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FOREWORD 

In recent years. tbe commonly accepted belief that research can be a pro­
ductive administrative tool in almost any activity has been challenged within the 
field of corrections by a variety of social analysts. They assert that evaluative 
studies have provided little evidence that any correctional programs "work." 

In The Practical Guide to Evaluative Research in Corrections, Dr. Stuart 
Adams examines the bases and validity of the assertion and then defines and 
describe techniques for using research to make corrections more effective. The 
resulting guidelines are designed to make research a more effective instrument in 
the management and improvement of the correctional subsystem of criminal 
justice. 

The main emphases of the Guide are two: the correctional administrator has 
several responsibilities to fulfill if he is to benefit from research, and the researcher 
must command a variety of techniques if he is to meet the descriptive and ana­
lytical needs of his agency. The administrator must not only know the capability 
and requirements of objective research; he must also provide support, define his 
research needs, and make use of the products of his research staff. The researcher, 
in addition to comprehending the strengths and weaknesses of the many evalua­
tion models, must also understand the strategies that aid in translating information 
into action in operating agencies. 

The Guide covers both traditional and contemporary approaches to evalua­
tion-from surveys and controlled experiments to operations research and 3imu­
lation. Within this range are techniques that any agency-regardless of size or 
research sophistication-should 'find useful. 

GERALD M. CAPLAN 

Director 

iii 



iv 

GOT A MOMENT? 

We'd like to know what you think of this Pre­
scriptive Package. 

The last page of this publication is a question­
naire. 

Will you take a few moments to complete it? The 
postage is prepaid. 

Your answers will help us provide you with more 
useful Prescriptive Packages. 

PREFACE 

The guidelines set forth in the volume are g~neral and exploratory. Since they 
are addressed to both administrators. and researchers, they can deal only briefly 
with the concerns o(eii:l1er : t\nd since corrections is a field in rapid transition, 
the directions presented here are in a sense initial sightings on a moving target. 

For administrators, the sections on management, support, and utilization of 
research presume at least a passing familiarity with the results of research. For 
researchers, some -training in methodology and statistics and some acquaintance 
with applications is presumed, although an effort has been made to keep the 
presentation concrete and elementary. The volume is seen as an early effort in a 
field where more exhaustive documentations of research procedures will sOOn 
follow. 

The substantive materials and general concepts in this volume have come 
largely from organizations and persons that the author has worked for or with 
over the past twenty years. The organizations include the California Special Study 
Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services, the California Bureau of 
Criminal Statistics, the California Youth Authority, the Los Angeles County 
Probation Department, the School of Criminology of U. C. at Berkeley, San Quen­
tin Prison, and the District of Columbia Department of Corrections. 

Persons whose influences are reflected in various ways in the following pages 
include Ronald H. Beattie, Kenneth L. Hardy, Karl Holton, Joseph D. Lohman, 
Austin H. MacCormick, Richard A. McGee, and Heman G. Stark. As sources of 
operational or evaluative concepts, these individuals have played important roles 
in the search for greater rationality in corrections and criminal justice. 

For reviews and comments on this volume, the author is indebted to Harold 
B. Bradley, James J. Franczyk, Don M. Gottfredson, Harland H. Hill, Leon 
Leiberg, Neal Miller, M. Robert Montilla, and Marguerite Q. Warren. Special 
acknowledgements are due Walter R. Burkhart, Daniel Glaser, and John J. 
Henning for detailed critiques of the manuscript. 

STUART ADAMS 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this volume is to give practical 
direction to evaluative research in corrections. The 
busic strategy followed here is to identify concepts 
and procedures that "work," in the sense of pro­
ducing operationally useful results, and to emphasize 
the use of such concepts and, procedures in the 
planning and implementation of further research. 

A "practical" approach to evaluative research 
does not deny the relevance or importance of two 
other well-known approaches to research: the meth­
odological, and the theoretical. In actuality, the 
practical approach builds upon either or both of the 
others. But by bringing in additional information, 
particularly of kinds ordinarily considered unim­
portant for either method or theory, it sometimes 
makes discoveries or achieves impacts that would 
not have occurred under the other approaches. 

The proposed approach has thus far seen little 
use in corrections, primarily because correctional 
research is a relatively new discipline, and its achieve­
ments have as yet been too limited to suggest new 
alternatives. Now that results have started to ac­
cumulate, alternative approaches become possible. 
We can begin to formulate different types of evalua-

, tion strategy by focusing on results as well as on 
method and theory. This should enable us tb move 
beyond the "managerial efficiency" stage, where ac­
cepted method and accepted theory provide a limited 
basis for strategy, to the "effectiveness" stage, where 
combinations of method, theory and results provide 
sounder bases for strategy. 

Since correctional research is a new discipline, 
and since the practical approach as defined here is 
even newer, it might be presumed that much of the 
present activity within this approach is exploratory. 
This is in fact the case. We are concerned in this 
volume not so much with constructing precise 
models for solving specific evaluation problems as 
with developing something more general. The result, 
in brief, is not a "cookbook," nor even a "hand­
book," but a "guide." 

The aptness of the term "guide" becames evident 
when we recall the general status of evaluative re­
search. We note a great deal of confusion over ob-

jectives, criteria and methods; disagreement over 
whether evaluative research shows programs to be 
"efficacious" or not; and, in the latter case, contro­
versy over whether the inefficacy should be attrib­
uted to the research or to the correctional programs. 

These contradictions and confusions suggest that 
our primary need in correctional evaluation at pres­
ent is not precise forn1ulas for the application of 
research to particular situations But rather general 
guidelines. We also need larger quantities of opera­
tionally relevant research results. How to attain 
these objectives is the question. 

This volume sets itself four tasks, each taken up 
in a separate part of the volume. Part One is con­
cerned primarily with a review of the present state 
of evaluation in corrections and with identifying the 
kinds of research that have had an impact-i.e., 
have "made a difference." Part Two examines the 
responsibilities of the agency administrator for the 
direction, support and utilization of evaluative re­
search. Part Three takes up the methods, strategies 
and models of the evaluator, with emphasis on the 
changing techniques and goals of research. Part 
Four explores some possibilities for "evaluating 
evaluation" and some proposals for making evalua­
tion more productive in the future. 

These four areas of inquiry, along with their ra­
tionales, are discussed in more detaL. later in this 
chapter. As a preliminary to that dii;cussion, it will 
be useful to examine one of the~e rationales: the 
rising pressures for evaluation in corrections. 

A. Pressure for Evaluation: A Historical Note 

The demand for evaluative research in correc­
tions has surged in recent years. A generation ago, 
studies of the effectiveness of the correctional proc­
ess were low-key activities, centered in several uni­
versities and a few correctional agencies that had 
directors with inquiring turns of mind. In the past 
twenty years, the scene has chaliged markedly. 
Rising crime rates, crowded prisons, fear for public 
safety, budgetary problems and the spread of new 
management methods into social agencies have had 
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their effect. -Strong pressures for evaluation and 
growing commitments to evaluative study are now 
evident everywhere. 

A notable early instance of this pressure occurred 
in California in 1957. The Legislative Auditor di­
rected the state's Department of Corrections to re­
quest special funding for the purpose of systematizing 
and accelerating its ongoing research activities. 1 The 
Auditor observed that corrections was becoming 
ever more costly, yet there was apparently little im­
pact on the behavior of ex-prisoners, judging by 
trends in recidivism rates. This was a condition that 
might be remedied by a more effective use of evalua­
tive research. 

The Auditor's recommendation led to the creation 
of research divisions in both the California Depart­
ment of Corrections and the California Youth Au­
thodty. These divisions took over various evaluative 
studies that were already underway, shifting the 
research responsibilities from knowledgeable admin­
istrative or treatment staff to full-time professional 
researchers. 

At about the same time, and possibly for similar 
reasons, departments of correction in several other 
states also established units for carrying out re­
search. By 1966, there were 19 such units reported 
among 48 states that were surveyed on this point.2 

In the mid-1960s, correctional self-assessment re­
ceived a new impetus, this time from the planning­
programming-budgeting movement (PPB). PPB 
made its appearance in the Department of Defense, 
spread quickly to other federal agencies, then moved 
out to state and local agencies. a It served not only 
as a stimulus to self-evaluation but also as a source 
of new measurement procedures, p~~ticularly cost­
effectiveness and systems analysis/ By 1968, dis­
cussions of cost-benefit analysis began to be heard 
at the major correctional conferences. 5 

The late 1960s and the early 1970s saw still more 
pressure for evaluation in corrections, particularly 
from the field of criminal j ll~tice itse~f. In 1965 the 
President established the Office of Law Enforcement 
Assistance (OLEA) under the Attorney General, 
and some of the assistance grants made by OLEA 
were for the evaluation of correctional programs. 

The basis for a greater impact was laid in 1968. 
The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
set up the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration (LEAA), successor to OLEA, also under 
the Attorney General. LEAA was given responsi­
bility for disbursing funds to criminal justice plan-

t See end of Chapter for Notes. 
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ning agencies in every state for worthy action 
programs in corrections, the courts and police 
departments. 

It soon became evident that good management of 
these grants required some attention to assessment. 
In many instances, intermittent monitoring was 
perhaps sufficient; in others, rigorous evaluation of 
outcomes to establish both effectiveness and effici­
ency seemed desirable. The State Planning Agencies 
(SPAs), which served as channels for moving LEAA 
funds into local action projects, were charged with 
seeing that the project designs included statements 
about objectives, plans for measuring attainment of 
those objectives, and allocations of funds for ac­
complishing the measurement. The guidelines for 
evaluation that began evolving in the early years of 
LEAA's existence were' formalized in the federal 
Crime Control Act of 197i 

We now see that an_ evaluation task of ,major 
proportions has been s~t for corrections by. state 
legislatures, by rising :l:,rofessional standards in 
corrections itself, by LEAA and by public e~pecta­
tion. State Correctional Agency (SCA) _Hchninis­
trators and SPA directors are being asked for 
continuing assessments of kinds and in volumes 
that are unprecedented. -

The demands for program and system evaluation 
have clearly run ahead of the research capabilities 
of corrections and also ahead of the state of the 
evaluative art. This means that corrections is now 
under pressure to engage in massive and sustained 
evaluation, but the necessary research staff, analytical 
procedures, organizational support and study guide­
lines and models are either lacking or ineffectively 
mobilized. As a result, corrections faces, if not 
an evaluation crisis, at least some severe and lasting 
evaluation problems. 

B. Two Key Elements in Evaluation 

Of the several elements of the evaluation problem 
just noted, the present volume addresses itself 
primarily to two: 

• The organizational support that is required 
to facilitate evaluation and to utilize its 
results; 

• The research procedures and guidelines that 
are needed for successful evaluation. 

In-format and content, the volume is directed at 
two major audiences: administrators of correctional 
systems and criminal justice planning agencies on the 

I 
I. 

'q'--

one hand, and correctional researchers or evaluators 
on the other. These two audiences play critical, 
interrelated roles in the production and use of 
evaluative research in corrections. 

1. The Administrator. The correctional adminis­
trator or cr~minal justice planner deCides,knowingly 
or not, how extensively he will support and direct 
research in his organization. He also decides how 
seriously he will use research as a management 
device. He provides a structure and creates a climate 
that can either encourage or discourage the pro­
duction, reporting and use of study findings. 

Hitherto, if the administrator headed an SCA or a 
local correctional agency (LCA), he may have 
been the sole determinant of whether his agency 
"bothered" with research at all. In the future, partic­
ularly if he heads an SPA, he will almost certainly be 
required to maintain an evaluation unit. However, 
the accomplishments of this unit; and its ultimate 
impact on his agency and on the criminal justice 
system generally, will be under his control. 

There is at present no curriculum in "Research 
Organization, Production and Utilization" for ad­
ministrators of SCAs, SPAs and LCAs. Their skills 
in this area must come primarily from self-education: 
directed or casual reading, interchange with re­
searchers, and observations of the production and 
use of research in other agencies and fields. 

To cope with the evaluative task now confronting 
him, the administrator requires something more 
direct and substantial to supplement this haphazard 
road to learning: An administrator's guide to 

,evaluative research is not the sole answer to the 
problem, but it appears to be an essential part' of the 
answer. 

2. The Evaluator. The evaluator may be better 
prepared than the administrator to assume his 
particular responsibilities for ascertaining the effec­
tiveness of corrections. He has had, presumably, 
formal training in research, and perhaps some 
background in research planning and execution. He 
also has at hand a body of literature on research 
concepts, procedures and findings~,;;,cFurthermore, 

dozens of treatises on evaluative research are in 
existence, all produced in recent years, setting forth 
principles and methods for measuring the effective­
ness of social programs.s 

Most of these treatises or guides are relatively 
traditional in content, and for various reasons they 
are of limited utility to the criminal justice evaluator. 
They over-emphasize methodological or design 
considerations and pay insufficient attention to 

observed impact of research methods. They place 
undue &tress on the role and potential of the 
controlled experiment. They provide almost no 
material on examples of applications and results in 
the field of criminal justice. And, finally', they under­
emphasize or omit reference to contemporary 
methods of measurement, from "- Jst-benefit analysis 
to simulation. 

