents This Stay

(Circle those appropriate to case)

35. Bhysically Abusive (51) 3b.

0 None
1L With Other residents
2 With Counselors

Segrepation (52)

O None
1 Once
2 Twice

37. Disturbances (53)

0 None
1 Provoked Grp Acting Out
2 Participated in Group

3 With Officers 3 Three or more times Acting Out
4 To self
38. Abscondence (54) 39. Abscondence Aétemggg {552
O None 0 None
1 First 1 First
2 Second 2 Second
3 Third 3 Three or more
40, How Returnped from Abscondence (56)
0 Does not apply
1 By own volition
2 All by authorities
3 Once by own volition, all others by authorities
4 Twice by own volicion, all others by authorities
41, Current Physigal Health (57) 42, Verbal Skills (58}

L No serious health problem
2 Handicapped, but can work
3 Handicapped, cannot work

Medical Diagnosis, if applicable

talk

jargon

1 1s comfortabie with square talk
2 Beginning to drop street jargon,
but still uncomfortable in square

3 Generally unwilling to abandon

CLomments on Above

193



New* York State Anpendix A: Page 6
Narcotic Addiction Control Commission

IR-17 (37703
INTRAMURAL CASE SUMMARY
Subject's Name: Last First Initial NACC No,

43, High School Diploma or College Course Work (59) 44, 1.Q. Rating (60)

1 High School Equivalency from NACC 1 Above Aversge
2 High School Equivalency or diploma 2 Average

from elsewhere 3 Below Average
3 College correspondence cours¢ from NACC 4 Not Tested

4 College courses elsewhere
Test(s) Used

EBrogram Participation in Intramural Facilities

Degree of Particination(check one on each line)
Does Did Not
Type of Not Parti- Below Above
Intramural Programs |Participation|Apply | pate Averoge Averﬁgg Average
9 0 1 2 3 4 5
45. Academic Attendance (61)
Education rogress {(62)
46, Vocational Attendance (63)
Training IProgress (64)
Grade Achievement Level
Reading Arithmetic
47.(Circle one in each At (65) Recent At (67) Recent Last Grade
crivpn) Admigsion Retest(66) Admission Retest (68)| Completed(69
Not tested o] [} s} 0 0
3rd grade or less (0-3.4) 1 1 1 1 1
4th grade (3.5-4.4) 2 2 2 2 2
5th graile (4.5-5.4) 3 3 3 3 3
6th grade (5.5-6.4) 4 4 4 4 4
7th grade (6.5-7.4) 5 5 5 5 5
8th grade (7.5-8,4) 6 6 6 6 6
9th grade (8.5-9.4) 7 7 7 7 7
10th grade (9.5-10.4) 8 8 8 8 8
11th grade or more (10,5 ) 9 9 9 9 9

Commients on Alove
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New York State Appendix A: Page 7
Narcotic Addiction Contrul Commission

TR-17 (3/70)

INTRAMURAL CASE SUMMARY

Subject!s_Name: Last First Initial NACC No,

Program Participation in Intramural Facilities

(Check one on each line)
Degree of Participation

Does Did Not

Intramural Not Partici-(Below Above
Programs Participation Apply | pate Average Average Average
g [2] 1 2 3 4 5
48, Therapeucicw Attendance (70)
Recreation Involvment (71)

49, Takes responsibility for

Work Assignment (72)
50, Uses free time constructively (73)

Comments_on Above

Completed By: (74-76)

Date
Approved:

Associate N.R.C. Date

Approved: (77-80)

Director Date
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N’ : 'RECODED FGRM
APPENDIX B: REVISED PRECODED S Appendix Bt Sheet 1

STATE OF NEW YORK
NARCOTIC ADDICTION CONTROL COMMISSION
QUARTERLY SURVEY OF EMPLOYMENT OF SUBJECTS IN AFTERCARE

SUBMIT THIS REPORT QUARTERLY FOR THE LAST WEEK OF THE FOLLOWING MONTHS:
JANUARY‘ APRIL, JULY AND OCTOBER. INCLUDE ONLY EMPLOYMENT DATA COVERING
SUBJECT'S EMPLOYMENT FOR THE FINAL & DAYS OF THOSE MONTHS. PREPARE THE FORM
ON OR BEFORE THE FIFTH DAY OF THE MONTH FOLLOWING THE SURVEY WEEK. THE FORM
IS DUE IN ALBANY ON OR BEFORE THE 21ST OF THE MONTH FOLLOWING THE SURVEY WEEK.