The evaluator who has recently come out of 
graduate school will undoubtedly have absorbed 
many of the viewpoints that are developed in these 
treatises. The same may be true of the evaluator who 
has been out of school for some time but has been 
keeping up with the literature of evaluation meth~d­
ology. In either case, practical guidelines derived 
from the special needs and characteristics of cor­
rectional research will be just as 'important to the 
evaluator as to the administrator. 

C. Organization of the Volume 

Reference has already been made to the fact that 
this volume is divided into four major parts. The 
subject-matter of the four parts are outlined in more 
detail below: 

1. Part One: Status and Impact 'of Evaluative 
Research. This section, foHowing some introductory 
comments, focuses on two areas: the present status 
of evaluative research in correction, and the impact 
of selected cases on correctional structure and func­
tion. The status of research is examined through 
reviews of evaluation published over the past several 
years by a number of observers, working independ­
ently from various frames of reference. The exami­
nation of projects with impact-studies or projects 
that "changed things"-is an attempt to understand 
better the characteristics of research that "works," 
and to ascertain to what extent environing factors 
may have had a part to play in the impact achieved 
by the research. 

2. Part Two: Role of the Agency Administrator. 
This part deals with the special responsibilities, 
skills and attitudes that heads of correctional agen­
cies have or need if research. is to be facilitated and 
its products are to be used. 

One may wonder at the heavy emphasis on the 
administrator's role in a guide to evaluative research. 
The reason may be stated simply: A large part of 
the deficiency in correctional evaluation at the pres~· 
ent time stems from administrator noninvolvement. 
Administrators who have research units in their 
agencies tend typically to delegate to researchers 
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some of the responsibilities that properly belong to 
the director or to one of his chief deputies. The 
result is that the potential of research in agency 
improvement remains unrealized. Administrators who 
lack research units have a different problem. They 
tend to neglect the possibility of obtaining evalua­
tions through various funding sources or of "bor­
rowing" useful research findings as they disseminate 
through the various channels that carry such ma­
terials. This, too, is a loss of potential. 

In the administrator's area of concern, in addi­
tion to extent of interest in evaluation as a manage­
ment aid, we place such matters as research needs 
and priorities; source of research products-i.e., in­
house or external; choosing evaluators and funding 
the research operation; creating organizational cli­
mates that support research; developing "experi­
mental" stances on the part of administrative staff; 
and making use of research findings. 

3. Part Three: Research Methods and Strategies. 
Part Three, the longest of the four sections, deals 
with basic research concepts and procedures-ob­
jectives, the problem of criteria, methods of meas­
urement, and models. It also deals with research 
methods, old and new. 

"Old" methods refers to the familiar categories of 
"non-experimental" (or "pre-experimental," as some 
methodologists prefer), quasi-experimental and ex­
perimental procedures. New methods include cost 
analysis, operations analysis, systems analysis and 
simulation. For both old and new methods, there are 
definitions, examples of application and results, and 
an examination of implications for near-term and 
long-term research planning. 

To the extent that new research directions or 'em­
phases are present in this volume, they are perhaps 
three in number. First, there is more attention to 
the newer or more contemporary m~thods of meas~ 
urement-from cost analysis to simulation. Second, 
there is the suggestion that the utility of research 
may be more important than its form. Researchers 
in corrections hitherto have been highly conscious of 
textbook methods and procedures, somewhat un­
aware of what methods "work" in the operational 
setting of corrections. Research designs that pro­
duce an impact are not necessarily "strong" designs. 
In time this awareness should sharpen, and both 
evaluators and administrators may take their cues 
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more from what works than from what is "proper." 
Third, there is the implication that researchers 

should become more active in program conceptual­
izing and planning. They should, in other words, 
move part way into development as well as into long­
range planning. This combination of the scientist 
and social engineer is not a new concept, but the 
practical approach to evaluative research suggests 
that tlwre is more merit to the concept than has 
been recognized. 

4. Part Four: Looking Ahead. The fourth part of 
the volume has three main foci. One is the discus­
sion of methods by which evaluative research in 
corrections may be improved. Possible methods 
range from the increased use of theory as a guide 
in evaluation to the development of a consortium 
of SCAs and SPAs to engage in cooperative studies 
of crucial correctional problems. 

A second focus is the I.JOssibility of making sys­
tematic assessments of the evaluation process and 
its products for the purpose of achieving progressive 
improvement of evaluation. One example of a means 
of evaluating evaluative research is presented. 

The final point of focus is future directions in 
evaluation: Where do we go from here? Several 
possibilities are presented for consideration. 

NOTES 
1. Office of the Legislative Auditor, Analysis of the Budget 

Bill of the State of California, Fiscal Year July 1, 1957 
to June 30, 1958. Sacramento: California Assembly, 
1958, p. 56. 

'2. Robert H. Fosen and Jay Campbell, Jr., "Common 
sense and correctional science," Journal of Research ill 
Crime alld Delinquency, 3 (July 1966), p. 75. 

3. Robert L. Chartrand, Systems Technology Applied to 
Social and Community Problems. New York: Spartan 
Books, 1971. 

4. Charles J. Hitch, Decision-Making for Defense. Berke­
ley: University of ,California Press, 1965. 

5. Stuart Adams, "Is corrections ready for cost.-benefit an­
alysis?" Paper presented at the 98th Congress of Cor­
rections, San Francisco, August 1968. 

6. Some of the better known of these general volumes on 
the methodological and theoretical aspects of the meas­
urement of social program~ are Edward A. Suchman, 
Evalt/dtive Research, New York: Russell Sage Founda­
tion, 1967; Carol H. Weiss, Evaluatioll Research, Allyn 
and Bacon, 1972; and Joseph Wholey ,and others, Fed­
eral Evaluatioll Policy, Washington, D.C.: The Urban 
Institute, 1970. ' 

CHAPTER 2. THE STATUS OF EVALUATION IN CORRECTIONS 

One useful base for determining in which direc­
tion administrators and evaluators should move is 
a review of the state of the art. Where does correc­
tional evaluation stand at present? In particular, 
what are the results of evaluation? 

For a score of years,evaluative research has been 
carried on more or less steadily in corrections. The 
bulk of the effort has been that of research divisions 
in SeAs and LCAs, with additional contributions 
by university faculties, private consulting organiza­
tions, research institutes, and foundations. Numerous 
reports and papers have been produced, detailing 
methods and findings in many areas of corrections. 
At times the volume of material has grown so large 
that special efforts have been made to assemble, 
organize and disseminate it. Botli'public and private 
centers have been involved and continue to be in­
volved in these latter tasks. 

It would be very useful for correctional adminis­
trators if systematic reviews of this material were 
available, showing kinds of evaluative effort, areas of 
concentration, research methods used, and actions 
reSUlting from the research. if any. Information of 
this kind would be valuable in guiding both the 
planning of research and its utilization. 

Although a comprehensive review of the total 
literature has hot yet been attempted, several efforts 
to puB together and assess portions of the literature 
have been made. We have had, thus far, sever~l 
small-scale "evaluations of evaluation." Since these 
undoubtedly contain some important lessons, the best 
known will be summarized and some implica.tions 
drawn. 

A. Nine Reviews of Evaluation 

Nine reviews will be examined. Two are mono­
graphs, four are published articles, two are chapters 
or sections of books, and one is an unpublished 
paper. The bulk of th,e reviews arc of reports that 
appeared in professional or academic journals or 
were released as agency reports or papers. One of 
the reviews, a· monograph, deals with final reports 

by grant recipients on projects they carried out under 
LEAA grants. 

1. One Hundred Correctional Outcomes (1966). 
Bailey examined 100 articles or reports of outcomes 
of correctional projects or programs.1 The studies 
were published or released, in most instances, be­
tween 1940 and 1960. The sample was a broad one, 
though probably not representative of all "evalua­
tive" studies since Bailey selected. for a). a· base)n 
empirical data, and b) a manipulated independeI~t 
variable. . ,. , 

The studies wereeyaluated on research design, 
relative use of gr~:nip'a's:opposed to individual treat­
ment, authoritative or nonauthoritative setting, re­
searcher\qualifications, and use of causal theory or 
models. 

Bailey observed that there were some positive 
elements in the group of studies, including evidence 
of an increasing concern for demonstrating positive 
outcomes and also a progressive improvement in the 
quality of research over time. He noted that reports 
of successful outcome were common in the studies. 
For example, 9 of 22 experimental designs in the 
sample claimed positive effects. However, he re­
garded the reports of success as unduly optimistic in 
view of the quality of the data, the types of analyses, 
and the quality of the interpretations. His final judg­
ment was, that "evidence supporting the efficacy of 
correctional treatment is slight, inconsistent, and of 
questionable reliabili ty." 

2. Correctional Caseload Experiments (1967). 
Adams reported on a review of 22 experimental 
studies of probation and parole caseloads in Cali­
fornia. 2 The experiments had been conducted over 
the preceding ten or twelve years to learn whether 
increased effectiveness resulted when caseloads were 
reduced in size or were differentiated by client per­
sonality or service-need types. Reports were drawn 
from the research divisions of three California cor­
rectional agencies, state cand local, and from the 
School of Criminology, University of California at 
Berkeley. The studies included all known reports 
of experimental projects carried On by these agen­
cies within the subject-matter field. 
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In the review, a determination was made as to 
whether the experimental cases showed statistically 
significant improvement in behavior (avoided parole 
revocation or arrest) or whether there were lower 
correctional costs for the experimentals than for the 
controls during the first year of follow-up. 

Of the 22 projects, 13 showed either behavioral 
improvement or monetary benefits f.or the experi­
mental cases. Some of the projects, primarily those 
with small numbers, showed monetary benefits with­
out reaching statistical significance in behavioral im­
provement. Positive gains were relatively more fre­
quent in projects dealing with youth than in those 
dealing with adults. 

.3. Effectiveness of Correctional Programs (197 I) . 
Robison and Smith examined several studies that 
related to five decision points in California correc­
tions: a) sentencing to probation or prison, b) 
length of term or stay in prison, c) kind of treatment 
in prison, d) intensity of supervision on probation 
or parole, and e) whether to discharge from prison 
or release on parole. 3 The studies, approximately 
ten in number, were predominately controlled experi­
ments. 

The authors coucluded that differences in re­
cidivism rates between experimentals and controls 
were often difficult to interpret because measure­
ment procedures were confounded by the reporting 
methods of the correctional systems. Such variations 
in rates as could be satisfactorily established were 
believed to result primarily from initial differences 
among the types of offenders that were processed. 
The remaining variation was judged to be the "re­
sult of differences in the way agency staff inter­
preted or defined violative behavior of offenders." 

This review of the major California correctional 
programs that have been rigorously evaluated, the 
authors observed, suggests that ". . . there is no 
evidence to support any program's claim to superior 
rehabilitative efficacy." 

4. A Survey of 231 Rigorous Treatment Evalua­
tions (1971). Martinson, over a period of several 
years, assembled an extensive collection of published 
and unpublished reports on correctional treatment 
programs.4 His monograph provides a critical sum-

. mary of "all studies published since 1945" that 
assess rigorously the effects of any kind of treatment 
applied to convicted offenders. 

The survey found 231 studies that met the 
methodological and empirical criteria for inclusion 
in the analysis. The author's main conclusion w.as 
that " ... there is very little evidence in these s.t\jcUes 
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that any prevailing mode of 'correctional treatment 
has a decisive effect in reducing the recidivism of 
convicted offenders." 

5. Implications of Negative Research Filldings 
(1971). Kassebaum, Ward and Wilner, at the con­
clusion of an experimental assessment of group 
counseling in a, California prison, reported book­
length on their findings. G Included in the treatise 
was an assessment of evaluative research in correc­
tions generally. They noted that there has been a 
lack of evatuative research in corrections, and that 
there were few published studies on correctional 
programs reported either by agency research divi­
sions or by independent investigators. 

One noteworthy feature of the evaluative re­
search that· exists, the author observed, is that it 
brings generally disappointing findings. These nega­
tive findings have been appearing in growing num­
bers in the last few years, as correctional adminis­
trators try to respond to requests for evidence on the 
effectiveness of their programs. The authors see this 
trend as boding ill for the recent push toward use 
of evaluation as an aid to management. Corrections 
is possibly going to be less hospitable toward outside 
researchers and less willing to disclose its research 
findings, since, "as the reports come in, there is a 
dearth of good tidings for both the treatment spe­
cialists and the program administrators." 

6. Effectiveness of Psychotherapy With Offenders 
(1972). Speer, seeking to develop a crisis interven­
tion model for the rehabilitation of criminal offend­
ers, reviewed the literature on psychotherapy in 
corrections.6 He found 26 references to 21 controlled 
experimental studies which examined the effects of 
group and individual psychotherapy on offenders. 
Seven of the 21 studies involved adult offenders and 
14 involved juveniles. Fifteen of the studies were 
institution-based; 6 were community-based. 

The review disclosed that in only 11 of the 21 
studies were follow-ups conducted and recidivism 
data collected. Six of the 11 were institution- and 5 
were community-based. 