FACILLTY WEEK OF TO
SUBJECT'S 1D NAME SEX
REPCRT DATE BIRTH DATE AFTERCARE OFFICER

DID SUBJECT WORK MORE THAN 30 HOURS DURING THE WEEK
CIRCLE APPLICABLE NO. 1 YES 2 NO 3 NOT KNOWN

IF NO OR NOT KNOWN CIRCLE APPLICABLE NO.

1 IN SCHOOL 9 LAID OFF DUE TG LACK OF WORK
2 HOUSEWIFE 10 1IN AFTERCARE LESS THAN 1 WEEK
3 INCAPACITATED 11 1IN A DATLY OP RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT
4 TEMPORARY RETURN TO RESIDENCE PROGRAM E.G. COMMUNITY CARE OR AN
5 FAILURE TO REPORT SUBSEQUENT ACCREDITED AGENCY

TO SURVEY WEEK 12 WORKED LESS THAN 30 HOURS OR HAD NO
6 UNSUCCESSFUL IN SEEKING EMPLOYMENT FIXED HOURS--INCIUDES SELF-EMPLOYED
7 DID NOT REPORT TO WORK 13 IN A TRAINING PROGRAM
8 DID NOT SEEK EMPLOYMENT 14 NO REASON INDICATED

15 OTHER - MISCELLANEOUS
IF SUBJECT WORKED AT ALL ~ INCLUDING SELF-EMPLOYED - SHOW

A. 'NO. OF DAY3 DURING THIS WEEK IN WHICH SUBJECT DID ANY WORK FOR PAY
CIRCLE APPLICABLENO. 1 2 3 &4 .5 6 7

B. TOTAL HOURS WORKED IN WEEK

C. MAIN OCCUPATION OF SUBJECT DURING THE WEEK
OTHER OCCUPATION

D. HOW MANY EMPLOYERS DID SUBJECT HAVE DURING THE WEEK
E. GROSS PAY FOR THE WEEK

F. VERIFIED BY -~ CIRCLE APPLICABLE NO.
1 SUBJECT 3 PAY STUB - FOR SURVEY WEEK ONLY
2 EMPLOYER 4 OTHER -~ SPECIFY

REPORT THE GROSS EARNINGS SHOWN ON THE SUBJECT'S MOST RECENT PAY STUB WHICH
MAY OR MAY NOT INCLUDE THE SURVEY WEEK FOR WHICH YOU SUPPLIED INiORMATION.
HOWEVER, SUCH PAY STUB SHOULD NOT REPORT WAGES EXCLUSIVELY EARNED MORE THAN
ONE MONTH PRIOR TO THE DATE OF TERMINATION OF THE SURVEY,

A. GR0SS EARNINGS SHOWN ON STUB
B. P=RIOD COVERED BY STUB DAYS- WEEKS- MONTHS~

WAS SUBJECT TERMINATED BY ANY EMPLOYER DURING THE WEEK
CIRCLE APPLICABLE NO. 1 YES, 2 NO 3 NOT KNOWN

IF YES, REASON GIVEN A. BY SUBJECT = B. BY EMPLOYER -
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Appendix B: Sheet 2

NEW YORK STATE
NARCOTIC ADDICTION CONTROL CONMISSION " 7YPE OF PROCAAM . FROCRAN ——
REPORT OF ADMISSION TO TREATHENT AND/OR SERVICE PROGRAM E: DEMONSTRATION
[ uernanone
AGENCY AGENCY CODE, _} YOUTRFUL DRUG ABUSE
1e 104 NOt 2, Subject's Hanm (Lut, Flrat, Niddle) 3s Cext de Uate Adaltted:
Wale 2 [
Femle 2[) | —Smud—
5. Subjectis Addresst [Strest, Nuaber, City, Counly, State) 6e First Adaisslont|7. Date of Birtht
1 D Yes
2] b S A A
B. Place of Birtht {State or Country) 9 Father « Country of Births 10, Mother = Country of Birtht
36 [T Naw York State 54 [T Puecta Rico 9 Jus 5407 Puerta Rlea 49[Jus. 56 Puerto Rico
Code Codu Code
Other {Speci fy) Other (Specify) Other (Specify)
1. Walden Hames T2, U.5. Cltizens 13.0.5, Velerant 1] tes 2L 0 Mo
1 Yea If yes,
2010 Separation or Dfschargu Date ____/ [/
Type of Dlscharges
14, Raze: 15, Puerto Rican: 1 D Separsted, not discharged
1 wmite 3] otker 10vs 28770 2 [] Honorable 4[] Bad Conduct 6 [ ] General
2] 8taek 3 [ pi1shonarable 5[] tndeateable 7 [] Other
16, Marital Statum 17. Education (Check highest grade completed) 18, Rellglons
1 Single 0 ] Nane
2¢ I Married 1] Grades 1-6 7 Elﬂnh School Craduste 1 [ Protestant 5{ ] talan
3 L Mot | 2] trace 7 Some College 2] Rosan Catholle 6 [ Other
4 paraie 3{ ] Grade 8 [ College Graduste 3 D Jewish 7] tione
5 Divorced D
20 Unsscertained [ Jcrade s 4L advanced degree courses 4 oreek Orthadox B[] Unascert,
9 Connon-1av 5 Grade 20 8 [_1Ungraded classes
6] Grace 11 ¢ [ tnascertalned
19, Occupations l s 20, Hoclal Security Mumber 21 Spouse's First Name:
Code
i HRENENE
22, Referrad Bys Hame of Public or Private Agencyt
13 saf 2 [JRelative 3] Friend 4[] Physician 503 Prtvne 6 [ Public
gency Agency
23, Household Compositions {Mark all which apply]
Subject livess 1[_JAlone 1 ] Witk spovae 1] with Male Friend
2[ 1 uith Aarents 2 E With thildren 2{_JVith Feanle Friand
4 3 tn an Institetlon 4 With Other Relatives With Others
24, Hf apsuwer to 723 abova is other than "Alone™ or "la an Institution®s Do sny of these people use drugs?
10 Yesn 2[ 1 he
25. Uf yos; who? (Mark all which apply and indicate T¥ the perwon ia :urrenﬂy ln irntunnt)
Ao Trestnent. 1n Tresiment 1n Treatnent
No Y No
1 Parant(s) -] 3 %] COne or more children Mile Friind
Spouse ] 1 Sther relativas lee Frland
26, Previous tresiment for drug use received throughout drug use historyt N .
Hoi of Mo, Ho, of Moz, No,_of Moga
1 I nauec, e 103 VoA Hospltal _— 1] Sutpatient Clinte
2 ] KYS Wi, Hospital 213 6en, Hospital 21 Pets Fhsyclen —_
3 [T FedaNercoHospital 4 T3 pety Hospital —_— 3 ] other (Speci#,
Uther previous treatmant recelved: brluw{
8 [] tone
27« Age first 11lagally used any drug? — 28, Since onset of drug use, what was the longest
What was flrst deug?, perlod of vodunfary abstinerze? .
23« Age flrat T11agally vaed any marcotic drug? What was drug?
30¢ Total number 9f detoxifications Ia hospitels, jails, 31. Total detoxificatjons not In hospitals, jails,
lockups, wtes lockups, etce

-3¢ (2/72)
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Appendix B: Sheet 3