Of the 6 institutional studies, 4 produced positive 
effects and 2 null effects. Among the 5 in-community 
studies, 2 showed positive and 3 showed null 

findings. 
The only "moderately definitive conclusion" sug­

gested by these results, Speer asserted, related to the 
.... age of the treated offenders. Of the 3 studies with 

adults, none showed significant reduction in recid­
ivisrp. through treatment. Of the 8 studies involving 

juveniles, 6 resulted in significantly less recidivism 
after treatment. 

Overall, slightly more than 50 percent of these 
experimental studies showed significant reductions in 
recidivism associated with treatment. 

7. Experimental Treatments with Institutionalized 
Offenders (1972). Shireman and others reported on 
12 experimental studies of treatment of juvenile and 
adult offenders in state and local institutions. 7 The 
treatments included milieu therapy, group counsel­
ing and plastic surgery. Follow-ups into the com­
munity showed that in five of the 12 studies, the 
experimental subjects performed better than the 
controls. In two studies, there was no difference in 
performance but the treatment cost for the experi­
menta1s was lower because of shortened institutional 
time. In the remaining five studies, there was no 
advantage of any kind for the experimental groups. 

In one of the experiments, the significantly better 
parole performance at 12 months began to diminish 
and at 24 months the recidivism rates of experiment­
als and controls were about the same. The authors 
concluded that " ... certain forms of institutional 
treatment may have impact sufficiently powerful to 
influence postrelease performance positively." 

8. A Summary of SPA Project Evaluations 
(1973). Berkowitz reviewed and evaluated 38 re­
ports on projects undertaken in California in 1971-
72 with LEAA support. 8 The projects were among 
400 carried out during this period under the auspices 
of the California Council on Criminal Justice, the 
planning agency for the State's criminal justice sys­
tem. The 38 studies were judged to be generally 
representative of the 400 projects, which employed 
a wide range of evaluative methods. Five of the 38 
studies were controlled experimental designs. 

The reviewer identified 154 measurable objectives 
that had been specified in the 38 projects. About 40 
percent of these objectives were judged to have been 
accomplished, taking the substance of the fina.l re­
ports as evidence of accomplishment. The reviewer· 
also identified 73 methodological deficiencies in the 
projects, ranging from lack of a control group to use 
of an unvalidated testing instrument. Goal attain­
ment was highest and deficiency rate lowest in the 
five experimental projects. 
. 9. Evaluation for Corrections (1973). Ward ex­
amined the general field of evaluative research in 
Californi'a corrections over the past 15 or 20 years.o 
The research covered the areas of group conuseling, 
parole, halfway houses, community treatment and 
psychotherapy. He noted that there were repeated 

failures to demonstrate conclusively that positive 
gains came from any 6f these varieties of "treat­
ment." 'under pressure to produce results after occa­
sional premature claims of effectiveness, adminis­
trators often found themselves in embarrassing 
positions, which led occasionally to excuses, circum­
locution and other doubtful defenses. 

To improve correctional evaluation, Ward pro­
Eosed targeting research funds more selectively, 
improving the coordination of projects undertaken 
in different locations, and relying more heavily upon 
the faculties of state universities for evaluative tasks. 
Asserting that continual assessment is essential to 
effective and efficient operation of agencies, he con­
cluded by stating that "Evaluative research is one 
of the few ways of keeping the corrections business 
honest. " 

B. Inferences from the Nine Reviews 

These nine evaluations of evaluative studies pre­
sent a number of contradictions, some ambiguities 
and occasional agreements. A few of the more con­
spicuous of these results are worthyofc.oll1m~nt, .. 
since they give us some of our first insights hlto'how . 
experienced observers sum up the status of evaluative 
research in corrections. These insights are necessarily 
tentative, and some of them might be modified if a 
more systematic review of the total body of evalua­
tive material in corrections were to be undertaken. 

1. Objectivity. Some of the reviews were polemical 
or ideological in tone; others were· factual and ob­
jective. The fo~mer emphasized th~"inefficacy'; of ,. 
either correctional programs or correctional research, 
saw some lack of candor on the part of administra­
tors or researchers in reporting findings, feared a 
possible ban on outside researchers, and were con­
cerned about keeping corrections "honest." The 
latter specified the ground rules' of their reviews, 
and reported, primarily in quantitative terms, the 
results of thei.r surveys or assessments. 

2. Criteria of Inclusion. Some reviewers con­
sidered<sttidies that others omitted or failed to dis­
cover. Speer included the PICO project in his review 
of experiments in psychotherapy.lO Robison and 
Smith did not include PICO, despite the fact that it 
was a very successful demonstration of the efficacy 
of treatment in a California prison. Cases such as 
this disclose that the reviewers differed by the 
criteria by which they selected projects for review 
as well as the standards by Which they judged a 
study for negative or positive findings. ' 

3 . Scarcity .. of' E.r.peri/nental'Stiidies;There. was 
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agreement that relatively few evaluative studies were 
experimental in design. The review that sampled 
most representatively found about 10 percent of the 
designs to be controlled experiments. However, the 
reviewer noted that this type of design was over­
represented in the sample, and we may estimate a 
lower value-perhaps five percent-for the propor­
tion of experiments in that sample. 

4. Treatment More Efficacious with Juveniles than 
with Adults. Three of the reviewers examined adult 
and juvenile treatment programs separately and 
found that programs for juvenile tended to have 
higher likelihood of positive results. This finding is 
of interest for a number of reasons, including the 
suggestion that a comprehensive assessment of eval­
uations would be useful as a means of identifying 
structural or functional areas in which research 
might be the most productive. 

5. Few Positive Findings. Some reviewers re­
ported that no findings were convincingly positive. 
Others reported that as many as 50 percent of the 
controlled experimental studies in their surveys in­
dicated positive gains from treatment. Some of the 
high estimates of percentages positive would prob­
ably drop appreciably if the studies were screened 
rigorously for selection bias or other conditions that 
might impair validity. However, even if half of all 
the controlled experimental studies "paid off" in 
terms of improved community performance, this 
would still mean that only a small percentage of all 
evaluative studies were productive. 

C. Comparison wii'h Evaluation· in Other 
fields 

Given the apparent lack of rigor in correctional 
evaluation and the apparently low percentage of 
positive findings, it should be useful to make some 
comparisons with research efforts in other fields. 
Comparison is difficult because few fields repoh 
systematically on the results of their evaluative re­
search, or their research and development activities. 
Some of the high-technology industries are an 
exception. 

Lessing, in 1950, quoted a former president of 
du Pont as estimating that not more than one in 
twenty of du Pont's research projects eventually 
paid off.. l1 Boehm, in 1957, cited a Booz, Allen & 
Hamilton survey of 120 companies which reported 
that two-thirds of aU research projects fail to pro­
duce useful results. Failure rates ranged from 50 
percent in some companies to 99 percent in others.1Z 
Kay, in 1965, quoted a vice president of re~earch, 
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development and basic engin'eering for Monsanto as 
saying, "No one can know the precise figure ... but 
I'm sure that more than half the money this country 
is spending for R&D is wasted." 18 

A more recent statement comes from Blood, who 
estimates that " ... an average of four out of five 
engineers and spientists work on projects that do not 
reach commercial success." 14 Still more recently, 
White, speaking of the field of medical research, 
states that during three decades of intensive bio­
medical research, there has been no improvement 
in life expectancy of adults, and no discovery of 
" ... effective means ... for coping with the stub­
born complex of social illnesses that now predomi­
nate in the economically advanced countries." 15 

These are rough comparisons, and they need to 
be interpreted with care. Nevertheless, they suggest 
that evaluative research in corrections may be mak­
ing a commendable showing, given the difficulties of 
the context in which it must work and the newness 
of the greater part of the evaluation effort. 

This showing is all the more impressive when 
one compares evaluation in corrections with that in 
the courts, police activities, welfare, employment or 
education. The quality of research design, the com­
plexity of research activity, and the prevalence of 
significant findings appears somewhat higher in cor­
rections than in these other fields. 

If these are accurate perceptions, they may re­
flect not so much the brillance and dedication of 
correctional administrators and researchers as the 
fact that corrections has been under considerable 
pressure, both self-imposed and external, to evaluate 
and improve its operations. These pressures are one 
of the penalties of being, in a sense, the Cinderella 
(without a magic slipper) among social agencies. 

Since it is desirable that perceptions be realistic 
as well as accurate, the fact remains that evaluative 
research in corrections has not yet resolved its 
greatest problems; it has just begun to face up to 
them. To make progress, it must decide where it 
needs to go and what techniques and strategies will 
get it there. 
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH WITH IMPACT: 'SIXCASE STUDIES 

In the preceding chapter, reviewers of evaluative 
studies were quoted as saying that programs were 
found to be ineffective, or that research showed "null 
effect," or that there were "significant reductions in 
recidivism." There were few if any references to the 
"impact" of research. 

It is essential to explore the concept of impact 
and to illustrate it. A project or study that has im­
pact brings about some change in the situation. It 
modifies the structure of processes of correction, or 
it alters the behaviors of offenders in the correc­
tional system. Impacts may vary considerably in 
magnitude, ranging from dramatic and extensive to 
barely perceptible alterations. Impacts may also 
have theoretical and methodological as well as 
practical consequences. Our concern here is with 
impacts of operationally signifi9ant kinds, particu­
larly those that might be described as major in 
magnitude. 

Since it is part of the function of administrators 
and researchers to achieve impact-to change their 
offenders or to improve their systems-the question 
arises: How are these changes planned and brought 
about? What kinds of projects have impacts? What 
are the organizational and community conditions 
associated with impact? 

As in the case of the status of evaluative research, 
there has been little or no exploration of the impact 
of correctional. research. There has been awareness 
that impact was a goal of research, and a well­
established conviction that the "best" research was 
likely to achieve the greatest impact. This conviction 
was sometimes stated as a judgment that "strong" 
research designs, such as controlled experiments, 
should be emphasized in program evaluations. 

These kinds of issues have not been studied in 
corrections, although they are obviously important 
for correct~onal organization and procedure. It 
would be helpful to administrators, planners and 
evaluators if the scores or even hundreds of effective 
projects in the history of correctional evaluation had 
been followed up to learn what the impacts had 
been-if any-and also the factors that were re­
lated to impact. 
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Since there has be'~:ll no systematic study of im­
pacts, we now proceed to do as was done for status 
of evaluative research-examine the matter of re­
search impact through a number of case studies. 
These are not reviews of impact, since there appear 
to be none thus"far, but examinations of the studies 
or projects themselves. 

The number of studies that can be covered in the 
space available here is clearly limited. The nex~ 
several pages present six case studies of projects or 
studies that led to important changes in their host 
agencies or in the clientele they served. Since the 
extent to which these projects represent the universe 
of u~eful correctional evaluations is not known, our 
ability to generalize will be limited. Nevertheless, 
there should be much of value to be learned from 
these presentations. 

A. Six Case Studies of !Evaluative Research 
Impact 

Of the six studies to be presented, one was a state 
correctional commission study, four were studies by 
research staff in state departments of correction, and 
one was a study by a non-profit organization funded 
by the U.S. Department of Labor. The six studies 
that were chosen met two criteria: a) the avail­
ability of full information about the study and the 
impacting process, and b) a present or prospective 
impact of considerable magnitude. 

L Probation Subsidy in California. In 1956, the 
California Special Study Commission on Correctional 
Facilities and Services undertook a study of the 60 
county probation departments in the state. The pur­
pose of the study was to ascertain the status of the 
probation function, to note problems and deficiencies 
in that function, and to make such administrative 
and legislative recommendations as the evaluation 
indicated were desirable. 

The study was based on a field survey design. 
Structured interview schedules were devised to ob­
tain descriptive and judgmental information ftom 
probation department representatives. Other sched­
ules were employed in interviews with county judges, 
whom the probation departments served, Some 

workload and organizational data were gathered by 
mailed questionnaires. Data on the performance of 
probationers while under supervision were obtained 
from one of the larger counties that maintained a 
punch card record system containing both back­
ground data and performance information. 

The survey report was primarily a summary de­
scription of the structure and functioning of the 60 
county probation departments, with additional ma­
terial on attitudes and judgments of probation staff 
and judges.1 Research staff added judgmental evalu­
ations of probation operations, using published and 
consensual standards in the field of probation as 
bases for comparison. 

Of the several administrative and l~gislative 
recommendations in the survey report, the major item 
was that the counties should be given a subsidy by 
the state, so that they could bring their operations 
in line with professional standards. 

The legislative recommendation failed of passage 
in the Assembly in 195.7. A few years later the 
survey was repeated, on a smal1er scale, and the 
recommendation was resubmitted, this time with a 
variable formula that tied payments to the county to 
rates of diversion of convicted offenders from state 
institutions to county correctional programs.2 This 
proposal was approved by the Assembly. 

The initial effect of the program was to slow 
down the rate of commitments to state institutions. 
One state official estimated in 1973 that during the 
first eight years since enactment of the Program, 
ab<?ut 40,000 adult and juvenile offenders had been 

, diverted from California correctional institutions. 
2. The Preston Impact Study. In 1959,' a re­

search analyst in the California Youth Authority's 
division. of research raised questions as to the "im­
pact" of CY A's Preston School of. Industry (PSI) 
on its male deliquent wards. The inquiries de­
veloped into an exploratory study that ended with 
evaluative judgments about the PSI operation. 