9% Drug use prior to adaissfon: indicale frequency by placing u check in wppropriste box besida drug name:

Primary Drug used: Heroln [ Other (specify) FREQUENGY OF USE DURING LAST THAEE NONTH

S — DAILY LESS THAN DAILY NOKE
Heroja 1 2 a
Hethadone 1 . 2 )
Codelne 1 2 [
Dther Narcotles 1 2 o
Cocaine 1 2 0
Barbiturates and other Seditives 1 2 []
Amphetamines and xiallsr agents 1 2 0
Psychedelics 1 2 [
¥ar! juanafHeshish 1 2 [
Other {Specify) 1 2 0

43, Totsl estimsted cost to subject per day: {During last month on street)

.. iu:t of primacy drug §__ b. Total cost of sll drugs used §
Most fr:qumd
I Aerest Historys oo grpnsted? 1[0 _Jves 2{_1#o 1§ yesy a0 Jotal nusber
be  Yotal nuaber for violations
of the drug lawa PN ——

co Age flrst arrested

35« Subject will be participeilng In your program ser 96, Mothar's first nemes
1{ A resldent or In-patisnt 2"} an Ouipatient

37. Atcoholt 3 [ ] ¥o problen 20 ) Previoux probles 9] Current Problen
Define problem (eny indication of drunk arrests, loss of time on job or mariial discord dus to excessive drinking)s

Fo Work iz torys .
0[] Never worked 1] Vorked in past
Longest period in ANY job :E:] months

Length of time sfnce last enploymant [ 1] months

39, Esployment Pxttern (One month priop to Aﬁhs{on):
Employed more than 30 hours per waek (Include self-employed).

, {Elvlcy!d up to 30 hours per week (Include aelf-enployed)s {# expleyeds prosent. Incons 'W
Not known to be esployed
In school or treining program
Housewl fe
Incapacitated, specify
71 I 1n Institution, specify,

a0 -

40, Walfare Hislory:
3 [ Currently on 2 "] Praviously on 3] tever on

FREPARED BYs TITLE:,

OATES

The-94.
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Appendix B: Sheet 4

AFTERCARE CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY

REASON FOR SUBMISSION OF REPORT Yo. of Coplea
1 ] Quarterly Sunmary 2
Faclllty 2 [} Olscherge (rnqulre: TR-27) 2
3] oexth ") 2
Report Perlod: froa to ¢ [T Return to residency or Pollce Custody 4
5 [3_ Ghange of Na0 {requires TR=27 or TR«105) 1
HAD — 6 Ll Repoct of Abscondence reaulres TR-27) 2
NAME Lust First Mlddle SEX § NAGC: ).De No, | Birthdate Date Certs| Date Expo [Dute Released |Fec, Released
to AfC from
CURRENT AFTERCARE STATUS [MHL ¥ | No. Arrests Hoe Arcests URRENT LEGAL MARJYAL STATUS Check one
Prior to Cert, | 8lace Corte Single Widowed [ pivorced
Married 4 ?:] Separated 6 Unascertalned
1, CURHENT ADDBESS1 @ t thtut it 1tcabl
Wutllddr‘n’:-m":po llim ution .“ capie Coun{y Stete e Telephone Hos

Hunber of different resldences durlng thls report perlod_ . _____
2. CURRENT RESIDENTIAL SITUATIOH: Check all apolicable

Client Lives:t 1 Alono 1 Vith Spouse 1 Ebum‘ Wale Friendls)
2 With Parents 2 With Ghlldren With Feaale Friendls)
tn an Instltution 4 With Other Relatives 4 Tranglent or Unatable
Glve name of lndlvlduuﬂ:) with vhom resides
3. GONTACTS to Phone Cells): Toe oF VIslts

Oates of Office Vialts with Cllent

Dates of Office Viaits with Other Persons ege Family

Dates of Fleld Visits {o Home of Client

Specify Other Fleld Vialts and Dales
4, REPORTING RECORD:t Check one on each line

Present Schedule 1 [] Weekly 2 [] Bl-Weekly 3 L[] toothly 4 [J other (spectiy)

|11

Attendance 1 [ 2 [ More than haif S[] Lesa than half 4 VYery few
Datas of unaxcused failures to reports TOTAL,
Se TYFES OF STATUS DURING REPDRT FERIDD Check all lnp]Jclble Hage of Prograa
Fleld Service 1 [} Helfuay House [ Outslde Hethadone Malnt

2 [J Couaunlty Care 2d HACC Hethadane Mnlntenunn 2 [J Outslde Abstinent Program
4 [] other Chemotherspy
B» TREATMENT INVOLVEMENTs For each modallty, Indicaie extent of involvement In all programs by the following.code:
0 = None 1 = Less than once a month 2 = Once & nonth or more but less than once a week
9 = Orce or twice a veek 4 = Three or more times a wesk 5 = Hot applicable
PROGRAMz 1 tndiyidual Counseling 2____ Group Therapy 3 Encounter Group 4___ Psychotherapy
5. Acedenlc Education 6 Vocatlomal Cuidance & Training 7. Muslc & Art 8_____ Recrestion

9 Other Speclfy
7« CURRENT SELF-SUFFICIENGYs GCheck Main Support

1 D Supports Self Cnly 2 [] Supports Self & Others - give number of persons dependent on cllent fncluding self.
3 [ Supported by Parents - give parent's total nnt weekly Income » Give total nunber of persons
dependent on thet lncome including the wage ecwneris)
L} D Supporied by Spouse ~ give epouse's total net weekly fncome )

dependent on that Income including apouae
5 [ public assistence 6 [] Unemployment Inlurunce 7 [ other Specify

« Glve totul number of persons

8+ CURRENT EMPLOYMENT SITUATICNs
Wes cllent referred to the placement offlcer during this Fresent Employer's Name
report perfod 1 [J Yes 2 [ No  S[] fiot Applicable
¥as client esployed thls perfed 1 Oves 20w Address
Was employment verifled 1 [ Yes 2 [] %o
1f yes, specify source Job Titie
Husber of Jobs held this repori period Dates of 1ast employment: From Te
Is clent's status known 1o employer 1 [] Yes 2 [ %

Number of hours werked last week NHet weekly salary § Hourly vage §

BACC TR—13)5
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10 In scheol

2 [ Housewlfe

3 _ Incapacitated

4 Teaporary return to residence
5[] Usknown beceuse of f-llurt tn

[F CLIENT 0ID NOT WORK MORE THAR 30 HOURS LAST WEEX INDICATE REASOH:

Check one
700 01d not report to work

8 [Joid not seek eaployment

2 ) lald off due to lack of work
10 [ !n aftercare less than one week

upQ

progran

In dally or realdential irastment 16

Appendix B: Sheet §

130 In training program
14 [O Wo razson indlcated
5 O Other-specify

a Qult

17 0] red
[ D Unsuccessful In flndlng uzploylmt 12 [[] VWorked leas than 30 houra or hed na fixed hcura (lncl. ol f-saployed)

10. ARREST DETAILS THIS PERI(O:
DATE CHARGE OISPOSITION [ DETAINER DESCRIPT JUR OF OFFENSE
of COUNTY (Flnll 1f Kunnn) OR ADJOURMN= | WARRANT From Arreating Gfflcer or Court Papera}
ARREST MENT DATE OATE
11, DRUG USE CURING THIS PERI0D: Each drug should be voded for frequency of uses 0<%one 1=Leas than once o wetk
230nce a week 3=Several times a week 4Dailyr If taken by doctor?s preacription, check applicable boxe
Frequency [ MO Rx Frequency ¥
Herdln Hael jugoa[Hazhish
Methadane Cocaine
Psychotogens (LSD, Etc,) Aleohol _Intoxfestion
Other Opiates apecify) Barblturates \specify)
Alphthntnn,T‘:p-:ify) Other drugs \specify)
12, INDICATE BASIS FOR DETERWINATION OF CURRENT DRUG USE: Check all appiicable
Urlne Yes 2 [7] Ne Physical Examinetion 0O Yes 20 m Interview 1 [ Yes 2 ] %