The study design was a panel interview pro­
cedure. A series of tape-recorded interviews was 
held with 15 youths who were sent by the juvenile 
courts to the Northern Reception Center Clinic and 
who were later assigned to Preston. Interviews oc­
curred at tWo-week intervals during the six-week 
clinic stay and at two-month intervals at PSI. 

The purpose of the panel interview data was to 
trace. the effects of the clinic and training school 
e~penence on the youths. Interest centered on pos­
SIble shifts in delinquency identification, attitudes 

; toward authority, peer relationships, values, goals, 

and criminal language and skills .. After extended 
reviews, of the transcribed interview records, the 
researcher formed qualitative judgments about the 
developmental trends of the group. He concluded 
that the net effect was probably unfavorable to the 
youths and also to the communities to which they 
would return. a 

The principal outcome of the study was a recom­
mendation to the Youth Authority executive staff 
that a controlled experiment be conducted to com­
pare the effects of institutional and community 
treatments-the latter to be carried out in small case­
loads by special professional staff.4 It was hypothe­
sized that community treatment would be both more 
effective and more economical than institutional 
treatment. Such an experiment by the Youth Au­
thority would be an invasion of the county proba­
tion function. If successful, however, it could be 
turned over to the counties for implementation on 
a permanent basis. 

The Youth Authority executive staff made a 
decision to carry out the proposed experiment. An 
I8-month period of reformulating the original pro­
posal and trying. to get it accepted by the state 
legislature, funding agencies, and county officials 
ensued. This series of events, but especially the 
decision by. the Youth Authority staff to test its 
basic program against an alternative that might 
eventually make the Youth Authority obsolete,. illus­
trates a different kind of impact than Case No.1. 
In the present instance, the impact was primarily 
the generation of a decision. In the normal course 
of eveFlts, however, that decision might be expected 
to lead to further major consequences. 

3~ California Youth Authority's Community 
Treatment Project. The Communi~y Treatment Proj­
ect (CTP) provided the experimental test called for 
by the Preston Impact Study. During 1961 to 1974, 
CYA used an interpersonal maturity (I-Level) 
typology, differential treatment, ward-staff matching 
on personality and behavioral characteristics, and a 
complicated experimental design to study the com­
parative outcomes of community and institutional 
treatment" The project was organized into three 
phases, 1961-64, 1964-69, and 1969-74, each 
focusing on one or more of several intervention and 
knowledge objectives. 6 The research component of 
the project was funded by the National Institute of 
Mental Health. 

The impact of CTPoil tbecorrectionalconlll1un-­
ity appears to have been appreciable, even though 
difficult to specify precisely.7 Since the first release 
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of findings, there has been wide dissemination of the 
resurts through project reports, by insti tutes and 
seminars, and through the operation of a differential 
treatment training center. The latter was set up, with 
assistance from NIMH, to teach the techniques of 
the project to persons from interested agencies and 
disciplines. 

In California, CTP as a formal structure appears 
likely to disappear from the Youth Authority-as 
was anticipated in the first proposals. The concept 
of community treatment is now being heavily imple­
mented in the California counties where subsidy 
funds make it readily possible. It is worthy of em­
phasis that both CTP and the Probation Subsidy 
Program have reduced the institutional population 
of Youth Authority, but the most dramatic effect 
appears to have come from the probation subsidy. 

4 .. Parole Work DnitProgram, 1965-1974. In 
1964 .. the.California Assembly approved the Parole 
Work Unit Project, which added 76 new parole 
agents to the existing force of about 80 agents in 
the California Department of Corrections. This per­
mitted the assignment of about half the Depart­
ment's 10,000 parolees to Work Unit caseloads, 
which averaged 35 cases per agent and provided 
intense, regular or minimal supervision as needed. 
The other parolees continued in regular 75 to 80 
person caseloads. 

During the first six months of the project, returns 
to prison, particularly for technical parole violations, 
Were higher among work unit parolees than among 
regular parolees. In terms of original expectations, 
the experiment was a failure. However, supervisory 
and operational staff reconceptualized the objectives 
and conditions of the project, emphasizing avoidance 
of unnecessary returns to the system and more ef­
fective use of community resources in retaining 
parolees in the community. 

The balance of performance soon shifted, and 
the work unit parolees began showing lower rates 
of return for both new felony offenses and technical 
violations. Over the next several years the reduction 
of rates of return continued; it also spread to the 
conventional parole units through imitation, com­
petition, or other influt:<nces.8 

In March 1974, the Department reported to the 
Assembly that returns to prison had dropped 52.7 
percent since 1965, keeping an estimated 5,827 
parol,ees in the community and saving the Depart­
ment about $23,000,000 in operating costs." 

5. Pretrial Diversion: Project Crossroads, 1968-
71. This project was planned and implemented by 
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a non-profit organization, aided by federal funds, to 
explore the possibility of diverting young first-offend­
ers from adjudication by providing counseling, job­
finding, educational placement, and other services 
during a 90-day period after arrest and before trial. 
Successful participation led to dropping of adjudi­
cation.lo 

The project made use of a quasi-experimental 
design to evaluate client performance and a cost­
benefit analysis to ascertain the economic conse­
quences of the new procedures. It was learned that 
recidivism rates for participants during the 90-day 
project period were reduced significantly below 
those of a comparison group chosen from the court 
files to match the participants. Participants also 
showed relative up-grading in job status and eaf1'1-
ings. Both the recidivism and earnings gains per­
sisted during a twelve-month follow-u [)i:.period. 

Economically, the project showed:1)enefit/cost 
ratios of about 2 to 1, based on esti1l1ates that pro­
jected recidivism and earnings benefits about five 
year,s into the future,u The project lias now become 
part of the operations of the P:G<'Superior Court, 
where it bandIes about three>percent of the court 
intake. Along with the Manhattan Court Employ­
ment Project\ Project Crossroads has served as a 
model for many pretrial diversion projects across the 
nation. It has also prompted the drafting of Con­
gressional bills (S. 798, Burdick; H. 9007, Rails­
back) to provide a legislative base for the pretrial 
diversion programs. 

6. Community-Based Management of Narcotic 
Offenders. In early 1969, the associate director for 
planning and research in the D.C. Department of 
Corrections became curious as to the trend of in­
take of narcotic-involved offenders into the Depart­
ment. A time-series study of the dates of commit­
ment of offenders presently in the institutions was 
made. The study showed an exponential trend in 
intakes-Le., a rapid upturn in recent months from 
a gradually rising base.12 

To check on possible spuriousness, the trend was 
reexamined by use of admissions data from the 
past 15 years. These data also showed a rapidly 
rising trend in recent admissions. The final report 
of the study included a recommendation for prompt 
development of community-based treatment in lieu 
of prison for offenders of this type. The alternative 
appeared to be a rapidly rising prison popula'tion 
and pressures for more construction-with poor 
prognosis for rehabilitation. 

The result, within ~iix months, was two halfway 
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houses for narcotic-involved offenders. Within 
twelve months, these were expanded into a District­
wide Narcotics Treatment Administration-now ap­
parently necessary for what looked like a full-blown 
heroin epidemic in the district's high-risk popula­
tion. Within two years the program grew into 
(proportionately) the largest methodone mainten­
ance program in the nation. 

B. Characteristics of Impacting Evaluations 

It may be premature to seek conclusions from 
only six· evaluative studies that carried marked 
impacts, but it is important to begin somewhere. 
What can be said of these studies? 

1. Varied Methodologies. Several different re­
search methodologies are represented in thGse six 
case studies: survey research, in-depth interviews 
leading to qualitative findings, a time series study, 
a quasi-experiment, and a complex controlled ex­
periment based on random assignment to control and 
experimental statuses. Impact does not appear to be 
the prerogative of any type or types of research 
method. 

2. Heavy Impact from "Weak" Designs. The 
heaviest impact came from the crudest design-a 
field survey; the lightest impact may have comefrom 
the strongest design-the community(Treatment 
Project (excluding the Preston Impact Study, which 
was a decision-posing rather t~.~n· a . people-changing 
design). This indicates, tel1~atively, that strength of 
design and magnitUde Of[)mpact were inversely 
related or perhaps unrelated in these studies. 

3. Emphasis on System Change. The six studies 
tended to emphasize system-changing rathe~ than 
offender changing. Probation subsidies led to a shift 
in the correctional balance, toward the community 
and away from state institutions. The Preston Im­
pact Study proposed quite directly the replacement 
of institutional treatment by community treatment. 
Both offender change and system change were im­
plied in the design of the Community Treatment 
Project. The pretrial diversion project focused on 
structural modification of the arrest-adjudicate se­
quence. And the narcotic-involved offender study 
resulted in a substitution of non-correctional man­
agement for correctional management of a certain 
category of potential prisoners. 

This finding has one or more major implications. 
!t may imply that in the present state of the art, it 
1S much easier to change correctional systems than 
to change offenders. On the other hand, it may indi­
cate that there is greater interest in and support for 

system change. There are other possible interpreta­
tions, but these will have to await more extensive 
analysis of impact data, 

4. Relation to Planning and DeVelopment. Studies 
with impact tend to show efforts in developing 
appropriate recommendations and follow-through 
plans, usually on the part of the researchers who 
performed the evaluation. This suggests that impact 
may occur more readily from the work of researcher­
planners than from the work of researcher specialists. 

For some projects, the explanation of important 
impacts may lie in the subsequent developmental 
work rather than in the initial evaluation. And in 
some cases impact may come as a complete surprise, 
not at all predictable from the results of the evalua­
tion. The Parole Work Unit Project, for example, 
at first showed no advantage in small parole case­
loads, even when organized according to the in­
tensity of client needs. An important impact was 
achieved only when staff made improvisations in 
operations to counter the unexepected failure of the 
project to achieve hoped-for outcomes. 

5. Inter-Agency Involvement. In the six cases , 
considerable inter~agency or inter-group communi­
cation was involved. This may have been necessary 
for these particular impacts to materialize, since 
most entail~d system change. Interaction with or the 
cooperation of other agencies is usually an essential 
ingredient in such change. 

6. Research sponsorship. The six cases ~f im­
pacting research were sponsored by public agencies, 
a public commission, or a non-prOfit private agency. 
It is not clear what meaning this has for the effec­
tiveness of two other possible sources of correctional 
evaluation: the faculties of universities, or for-profit 
consulting and research organizations. 

7. Exploratory Research. Two of the six impacting 
studies were exploratory, arising out of research staff 
member curiosity rather than as a planned item in 
a departmental agenda of research. The recommen­
dations and proposals followed directly out of the 
exploration. 

C. Discussion 

Considering the fact that most evaluative studies 
in corrections are non-experimental (as Bailey and 
Berkowitz have shown in Chapter 2), and also the 
fact that level of impact correlated negatively with 
strength of design in the preceding cases, it would 
appear that much of the CUl;rent emphasis on ex­
perimental studies and strong designs may need re­
view and re-evaluation. At the same time, we need 
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to inquire further into the relation between impact 
and research characteristics. 

If it is eventually established that only a small 
percentage of studies should be experimental, and 
that most should be of a variety of other designs, the 
present mix of evaluation designs may be appro­
priate to the present state of corrections. It is con­
ceivable, of course, that other conclusions could be 
reached. The current phase of corrections may be 
transitional, and loose study designs may be 
the most productive in a transitional phase, whereas 
in a later period of stability, experimental designs 
may prove generally more productive. 

For the present, it appears reasonable to con­
clude that surveys, case studie::;, and time series 
analyses may be capable of greater impact on cor­
rections than controlled experiments. This follows 
partly from the nature of the decision-making proc­
ess in corrections and partly from the kinds of 
problems that are amenable to attack by the various 
research methods. There are obviously types of ques­
tions that can best be answered by ,experiments, but 
they may not at this time be the most important 
questions. It would appear that in the next decade 
or two, at least, evaluative research in corrections 
may call more for flexibility and resourcefulness 
than for rigor and certainty. 
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CHAPTER 4. SIGNIFICANICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR'S ROLE 

The correctional agency administrator is a key 
figure in the evaluation process. Whether or .not re­
search is an effective instrument in the management 
of the agency may depend more on the attitudes, 
perspectives and intellectual positions of the ad­
ministrator than on those of the chief of research. 

The validity of this proposition has to a large 
extent already been established by studies of the 
role of the administrator in relation to computerized 
information systems, operations research units, and 
planning-programming-budgeting activities. In each 
of these instances, the extent to which the activity 
is an asset or a liabiIitytp. the agency or firm de­
pends largely on how the chief executive uses or 
relates to the activity. . 

Most firms that have adopted electronic data 
processing systems, for example, have found that 
their original expectations of payoff have not been 
met. A study of factors associated with payoff indi­
cates that installations in which organization and 
direction is "expert dominated" are less productive 
from the agency point of view than those in which 
organization and direction are integrated with and 
(Supportive of executive decision-making. 1 Th~ lat­
ter occurs primarily when top executives seriously 
involve themselves in the planning, organization, 
and utilization of the system. Similar conclusions 
have been reported for the manner in which agency 
directors or top executives relate to their operations 
research units or planning-programming-budgeting 
activities. 2 

Not all correctional agencies have in-house re­
search units-the latest survey of· such units shows 
them to be present in about twenty of the fifty state 
correctional agencies. 3 And in many states with such 
units, the activity is of such limited scope that the 
foregoing observations are of only academ'ic sig­
?ificance. Even in such cases, however, and also 
In cases where there is no research unit whatsoever, 
there is reason for the administrator's concern. He 
still has to consider what to do about research find­
ings that originate in other systems, and whether he 
will introduce innovative programs into his system, 

and to what extent he will contract for evaluation 
by outside researchers. 

A. The Administrative Dilemma in 
Evaluation 

Part of the administrator's concern about eval­
uative research comes from the dilemma that re­
search creates for him. The evaluation process casts 
him in contradictory roles. On the one hand, he is 
the key person in the agency, and the success of its 
various operations, including evaluation, depends 
on his knowledge and involvement. On the other 
hand, evaluation carries the potentiaiity of discred­
iting an administratively sponsored program or of 
undennining a position the administrator has taken. 
The question then arises: To what extent can the 
administrator give support to this potent manage­
ment instrument if it has the power of calling into 
question his decisions and his beliefs? 

Some administrators have shown they can give 
support only to a limited extent. Research reports 
that are unfavorable or research plans that appear 
to invade politically sensitive areas sometimes run 
into administrative censorship. The reports are filed 
away and the research plans are dropped. In time 
the research unit may become a statistical reports 
unit, isolated from the decision-making function. 

If evaluative research is in fact an important part 
of good correctional management, how is this po­
tential to be realized, particularly in relation to the 
role of the agency administrator? 

We can start by postulating that the administra­
tor is indeed the key to whether research will be 
useful in making a department of corrections more 
effective. We can then inquire as to ho~v this works 
out in practice. What is it that the administrator 
does that makes evaluative research payoff? Does 
he have to do more than hire a competent chief 
of research and delegate to him responsibility for 
evaluation? 
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B. Evaluation-Relevant Roles of 
Administrators 

There are clearly several matters that need atten­
tion beyond the hiring of an evaluator or a chief 
of research. First, there is need for the administra­
tor to develop an appropriate stance with respect to 
research-to become an "experimental" rather than 
a "trapped" administrator, as Campbell has put 
it. There is need to foster a departmental climate 
in which research staff can operate at high effec­
tiveness. There is need to define research require­
ments and establish research priorities that relate 
closely to constructive policy. There is need for con­
tinuing interaction with researchers, exchanging 
ideas, discussing new correctional conGepts and 
emerging research findings, and learning how to 
penetrate the communication barriers that separate 
researchers from other agency staff. 

There is need for the administrator to react ap­
propriately to research results, to consider the best 
uses of positive findings, and to weigh fully the im­
plications of negative findings. There is need to 
avoid over-reaction to either positive or negative 
findings, and at the same time to make suitable uses 
of both types of findings. There is need to involve 
researchers in decision-making and in planning. 
There should be active research input into the 
planners' activities, or direct involvement of re­
searchers in the planning process if there is no 
independent planning unit. 

More detailed comment on some of these needs 
follows in the paragraphs below and in the remain­
ing chapters in Part Two. 

C. Trapped and Expe'dmental Administrators 

Campbell has sketched briefly two recognizable 
administrative styles in relation to the handling of 
evaluative research.4 The "trapped" administrator 
is a committed man. He believes in the efficacy or 
the rightness or perhaps the inevitability of his pro­
gram, and if an evaluation indicates it lacks 
effectiveness, the administrator is in difficulty, emo­
tionally and perhaps also officially. He may be in­
clined to question the validity of tlie evaluation, 
or he may simply shelve the research without com­
ment. This creates a problem for his research staff, 
and it interf~re5 with the orderly deveiopment of 
programs in his agency. 

his old or new program is found to be ineffective, 
he is ready to plan another program that might be 
more successful. He will be disappointed if eval­
uation shows a lack of effectiveness, but he will not 
be disorganized by the findings. 

The experimental administrator is pragmatic, for-
ward-looking, and more interested in finding solu­
tions to problems than in justifying a particular 
choice of a solution. How do agencies secure ad­
ministrators with experimental turns of mind? 

One possible route is to seek administrators 
among younger members of staff who have had 
exposure to research methods and products, in 
school, in other agencies, or in the same agency. 
Given the growing importance of evaluation in hu­
man agencies, ability to make effective use of eval­
uation will undoubtedly become an essential char­
acteristic in the agency administrator. 

Another route is that of on-the-job training at 
the administrator level. Continuing interaction be­
tween administrative and research staff is, pre­
sumably an instructive process for the administrator 
as well as the researcher. For this process to be 
operative there will need to be a research unit in 
the agency, and the researchers·· will need to be 
capable of meaningful communication with the 
administrator at the required levels. 
. Still another route is that of institutes or seminars 
for administrators. Data processing equipment firms 
frequently conduct week-long seminars for admin­
istrators, seeking to impart basic concepts of man­
agement information system use. These events are 
to some extent self-serving, since they may stimulate 
demand for a proprietary product. Howev/i!r, they 
also enable management to deal with the problem 
of under-comprehension and under-utilization that 
is evident in the majority of EDP installations. 

There are as yet few comparable seminars in re­
search for correctional administrators, but thez~ are 
some precedents,fi and these could grow in impor­

tance as the need becomes recognized. 
There' is an adage sometimes heard when the 

problem of implementing evaluative research in 
correctional agencies is discussed: "You can't eval­
uate yoU!: own boss." 6 This statement has credi­
bility if the boss is a "trapped" administrator. It is 
not necessarily true of experimental administrators. 
Since there are many reasons why it is desirable 

The "experimental" administrator sees himself as 
committed not to a particular program but merely 
to the concept of program or agency improvement. If 

to organize evaluative research on an in-house ba­
sis, it is advantageolis to tra~n administrators to 
view evaluative research from the experimental 
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rathe~ than from the trapped or committed per­
spective. 

Glaser cites an example of a correctional agency 
that has made noteworthy progress in evaluating 
its programs because it operates under the experi­
mental rather than the committed strategy. 

"The Califor~ia ! outh Authority has 
been able to maIntaIn evaluation research 
without. as much interruption as has oc­
~urred In other . . . organizations, I be­
lieve, la!gely becal!se it has persistently 
started Its InnovatIOns as limited trials. 
Generally, these were controlled experi­
ments, (initiated) at only one or two of 
its facilities or districts. 
. "Such trials have assessed, much more 

r!gorously t?an. is customary in correc­
t~ons, p~ychla~nc teams for youth institu­
tions,. dla~nosls and prognosis by a per­
sonality Inventory, intensive small unit 
treatment for younger wards intensive 
short-term institutional treatme~t for older 
wards, intensive differential treatment in 
the cOlpmunity, special narcotic addict 
couD:~elIn~ and nalline testing, intensive 
readmg Instruction, job placement pro­
~rams~ small parole caseloads, community­
l?vol~mg parole centers, and other varia­
tions .In treatment practice. Research staff 
were ~nvolved with operations personnel in 
plannIng the trials so that their conse­
quences could be measured. It is also 
noteworthy. th?t these projects were not 
launched wl~h great fanfare, and they were 
called expenments or trials from the start, 
so that there was no promise of demon­
strable effectiveness." 7 

These remar~~ are encouraging in that they dem­
onstrat: the ability of a correctional agency to set 
up an In-house research and evaluation unit, well­
staffed,. and operating under experimental depart­
n:ent directors, which carried out a vast quantity of 
ngor~us research-in effect, "evaluating its own 
boss. By ?r.d~nary standards, the Youth Authority 
research dlVIslOn has set enviable records in the 
amounts and quality of research accomp'lished 
. These ren:arks also have their doubtful as~ects, 
s~nce they give added weight to experimental de­
sign at a time when there may be reason to re­
~valuate the role of this research design' in correc­
IOns. This doubt may carryover as well as to the 

fact that so much of the CY A research focused on 
o~ender, change in institutional settings when the 
pnmary need of the day may have been system 
change, at both the institutio~al and community 
levels. 

D. An ~ffective Climate for Research 

A correctional agency will have taken an im­
portant step toward an effective climate for research 
if the administrator starts with or soon adopts a 
genui~ely experimental stance toward evaluation. 
By thiS step he will have made it possible for mem­
bers of his staff to "evaluate their own boss." That 
old ~dage will have lost its validity, to the extent 
that It ever was valid, and 'an important barrier to 
effective program and system evaluation will have 
disappeared. 

. There are other steps toward freeing up the 
climate for research. One of them is the acceptance 
of the research unit as an essential part of the or­
ganization, giving it responsibility for major under­
takings, and valuing its efforts o~ products fully. 
~esearcb ~eports will be objectively assessed, and 
If they. pomt to action, plans will be made accord­
ingly. If the reports are negative or inconclusive 
open discussion and rational action rather thaI~ 
suppression or destructive criticism will be the typi­
cal modes of response by administration. 

The achievement of such climates and relation­
ships implies research staff of competence and in­
tegrity, and, a. r.e~earch program with continuity. 
Heavy .responslbillty and full participation by re­
search In the evaluation and development of pro­
grams and systems requires something more than 
apprentices or novices in research roles. This in 
turn presupposes adequate fiscal and organizational 
support f?r the evaluative activity, and the persist­
ence qf clImates and structures in which able persons 
with appropriate training can perceive worthwhile 
careeropportuni ties ill. correctional research. 

Agencies which maintain an open mind toward 
evaluation, which encourage interchange between 
their own r.esearch units· and those of other agencies, 
are more likely to attract and develop effective re­
search staffs and to increase the utility of research 
as an instrument of management. They are also 
more li~ely. to be exposed to new a~d potentially 
productive Ideas. Consequently, a policy of free re­
porting of projects completed, hypotheses tested and 
observations made appears desirable. This may oc­
casionally . seem unwise from the public relations 
point of view, but. asa consistent, long-range policy 
openness appears to be the most sensible procedure. 

The development of an experimental, research­
:raluing, open climate in correctional' organizations 
IS only part of the administrator's concerns. He also 
needs to think about research needs and priorities 
about in-house versus outside evaluation, about th~ 
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manner of staffing an in-house research unit if the 
de'dsion is to proceed in that manner, about the 
funding of research, and about the utilization of 
research, These concerns are taken up in the pages 

that follow, 
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CHAPTER 5. RESEARCH NEEDS AND PRIORITIES 

Corrections is in many ways a very inefficient 
enterprise. It locks up in costly facilities many of­
fenders . who would perform better if kept under 
supervision in the community, as various studies are 

! beginning to show.1 Many of those who are locked 
up deteriorate under the experience-turning into 
even worse "enemies of society" than they were be­
fore, or changing into social or economic under­
performers. Corrections does not bear sole respon­
sibility for these occurrences; much of the problem 
lies with the courts, the police departments and the 
penal code, not to mention other elements in the. 
social structure. Within its own domain, however, 

, corrections appears to be a very ineffective means 
6f achieving worthwhile social objectives. 

Under such circumstances, it should be easily 
possible for corrections to make important practical 
gains by using research and development principles 
and techniques to improve its efficiency. To achieve 
these gains, it is necessary to give considerable 
thought to research needs and research priorities. 
Something better than a trial-and-error or "shotgun" 
approach to research is required. 
\ In principle, research monies should be directed 
primarily into projects that the administrator deems 
important-that reform his clients, improve his pro-
cedures, increase the overall productivity of his 
agency, and help him function more effectively in 
relation to larger systems of agencies. Since all such 
research needs cannot be met simultaneously, they 
must be given a ranking-most' important first. 
However, areas of greatest need are not necessarily 
~reas of payoff. Some correctional and criminal jus­
tice problems appear insoluble, at least in the short 
run, no matter how much money is poured into 
them. Consequently, evaluative studies· should re­
flect both perceived needs and perceived possibilities 
of achieving practically important results. How are 
decisions about these matters arrived ~t, and by 
whom? 

There are several ~otential sources of definition 
Of. ~esearch needs, probabilities of payoff, and pri­
ontles. One of these is the mission of the agency. 
Another is agency requirements for self-maintenance 

and self-improvement. Still another is the perceived 
role of corrections in relation to other agencies or 
systems in the community. Finally, there are such 
matters as correctional experience and correctional 
theory. These areas give the administrator his main 
cIues as to what research is needed and what is 
likely to yield practical results. 

A. Agency Mission 

The primary missions of the correctional agency 
are to provide a penalty or punishment, render the 
offender temporarily (or, sometimes, permanently) 
incapable of harming others, and rehabilitate or re­
integrate him so that he can function acceptably 
and productively in the community. 

1. Offender Rehabilitation appears to be the mis­
sion or objective that is given the most emphasis 
when co~rections personnel talk about their work. 
This emphasis is reflected in the kinds of evaluative 
research that has been done in corrections over the 
past two decades. We hear much about the evalua­
tion of treatment programs, but very little about 
evaluating punishment or incapacitation. 

. If rehabilitation is the principal objective of cor­
rections, it might be assumed that this identifies a 
major research priority. However, there has been 
much criticism of the performance of corrections in 
this area. Some of the reviewers of evaluative re­
search point to the absence of evidence of rehabili­
tative efficacy, which would indicate absence of· 
practical payoff, which in turn might indicate the 
need for a low priority for treatment rehabilitation 
research. 