————
DATES OF ANY TEMPORARY RETURKS THIS PERIOD AND REASDH

19,

T "SUMNARY OF AFYERGARE SUFERVISICN —- I PARAGRAPH FORN PROVINE GONGISE BARF QN"ARY TOENTIFYING PRDB' EMS, PF'}!‘“S# DU ING

REPORT PERIOD, FAMILY RELATIONSH'®Q, COOPERATION WIIH NAU,. RecRrlaves, Tpes
WHERE CLIENT HAS LIVED DURING TH1S REPORT PERIOD.

L ADDRISIES

7 TIALS, ETC., ALSY L

Please type or print - un up\rnt- sheet ¥ nn:uury)

HAQ

Socfal Security Husber.

Date,

SR. HAD,

Dite

IF CLIENT IS LOST 7O CONTACT AT THE TIME OF THIS REPCRT, GIVE DATE OF CHANGE OF STATUS
IF CLIENY 1S BEING DISCHARGED, GIVE DATE ON WHICH HE 1S TEIMIXATED Alp ATTACH FCRR TR-1350
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APPENDIX C: FORMS FROM THE U.S. BUREAU OF PRISONS RAPS-2 PROJECT

Appendix C: Sheet 1

PROGRAM ANALYSIS SHEET

1. REGISTEH JUMBER 2.NAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE INTIAL} 3.EFFECTIVE DATE
4, INSTITUTION NAME 5. INSTITUTION CODE 6, NEXT REVIEW DATE
8. RATING 7.AGE 8. FRIOR 9, SENTENCE 10.PRIORITY, 11.CUSTODY,
COMMITMENTS ASSIGNED
IFFIRST IF UNDER 30 IF NONE IF FJDA, YCA, OR NARA IF FIRST 1F MINIMU
ENTER 1 ENTER 1 ENTER O ENTER 1 ENTER t ENTER 1
IF SECOND 1F 3070 45 IF ONE ‘gn“}m;"ﬁ],?f, THISYEARS | ik sEcoND IF MEDIUM
ENTER 2 ENTER 2 ENTER 1 L a20818) ENTER 2 ENTER 2
JETHIRD iF OVER 45 |¢ OVER ONE ) LESS THAN 18MONTHS OR | (ETHIAD IF CLOSE
ENTER 3 ENTER 3 RS OVER 15 YEARS ENTER 3 ENTER 3
IF EXGLUDABLE OFFENSE
lmm JMMIGRATION
LAWS, LIGUOH LA
SELECTIVE SERVICE
ACT, SITUATION
G BREACH OF THUST)

S

For lines 12-21, anter the sppropriate NEED LEVEL and in: the boxes marked acitvity, enter the activities whick are planned for the individuat, (f
the activity which is planned has a canstraint the constrain must be entere in the box marked consiraint to the right of the activity,

NEEDLEVEL] ACTIVITIES PLANNED CONSTRAINTS PREVENTING PLAN:
O-NONE | 45 epucaTION ~ABE 7 ~ COUNSELING IINDIV. 01 - CUSTADY REASONS
1-Low 50 — EDUCATION-GED 58 ~ COUNSELING {GROUP) —LACK
2-HIGH | 51 ~RECREATION £0 ~CORRECTIONAL COUNSELING u:l FRLOAITY

52 — VOCATIONAL TRAINING 80 — HEALTH SERV FROGRAM FiLLED
53 — ON-THE-JOB TRAINING 81 - VoL UNTARY GHDUPS 05 TN 100 SO
54— INDUSTRY 62~ woRk RELEASE 06— MPOF{ARILY troseo
55~ PSYCOTHERAPY (INDIV}) 63 —STUDY AELEA 07~ uNou LIFIE]
56— PSYCOTHERAPY (GROUP] 62— GENERAL AINTENANCE 08 OTHER
65— CTl
66 — OTHER