This has now become a controversial point, since 
a "second look" at evaluative research on programs 
shows that many programs bring significant improve­
ment in behavior or reduce the costs of treatment 
or both. The second look also shows that some of 
the "unproductive" research was poorly. done, and 
a repeat of the studies in better manner might dis­
close that the treatment was in fact efficacious al­
though not recognized as such at the time. 2 If this 
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is a widespread occurrence, it would be 'pr~mature 
to drop treatment evaluation to a low pnonty. 

It would also be premature to give low priority 
to treatment evaluation if there are promising treat­
ment procedures or structures that have no~ yet been 
tried and evaluated. Since there are good Ideas that 
need to be tried there is still reason for planning 
to use some re;earch funds in the evaluation of 
programs based on these ideas. . 

quite obvious in some cases, as when ~n offen~er 
shows a "propensity" for injuring others; Its nece~sIty 
is not so obvious in other cases, as when long pnson 
terms are served for some "victimless" crimes. A 
long term in SC;llne of these instances appears to ?e 
a very irrational use of community r~so~rces. Studies 
of incapacitation, possibly by combmatIOns of cost­
benefit and behavioral analysis, may deserve con­
siderably higher priority that has hitherto been ac-

least a modicum of this kind of research is ines­
capable. 

2. Agency Improvement is a constant source of 
concern to administrators in a field such as correc­
tions where visibility is high and criticism is abun­
dant. Along with pressures from the outside there 
is an additional impetus toward improvement in 
the form of published correctional standards. Both 
these sources create need for research, either in the 
bettennent of old programs or in justification of new 
programs. One of the options open to the correctIOnal ~d­

ministrator at the present time is that of focusmg 
on his present programs and trying to ~mpr~ve the 
quality of research as a step to upgradmg hIS pro­
grams. Another is to introduce new programs and 
to evaluate these, preferably with better research 
than was available in the past. Still another is to 
focus on major system change. 

With respect to change, he might adopt the ra­
tionale that with a different system, he would be 
more able to carry out what he considered his main 
objective-changi~g . the behavior of his ~harges. 
This is a rationale that needs further scrutmy, al­
though it is already supported by two or three bodies 
of evidence.3 There is one further rationale for fo­
cusing on system change: the evidence from our. si.x 
case studies of impacting research suggests that It IS 
easier to change the system than it is to change the 
offender. Since the present correctional system is not 
distinguished for productivity, continuing search for 
alternative systems appears reasonable. 

2. Punishment, or the imposition of penalties as 
part of the correctional process, has not been e~­
tensively studied by correctional evaluato.rs. T~ls 
neglect may have resulted in part from an mtenslve 
preoccupation with evaluation of positive treatment 
techniques, which were regarded as ,the "real" busi­
ness of corrections. 

One reason for considering' a higher priority for 
punishment is that it may be practically more im­
portant than has hitherto been ackno,:l~dged. Pun­
ishment equitably and rationally adminIstered may 
have a socially useful effect. On the other hand, 
punishment incorrectly used probably has a dys­
functional effect. It can be counterproductive as well 
as expensive. Both these possibi1ities have been di~­
cussed in the correctional literature, but systematic 
analysis of punishment and penalty applications in 
corrections has not yet occurred in any real sehse. 
The practical consequences of such studies can only 

be guessed at presently. . 
3. Incapacitation, like punishment, has been lIttle 

studied for its practical relevance. Its importance is 
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corded them. 
a. Modification of old programs can be done in 

B. Agency Maintenance and Improvement' several ways: on the basis of administrative judg-

The administrator of a correctional agency has a ment, with the aid of elementary research, or with 
recognized obligation to operate it effectively and to the aid of more elaborate studies including controlled 
modify its structures and processes as the state of the experimentation. Prior to the era of modern marl-
art improves. These obligations imply that ~he ad- agement, administrative judgment was the only 
ministrator will strive for some form of qualIty con~ method,and in most correctional agencies, this is 
trol and that he will seek to keep his agency abreast still the predominant method. Research resources 
of development in the field-resources permitting. are too scarce to use on most old programs, al-

l. Quality control, or maintenance of s~andards, though in a few instances we have seen costly con-
in~olves routine or periodic evaluation. ThiS can be trolled experimental evaluation of old programs; Ex-
either judgmental or in the form of statistical. ~oni- perimentation on parole caseloads in California 
toring on relevant indicators. The alert admlnIstra- during the 1950s and 60s is perhaps the outstanding 
tor will know what his return-to-system rates are, example of attempted program modification through 
for example, and whether his yearly admissions are research. 
getting "tougher" as the years go by. From today's perspective, the fifteen or twenty 

For small departments, or department~ with bud~et years of parole caseload research has not been as 
problems, there may be no research umt and no m- productive as one might have hoped,4 and there 
formation system on punch cards o~ in ~ compu.ter. ~ seems to be no great incentive to perform similar 
In such cases, staff will have to momtor Its e~e~tlve- series of experiments on other old programs. Some 
ness by judgment or intuition unless an admmlstra- ... ;ases of research and development of ongoing pro­
tive staff member tabulates from samples of file· .. grams have undoubtedly worked better than others, 
cards some minimal data on intake and departures and systematic studies of old program nIodification 
and returns. ; might disclose which methods have proved more suc-

If the department can procure one or more re- cessful thus far. 
search or statistical personnel, it can have the data b. The introduction of a new program is a logical 
on yearly releases, intakes and r.e~urns collected, occasion for making an evaluation. The effectiveness 
tabulated and interpreted. The addition of a pun~h- of, new programs is generally unknown, and it is 
card or computer-based record system woul~ ~n- .,1 prudent to plan for the retention of such programs 
crease the capacity' of the research and statistICS) only if they can be shown to be effective. Otherwise, 
personnel. From such a unit the administrator could lthey may become estabiished and persist despite the 
expect periodic information on general outcomes ;fact that they contribute nothing to the overall ef­
(return to system, at least), outcome by ty?e ofjfectiveness of the agency. 
individual, type of offense, program ex.penence'i The practice of evaluating new programs is a 
trends in outcomes, and trends in type of mtake. ·~reak with tradition, since it has been customary to 

Such monitoring of outcome and intake is per-?~ltroduce them without planning for formal evalua­
haps the first priority of the agency insof.ar as evalua- ·flon. Prison colleges and halfway houses illustrate 
tive research is concerned. How extensive the anal-,~he traditional procedure. Prison colleges have been 
ysis of data of these kinds should become as thefntro~uced into at least i 68 prisons since the first 
research staff and information resources of the ppenmg at Leavenworth in 1953, but it was not until 
agency increase is not clear. The payoff from such, .. 1.1972 that the first rigorous evaluation of a prison 
research is hard to estimate, but the need for at . 

college was carried out.5 Similarly, an estimated 300 
halfway houses for criminal offenders have been 
established in the nation's communities since about 
1950, but there have been only a few rigorous evalu­
ations of these programs, and those only in recent 
years.6 How differently corrections might have de­
veloped had there been intensive research and de­
velopment on halfway houses in the 1950s is an 
interesting speculation. 

The pretrial diversion movement illustrates a 
possible new trend in prognlm evaluation. Since the 
inauguration of the Manhattan Court Employment 
Project in 1967, approximately 30 pretrial diversion 
programs have been started. Approximately half of 
these have been evaluated by either, a quasi-experi­
ment or a controlled experiment, with cost-benefit 
analysis as an added feature of research design in 
about half the experiments. 7 This is a heavy em­
phasis on early evaluation of new programs, com­
pared with the prison coI1eg~cl1nd halfway house 
examples. ': 

Althougb pretrial diversion programs may be a 
special case, it seems more likely that the concept of 
prompt and early evaluation of new programs is 
catching on. The generally favorable results reported 
in most of the studies-diversion from adjudication 
and lock-up, job status and earnings improvement, 
recidivism reduction, and benefits in excess of 
costs-have apparently hastened the adoption of 
the diversion concept in other localities. 

The pretrial diversion studies disclose a number 
of advantageous features. One is the early start on 
.evaluation, which facilitates rejection of poor pro­
cedures and selection of good procedures before the 
program ,becomes crystallized. Another is the pos­
sibility of between-program research comparisons, 
which may find validity problems in some of the 
studies and permit reinterpretation of the results. 
Still another is the possibility of structural and pro­
cedural comparisons between the programs, which 
facilitates the identification of good procedures. 

In the drive to obtain early evluation of new pro­
grams, no guidelines have emerged as to the kinds 
and numbers of evaluations that should be made. If 
200 pretrial diversion programs are to be established 
eventually, how many of these programs should be 
evaluated? And for how long should developmental 
study be carried forward to insure that the programs 
are brought to relative perfection, not left to solidify 
in crude or primitive states? Questions such as these 
must be deliberated about and acted on by adminis-
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trators of agencies, program supervisors, funding 
entities and coordinating personnel. 

C. Corrections as a Subsystem 

A long-range approach to research-need defini­
tion is that of visualizing the correctional agency as 
a subsystem within the criminal justice system or 
within the larger social system. This requires us to 
examine corrections' objectives, structures and func­
tions in broader perspectives. 

1. The criminal justice perspective forces the cor­
rectional administrator to think of his subsystem in 
all its relationships with the courts, police, bail 
agency, public defender system, and other activities. 
He needs to devise plans, organize information, 
make recommendations and take actions that are 
more conscious of the objectives and needs of the 
criminal justice system as a whole. Obviously, this 
approach to agency operation requir?s recipr?~al 
behavior on the part of the other agencies or entities 
concerned. 

Research under these circumstances will include 
increasing numbers of coilaborative studies. It will 
cross-cut agencies, and its findings and recommen­
dations will be of concern to more than one of the 
subsystems. In format, such research is likely to 
show new features. Initially, the "systems" studies 
may be primarily case studies, surveys, and cohort 
followups. In time there will be an increasing number 
of systems analyses and simulation studies. Atten­
tion will shift somewhat from criteria of performance 
to system rates. 

2. The social system perspective places the crimi­
nal justice system alongside the neighborhood, the 
family, the school and other social entities as sub­
systems that interact with the developing individual 
to make or break him as an effective, functioning 
member of the community. These subsystems are at 
once interdependent and limited in their capabilities. 
A faulty criminal justice system will work against 
the best efforts of home and neighborhood. On the 
other hand, a perfect criminal justice system cannot 
make up for the lacks in the other social subsystems. 
When these several entities work together on com­
mon objectives with good understanding of what 
works and does not work in the management of de­
viance, first at younger ages and later with mature 
persons, then the efficiency of social control of de­
linquency and crime will be maximized. 

In an ultimate sense, of course, the deviance con­
trolsystem will include all the institutions or agen­
cies of society. Not only the family and the school 
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but also economic and governmental organizations 
define the "opportunity structure" and the "control 
systems" that impact on the rate of social deviance. 
So corrections and criminal justice must depend 
heavily on the total social structure for rational so- , 
lutions to the problems of delinquency and crime 
and reintegration of the offender. 

The primary responsibility for research a.nd ~e­
velopment in the larger systems does not lIe With 
the correctional administrator. As time goes on,' 
however he will become increasingly involved in 
the defi~ition of these research needs and in other­
wise placing the tasks of punishing, incapacitating 
and rehabilitating in proper perspective. 

D. Experience as a Definer of Research 
Needs 

Experience work in numerous ways to define re­
search needs and priorities. The emergence of a 
problem in operating the correctional agency will 
immediately suggest a study of some kind-an ad­
ministrative study, descriptive research, or an evalua­
tive research project. Some of these events are the 
"brush fires" that researchers often lament because 
they see this as digression from the "real" work of 
evaluation. 

The accumu1ation of ordinary experience, in the 
form of casual information or hunches, will some­
times spark recognition of a jumping-off point. An 
exploratory study, or something more elaborate, may 
be called for to resolve or to clarify an emerging 
issue of practical significance. 

Systematized experience, such as reports and 
studies, generate further studies. Completion of 
phase one of a study may indicate that a phase two 
is needed and probably worthwhile. The first evalua­
tion of a program may suggest some definite modi­
fications in structure and process, and are-evaluation , 
of the modified program. 

These proddings by experience may be entirely 
intra-departmental, or they may be aided by re­
ported experiences in other agencies that arrive by , 
various dissemination processes. 

E. The Role of Theory in Defining Research 
Needs 

On its face, correctional or social-behavioral· 
theory should have an important role, in defining re- , 
search needs and priorities. The vital contributions 
of theory to the rise of the scientific tradition make , 
this view plausible. And some researchers even assert 

that theory is the key to productive research in cor­
rections. As Glaser states it, "The primary cause of a 
poor yield from criminal justice research, I believe, 
is more often a poverty of theory than a dearth of 
methodological skill." 8 

Glaser's point of view is a defensible one, widely 
held by academicians, although some academicians 
would give a higher priority to method than to 
theory, There is, of course, a third alternative: the 
key to productive research may be simply the prac­
tical relevance of the research. The six cas.;: studies 
in Chapter 3 described research that was highly 
productive yet generally simple in method and theory. 
The studies might, in fact, be described as atheoret­
ical and amethodogical, even in the case of the 
relatively sophisticated Community Treatment Proj­
ect. D 

This appeal to fact suggests that the claim to the 
importance of theory, while deserving a hearing, ,is 
overstated from the standpoint of the agency admin­
istrator. There is every reason to suspect that the 
primary cause of a poor yield in correctional and 
criminal justice research, in the present era, is lack 
of practical relevance, not lack of theory or method. 
Whether this situation will change in the future is not 
clear. It might be anticipated that as a research 
enterprise matures both theory and method will be­
come relatively more important in its functioning. 
But what theory, and what method? Systems theory 
or behavioral theory? Operations research or con­
trolled experimentation? 