ACT CNST | ACT .| CNST | ACT | CNST | ACT | CNST. | ACT | CNST
CORRECTIONAL FACTORS 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 4 5 5

12, ECONOMIC
STATUS

13, FAMILY
CONDIT{ONS

14, MENTAL
HEALTH HEALTH
15.PHYSICAL
HEALTH
16, EDUCA-
SKILLS TIONAL
17.VOCA.
TIONAL
18.SELF-
CHARACTER CONTROL
18, INTER-PERS,
RELATIONS

20. STANDARDS
TRAITS & VALUES

23, ASPIRA-
5

ENVIRONMENT

8P-6.1 (NOV,71) Macrapical
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Appendix C: Sheet 2

BUREAU OF PRISONS
INMATE ACTIVITY REPO

INSTRUCTIONS
To use as an ENROLLMENT forme--vove-
Ta use as 3 COMPLETION form =<+
To use as a WITHDRAWAL form ~- - -

RT

#+<ee-Complete items 110 ONLY,
«esseasv-.Complete items 1-7 AND jtems 11, 12, and 13,
«+seveoa-Complete items 57 AND items 11, 12, 13, and 14,

§

COMPLETE ALL
ITEMS IN THIS
SECTION.

1, REGISTEA NUMBER

2, INMATE NAME [LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE}

3. INSTITUTION CODE [E.G.ATLANTA 1S 131)

4. TYPE OF AEPORT 2=ENROLLMENT 3=COMPLETION 4=WITHDRAWAL

{MONTH, DAY, YEAR)

5. DATE {NMATE ENROLLED IN THIS ACTIVITY |

6, ACTIVITY NUMBER

49sEDUCATION~ABE
50=EDUCAT’ONGED AND OTHER
51*RECREATIO
52'VOCATIONALTRAIMNG
53=ON-THEJOB TRAINING
54»INDUSTRY
55=PSYCHOTHERADY (INDIV.)
56+PSYCHOTHERAPY [GROUP)
57=COUNSELING (INDIV .}

58~COUNSELING (GROUP)

58«CORRECT lONAL COUNSELING
60"HEALTH SE

61-VOLUNTAHY GROJP

62+WORK RELEAS

6§3=STUDY RELEA:

64=GENERAL MAINTENANCE

65=CTC

66=0THER

[ T |

7. DEPAHTMENT RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS ACTIVITY

03=EDUCA’

OZ-CORREC‘NONAL SERVICES
03sCASE MANAGEMENT
D4sCHAPLAINS

05«MEDICAL

06=BUSINESS

07=NARA
08=DRUG ABUSE PROGRAM
09=MECHANICAL SERVICES
10=INDUSTRY
11=COMMUNITY VOLUNTEERS
12«FOQD SERVICES
13=0THER

COMPLETE THIS
SECTION FOR
ENROLLMENTS
ONLY

8.PROGRAM TITLE

9. COUNSELOR STATUS 1=FULL-TIME

2°PART TIME 3=0THER

10, CUSTODY AT ENROLLMENT

1=MINIMUM  2=MEDIUM  3<CLOSE

COMPLETE THIS
SECTION FOR

COMPLETIONS OR
WITHORAWALS

ONLY,

11, DATE OF COMPLETION OR WITHDRAWAL (i

MONTH, DAY, YEAR)

12.CUSTORY AT COMPLETION  1=MINIMUM
OR WITHDRAWAL 2*MEDIUM

JCLOSE

13. TOTAL INMATE HOURS AND MINUTES
INVOLVED IN ACTIVITY

14, (F WITHORAWAL, INDICATE REASON
1=RELEASED
2=TAANSFERRED
3=PROGRAM CHANGE
A=INMATE REQUEST

6+PROGRAM DISCONTINUED
6CONTROL PURPOSES
T=INSTITUTIONAL NEEDS
8=0THER

[

B8R 6.2 INOV71) MECHANICAL
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