There is, admittedly, a certain minimum of un­
systematic theory and basic research method that 
every researcher makes use of in carrying out' his 
varied responsibilities in a correctional agency. Be­
yond this ill-defined level, however, both the correc­
tional administrator and the correctional evaluator 
seem perfectly justified in asserting that their experi-

; ence indicates that practical relevance comes first, 
with theory and method filling in where they can. 
At some future date, theory may indeed demonstrate 
its key importance in makirig research productive.10 
In the meantime, the administrator should be wary 
of invitations to invest heavily in theory testing or in 
trial applications of elaborate methodologies. 

F. Discussion 

It is clear that decisions on kinds and amounts of 
research in a correctional agency pose some real 
issues for the administrator and his evaluative staff, 
if any. If the agency lacks research staff, and has no 
budget for research, the best the administrator can 

hope for, internally, is some monitoring of the nature 
of his population intake,andt~equalityi()f"his out ... 
comes. 

Such monitoring should be a part of every agency's 
activity. The extent of the monitoring, and the com­
plexity of the evaluations it will permit, will depend 
on the staff that can be committed and the quality 
of the record system that is or can be made avail­
able. With moderate resources, the monitoring can 
routinely relate measures of outcome such as return 
to the system or parole success to population sub­
types and to experience in the system. 

At higher levels of research support,' program 
improvement and system improvement can become 
matters of focus. Evaluation of old programs may 
occasionally appear desirable and fe.asible. Evalua­
tion of new programs should be taken as a neces­
sity-unless the programs have been thoroughly 
tested elsewhere and their adoption in the agency 
appears justified without further evaluation. 

Evaluative studies that point toward extensive 
system change are appropriate activities if research 
resources, departmental interest and capability, and 
political climate are aU favorable. Since offep.der 
change has thus far been an elusive goal of correc­
tions, system change may deserve higher priority. 
New systems may be able to accomplish what the 
old have failed to do. 

System change at the criminal justice level also 
has acquired higher priority, and much new activity 
in the field is occurring as a result. This activity 
wilt undoubtedly entail new roles for the SCA ad­
ministrator and evaluator. 
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CHAPTER 6. STAffING AND FUNDING THE EVALUATION 
EFFORT 

Correctional administrators may follow one or 
more of several possible routes to obtain staff to 
perform evaluative research. They may hire an in­
house research staff, contract with a private non­
profit organization, employ university faculty mem­
bers, or seek the services of a for-profit consulting 
organization. These are the best known of a larger 
number of possibilities. All have their advantages and 
disadvantages, and it is important for the purchaser 
of research services to be familiar with both. 

A. In-House Research Staff 

The in-house sta~is in many ways the best single 
solution to the eval~.~tive research problem if funds 
can be budgeted ana. suitable personnel can be re­
cruited. Since only about one half the nation's 
SCAs have taken this route, .it may be presumed that 

, some administrators have not felt a need for research 
capability within the agency or there has been diffi­
culty in persuading the legislature to allocate funds 
for this purpose. 

Among the twenty or so states that have correc­
tional research units', only a small number, possibly 
two or three, have what may be termed a "large re­
search capability." The California Youth Authority, 
with a research division budget of 1.2 percent of the 
1971 annual operating budget, appears to be the most 
amply staffed in relation to resources. 1 The California 
Department of Corrections, with a budget over twice 
as large as that of the Youth Authority, commits 
only about 0.5 percent of its operating budget to 
research activity.2 In 1971, the District of Columbia 
?epartme?t of Corrections allocated 2.4 percent of 
Its ~peratmg budget to planning and research (in­
cludmg data processing). 3 This was a sharp climb 
from 0.7 percent in 1967. The 2.4 percent in 1971 
was a peak, and following a reorganization of the 
department in 1972, the allocation to research 
dropped sharply in the next two fiscal years, falling 
to about the 1967 level. 

The sizes and functions of the majority of the 
twenty in-house research units in SCAs are nowhere 
clearly documented. It appears that size ranges from 

one or two professionals in the smaller units to 20 or 
30 in the larger. The smaller units serve primarily 
as statistical reporting sections; the larger engage 
in a wide variety of reporting, exploratory, and 
evaluative research, including studies aimed at 
bringing about major system modifications. 

The work of these units, relatively speaking, is. 
good. A review of the work suggests that the best 
evaluative research on agency programs in the past 
twenty years has come from this source. On charac­
teristics such as quality of research design, objectiv­
ity, and relevance to operational needs, some in­
house studies are clearly superior to the best agency 
program evaluations by university faculty, private 
non-profit, or for-profit research organizations. We 
see in this category such studies as the Community 
Treatment Proj~cV the Youth Center Research Proj­
ect/ and the ~ICO Project.G 

In addition to the superiority of the research, 
there are other characteristics of the in-house units 
that are advantageous. The staff is familiar with the 
objectives, philosophy and problems of the agency 
and does not have to undergo a costly familiarization 
process at the beginning of each new project. It is 
able to hasten utilization. of relevant research find­
ings by taking the lead in the planning and develop­
ment of new programs. And it communicates more 
effectively with administrative and operations staff 
because of its familiarity with the department and 
its greater commitment to departmental objectives. 

There are a number of disadvantages t~ such units, 
some important to administrators and some to re­
searchers. Many of the units, because of location or 
salary scales, have difficulty attracting qualified 
staff. The settings are often isolated and limited in 
opportunity for professional growth, so there is 
strong incentive to move on to more interesting or 
rewarding situations. The units are within ·the civil 
service, which makes it difficult to remove staff 
members who prove unqualified for their tasks. And 
the environment of the units sometimes converts staff 
members into opponents of the "establishment," and 
they may reflect this actively in their research or in 
their general discourse and publications. 
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Perhaps the most critical question for the admin­
istrator is not whether he should have an in-house 
unit but how large it should be. All agencies need an 
evaluative capability, if only one person to monitor 
trends in agency outcomes and to examine these 
trends for relationships to intake, programming and 
historic factors. How far to go beyond this is an 
open question. Some observers have proposed that 
research staff be built to a level that requires about 
5 percent of the operating budget for supporU This 
raises issues, such as how many of the 50 SCAs 
should strive for this level of support, the economics 
of a total research effort of this magnitude, and the 
relation of a large SCA evaluative effort to the 
growing SPA effort. Should there be an enlargement 
of SCA research efforts at a time when emphasis in 
planning and evaluation appears to be shifting from 
agencies as subsystems to t;i'iminal justice as a sys­
tem? These are issues not so much for the agency ad­
minstrator as for the criminal justice field in general. 

B. University Facuity 

University faculty members have long played a 
conspicuous role in correctional research, primarily 
descriptive and theoretical, but in some instances 
evaluative. By interest and training, these individuals 
have been frequently well suited to this role. A num­
ber of outstanding theoretical and evaluative studi.es 
have thus been produced, and both the concepts and 
the empirical data have influenced the thought and 
practice of corrections. 

In addition to the interest and training, the in­
formational background, and the theoretical and 
methodological skills, university ,faculty members 
havc one other advantage for the administrator: they 
are present everywhcre. With thousands of colleges 
and universities dofting the nation, it is easy to make 
contact with a faculty member who has an interest 
in corrections. This has made possible the establish­
ment, over the past 20 years, of the 168 prison col­
lege programs taught in person by members of 
college and university faculties. It also facilitates 
the recruitment of faculty members for consulting 
and evaluative tasks. In the past five years, there 
has been a very rapid expansion of faculty member 
involvement in evaluative research in corrections, 
and this may now be the primary staff resource for 
project and program evaluation. 

In practice, the research performance of university 
and college staff is marked by a number of difficul­
ties. These need to be understood by a correctional 
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administrator who. seeks assistance in evaluation; 
These difficulties might best be summarized through • 
the comments of specific agencies and persons who 
have made use of or have observed the work of 
university staff. 

LEAA, in a conference on evaluation called by 
the U.S. General Accounting Office in 1973, re­
ported that it had experienced disappointment with . 
the granting of monies "hands-off" to a number of , 
universities. "Although a variety of methods was 
used to carefully select the universities, LEAA was 
(hard) pressed to identify any results from the 
research.s 

Etzioni, in 1972, commented on his impression 
that university faculty members were not good pros­
pects for applied research tasks. They tended to 
turn the tasks into basic research projects to bring 
them into line with their own academic interests-
a . practice that Rossi has described as "Robin 
Hooding," 0 

~rooks,who spent some years as a director of a ' 
program evaluation center, saw the problem as 
partly that of the academic reward structure. This 
structure was not designed to encourage faculty 
members to participate in the evaluation of agency 
action programs. There were other problems: the 
time limits on grant-funded projects, the need to 
gather and analyze data on projects designed by 
others, and the limited opportunity to produce 
scientific papers out of evaluation research. These 
obstacles discouraged most faculty members who 
were qualified to do such research and they remained 
aloof, leaving the field to the inexperienced and un­
qualified.1o 

The latter point may help explain a remark made 
somewhat candidly by Berkowitz. She commented 
that her state planning agency has disbursed a large 
amount of money to faculty researchers, "And all 
we get back is junk. It's because the researchers, or , 
the pseudo-researchers ... don't seem to know the 
applications of the basic tools of research. Or they 
work up a beautiful research design, and they mess· 
it up because of contamination of data . . . It's· 
definitely a technological problem." 11 

If the problem with the academician is self~interest, . 
inexperience, or methodological rigidity, a slightly;· 
different problem may arise with the for-profit con­
sulting organization. Roos notes that whereas the 
academician occasionally pays too little attention to 
the administrator's needs the consulting organization; 
sometimes pays too much attention to the admin, 
istrator's wishes. "Instances have been observed 

where a consulting organization asked to evaluate 
a program provides its client with a whitewash which 
the evaluator assumes, or has been told, the client 
expects." 12 

The National Science Foundation, in a report 
released in 1969, before the evaluation "crunch" in 
criminal justice reached its most critical stage, diag­
nosed the staffing problem in a different way: 

"When social scientists have been called 
upon as consultants in practical situations, 
many have failed to deliver. Two general 
complaints have been voiced about social 
scientists as consultants. First, communi­
cation has been impeded because social 
scientists speak in a jargon incomprehen­
sible to the layman ... (Secondly,) when 
faced with a problem that has no ready­
made conceptual answer, they frequently 
retreat to the laboratory for more research 
and more facts. But the client would or­
dinarily settle for a less than scientifically 
adequate answer. He simply wants the 
consu~tant to apply his trained intelligence, 
and give help based on the information at 
hand." 13 

One final comment will round out this commen­
tary on academicians as applied researchers. Abelson, 
the editor of Science, remarked on the difficulties 
that industry experiences in securing the right kinds 
of researchers from the universities. "Industry has 
f'(und that the typical Ph.D. tends to be inflexible. 
He usually wishes to keep on redoing his thesis:" 14 

As a consequence, Abelson added industrial firms 
have occasionally found it adva~tageous to hire 
pe~s~ns at lesser levels of education and to finish 
trammg them within the firm's research unit. 

The typical correctional administrator ordinarily 
lacks the resources of the facilities to train his own 
res.earc?ers. Usually he must either contract with 
umverSIty faculty for research tasks, or recruit one 
or more relatively inexperienced researchers and 
trust that they can learn by doing what appear to be 
~eed~d eval~ations. If he adopts the former course, 
e WIll find It advantageous to specify quite clearly 

~h~t the agency expectations are in research ob­
~ectI~es and the form of final products, and to obtain 

efimte assurances that these expectations will be 
met. 

,C. Private For-Profit Research Firms 
i A 

source of research products somewhat less 

readily avMlable than university faculty is the fo1'­
profit consulting firm. These enterprises have in 
recent years begun to diversify into areas other than 
defense or industry and to include social program 
evaluation in their work. They often include a wide 
ra~ge. of specialists on their staffs, including social 
SCIentIsts, mathematicians, economists, computer ex­
pe~ts, behavioral scientists, anthropologists, his­
tOrIans and others. 

These firms emphasize the use of computers, sys­
tems analysis, advanced statistical techniques, and, 
where the data and problems justify it, simulation. 
Their. work tends to be problem-oriented, strong in 
techmque or methodology, and weak in correctional 
knowledge and theory. 

The performance of these firms ranges widely, 
from very good to very poor. One of them has in 
recent years adapted one of its techniques to produce 
a prediction instrument that scores prisoners for 
probable success in work release. The instrument 
appears to be markedly better than any of the exist­
ing prediction instruments in corrections. Developed 
for the District of Columbia Department of Correc­
tions under a $15,000 contract with LEAA, it shows 
an efficienc~ (measured by the Mean Cost Rating 
method) tWIce that of the linear discriminant func­
tion and configuration instruments already widely 
known in corrections.l~ 

Another of the for-profit firms recently completed 
an evaluation of identical correctional programs in 
several locations that appears to have been an ex­
pensive rese~rch disaster. Although well designed, the 
study was dIrected from a central location, and con­
trol over data collection and design integrity was 
poorly maintained. One or two concessions to all 
the program managers, who seemed either uncon­
cerned about or irked by the evaluation, destroyed 
t?e possibil~ty of rigorous measurement at every 
SIte. ExtenSIve and elaborate statistical analysis of 
the truncated data failed to repair the damage done 
by poor project execution. 

At their best, the for-profit consulting organiza­
tions offer varied experience, methodological ex­
~ertise, an interest in the client's problem, business­
lIke methods, and a concern for doing work that will 
be judged satisfactory by the client. At their worst, 
they show great naivete about the agency's objectives 
and procedures, a single-minded concern about mak­
ing a profit on the undertaking, need for assistance 
in research design and execution in an unfamiliar 
setting, and a consulting firm jargon that is as in~ 

comprehensible as that of some academic researchers. 
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As in the case of the university faculty, the correc­
tional administrator who seeks evaluative services 
from a consulting firm should specify clearly his re­
search objectives and the anticipated products of 
research and have these spelled out in the form of a 
contract. 

D. Private Non-Profit Research 
Organizations 

Several organizations engage in correctional re­
search on a non-profit basis. These include such 
entities as the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, the American Justice Institute, and the 
American Correctional Association. In some cases 
the organization includes standard-setting for the 
field as part of its function. Funds for the research 
come from federal or private grants or from the 
budgets of the agencies requesting the research. 

The staffs of these organizations are typically 
former officials of correctional agencies and re­
searchers who are potential careerists in correctional 
evaluation. Both administrative staff and researchers 
usually have had extensive experience in the field 
of corrections, and they display a commitment to the 
field. 

Although the evaluators in these organizations 
often have training in the social or b~havioral 
sci.ences to the doctorate level, they are not usually 
specialists. They sometimes make use of academic or 
rese.arch firm consultants in evaluative' studies re­
quiring high expertise. 

Some of the work done by these organizations 
is excellent. One of the best of the fifteen evaluations 
of pretrial diversion studies referred to earlier 
(Chapter' 5) was carried out by a non-profit 
organization. 

Because of the limited number and size of these 
organizations, their part in the total correctional 
evaluative effort is necessarily small. They make a 
special contribution to the effort by reason of their 
strong commitment to advancing the field, by iden­
tifying and carrying forward pioneering kinds of 
studies, by seeking to coordinate various program 
development efforts, by promotion of operating 
standards, and by offering several kinds of technical 
assistance to state and local agencies. 

E. DiSCUSSIon 

The staffing of evaluation in a correctional agency 
poses a number of interrelated issues for the admin­
.Istrator. The number and complexity of the issues 
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will depend upon how the administrator defines his ! 

research needs "and priorities. The fewer the needs, 
the fewer the issues. 

If the principal need of the administrator is for a 
modest amoutlt of data compilation and some year­
to-year comparisons of intakes and outcomes, a,' 
small statistics and research unit will suffice. Such. a . 
unit can provide various kinds of data for manage- . 
ment purposes as well as some elementary monitor- • 
ing of results. For most SCAs and LCAs this might 
be the most suitable arrangement. These agencies 
can leave to larger and more heavily budgeted or­
ganizations the role of building sizable research staffs: 
ancl serving as pioneers in testing existing programs; . 
and evaluating new programs. 'Nhen such programs' 
have been shown to be effective, not only op. the 
original site but also in new locations, they can then 
be widely diffused. This reduces the need for research 
staff and avoids wasteful duplication of evaluations 

correctional agencies, possibly some national office 
or organization that has a fundamental interest in 
increasing the efficacy of evaluation-to seek coordi­
nation of effort. 

There are several reasons for this. One is sil1Jply 
the need to conserve research resources. Another 
is to make possible standardization of effort. Since 
some studies need to be duplicated to make sure 
that initial findings are not erroneous, when the 
duplication is by different agencies, the several de­
signs and implementations should be as similar as 
possible. Still another is the need to perform com­
parative studies in which the same design is applied 
at several sites simultaneously, possibly by a single 
research organization. The comparative data that 
come from such a study are likely to be much more 
informative than replications or duplications spread 
over time and agencies in several independent 
efforts. 

at numerous sites. The correctional administrator is, of course, not 
The administrator who wants to participate in the. < responsible for initiating this process of coordination. 

refinement of old processes and structures and tIle' :.'~ For the present, his primary concern may be only to 
testing of new concepts will need to consider whether .; avoid starting an evaluation project that-some other 
to add research staff or to seek research services!:'} agency has already completed in a competent man­
from the outside. Building a research staff takes time,·' nero In time, however, the administrator whose 
since budgeting, recruiting, and familiarization must' agency is heavily involved in evaluation will come 
occur before research planning and implementation to appreciate the need for more effective coordina-
can begin. Two or three y.ears after the budget re- . tion of evaluative studies between agencies. 
quest has been submitted, the first evaluative research' If the administrator's evaluative ambitions run as 
products may being to issue from the unit, and it may. far as making dramatic changes in his agency, or in 
be longer before highly useful findings appear. The the criminal justice system as a. whole, the staffing 
realistic administrator will keep-in mind that only a requirements and related actions' are much harder 
very small percentage of research projects payoff. . to anticipate. Changes on the larger scale tend to be 
The payoff is apparently higher from in-house units political as well as administrative and scientific. 
than from academic or consulting firm research, t While research can precipitate the change, it may 
although the latter have the advantage of beingi play only a small role in its execution and in the 
easier to start up when there is a decision to go and, maintenance of the new state of affairs. Furthermore, 
easier to disband when there is no reason to continue ,r changes that go beyond the boundaries of the agency 
further. , will inevitably involve other agencies and interests, 

If the administrator decides to proceed with'i so that initial planning for such change will involve 
process or program testing, he will presumably have. l public relations, education, and possibly political 
reviewed. his research priorities to define important· action.: 
areas for evaluation. He will alsCl have made pre-; 
liminary checks to ascertain whetber other agencies: 1 

are about to finish what:he is about to start. One of:l 
the unsatisfactory aspects of correctional research! ~! 
is the vast amount of uncoordinated and duplicative) 
effort that is currently underway. In the abs.ence.l 
of good channels of communication and definite: 
rules of procedure, much of this waste is inevitable.:. 
It is now quite clear, however, that there is a crying 
.need for someone-possibly the research units of: 
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CHAPTER 7. THE UTILIZATION OF RESEARCH 

Researchers and the funders of research in cor­
rections often complain that research products are 
not used by correctional administrators and their 
staffs. Weiss has spoken for numerous researchers 
in her remark: "The most common complaint (of 
evaluators) is that their findings are ignored." ] 

If there is truth in this complaint an obvious 
problem exists: for the researcher, the administrator, 
and the community. The researcher sees his accom­
plishments wasted, the administrator fails his obliga­
tion to keep up with advances in his field, and the 
community suffers from inefficiency in rehabilitation 
and reintegration. 

Just how serious a problem non utilization of re­
search is has never been carefully examined. The 
extent of the problem has perhaps been overstated 
both by researchers, who tend to be highly articulate, 
and by funding sources, who have reason to be 
concerned about waste of their monies. If adminis­
trators are asked about the matter, they tend to see 
the problem as one of inefficiency or inutility or both. 
Their views, in composite, are essentially as follows: 
"Research is a process of using up far too much 
money to produce an incomprehensible and irrele­
vant report that is delivered long after it was 
promised. " 

Whether it is a matter of administrative default 
or ill-conceived research, the important thing is to 
understand whether there is a problem, what it is, 
and what solutions may be suggested. As presently 
defined, the problem appears complex. One aspect is 
the low payoff in research whatever the field. If 
research in high-technology is succ~ssful only five 
percent of the time, the researcher in corrections 
who wants more than one hit in twenty tdes may be 
quite unrealistic. Another aspect is the doubtful 
quality of research. If it is Berkowitz' research con­
tractors (p. 30) who complain about non utilization 
of their products, their complaints may be unjusti­
fied. Still another aspect is the poor fit between re­
searcher styles and administrator needs. If research­
ers strive toward higher levels of theory, method and 
certainty while administrators want merely relatively 
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informed advice in uncertain situations, communica­
tion between the two groups will remain poor. 

Some aspects of the problem relate primarily to 
the administrators' situations and operating philoso­
phies. Many administrators do not welcome change; 
their anxieties, personal views, and preference for 
order and tranquility in their institutions may turn 
them against innovation, even when it appears rea­
sonable, constructive, and butressed by scientific 
evidence. Others exist in precarious balance, and 
the operationalizing of new, even though tested 
concepts, increases the difficulty of their position. i 

Still others have seen many promising new ideas ' 
come and go, leaving disillusion in their wake. 
Finally, new ideas may call for increased budgets, 
and the skepticism of legislative committees about. 
budget expansion in corrections cuts deeper than ' 
researcher ire. 

A. Basic Questions About Research 
Utilization 

To clarify the matter of whether there is a serious 
research underutilization problem, it will be useful 
to examine some of the issues and to snggest how 
any substance in these issues might be dealt with. 
The key points of concern appear to be the recep­
tivity of administrators to new ideas, the extent of 
nonutilization of worthwhile products of research, 
and factors that govern utilization or non utilization 
of research products. A review of these issues may , 
suggest solutions to what some perceive as a major 
problem in the evaluation of action programs. 

1. Administrative Acceptance of New Ideas. It is ; 
possible to have two contrasting perceptions of; 
change in corrections. One is that the basic structure, 
of contemporary corrections, which is anchored to i 
incarceration of offenders in large prisons remote . 
from population centers, is tradition-ridden and re- . 
sistant to change. The other is that corrections is a ' 
social system in transition, with changes occuring in 
rapid succession, particularly in the past twenty or . 

, thirty years. 

Either of these perceptions comes forth strongly, 
given the right perspective. The person who looks 
for change sees in recent years the rise of halfway 
houses, prison colleges, work-release programs, 
study-release programs, furlough programs, family 
visiting, behavioral modification programs, co-educa­
tional prisons, diversion programs and numerous 
other departures from tradition. 

In virtually all these instances, the changes were 
introduced as untested concepts that were beiieved 
by some administrator to be worth trying. Each 
concept incorporated a social value not initially ac­
cessible to prisoners but potentially able to influence 
the rate at which ex-prisoners adjusted in the com­
munity. During the initial trials of the concepts, 
there were opportunities to observe how the new 
programs worked, and favorable judgments were 
pronounced. Thereupon the ideas diffused more or 
less rapidly to other sites. 

The case of co-correctional (coeducational) pris­
ons is illustrative. In 1972 the concept was given a 
trial at a federal prison in Forth Worth. Since then 
the idea has spread to several states-Massachusetts, 
Virginia, Connecticut, and Texas-its spread has­
tened by qualitative judgments expressed by various 
kinds of observers. One corrections official remarked 
that the arrangement had a "civilizing effect" on the 
prisoners. A social scientist asserted that "It works 
as a defusing situation. There is an entirely different 
atmosphere." 2 

\ These instances of administrator-initiated change, 
arising out of concern for improvement of system 
effectiveness and diffused by qualitative judgments 
of approval, are evidence of the readiness of the 
field to accept new ideas and new structures or 
processes. If administrators will accept untested but 
reasonable operating concepts, why will they not 
accept tested and reasonable concepts that are pre­
sented to them by researchers? Or are researchers 
and funders of research projects misreading the sit-
uation?· ' 

2. Nonutilization of Research. There are some 
clearly established instances of nonutilization or 
even rejection of correctional research findings. The 
Provo Experiment is a vivid illustration of the re­
jection of SCientifically significant and operationally 
useful findings in youth corrections.3 The rejection 
process, initially documented by the authors, has 
been commented on by Glaser.4 

Another instance of nonutilized research concerns 
a highly efficient method of selection for work re­
lease developed for the District of Columbia Depart­
ment of Corrections in 1971.5 This prediction device, 

when tested on a validation sample of work release 
candidates, exceeded considerably the efficiency 
previously shown by prediction instruments devel­
oped in California by discriminant function methods 
or based on the configuration analysis method 
publicized by Glaser.6 

Despite, the possession of a markedly superior 
instrument, DCDC officials failed to act on the 
recommendations for use that were included in the 
validation report. The officials spoke of uncertainty 
as to which of the alternative procedures to adopt, 
and of long-range plans for a pre-release program, 
which ought to be set up before the scoring system 
was put into effect. 

An unmentioned factor that may have had a 
bearing was the process of reorganization under way 
in the department. This obviously took priority over 
an innovative selection procedure for work release. 
A second possible factor was the declining role of 
research in the department. Although in several 
years preceding the Department had worked actively 
to implement some major new programs recom­
mended by research stall, the reorganization imp1i~d 

'a reduced role for research, and this may have 
helped tip the,balance against the selection device. 

One significant sidelight of the deferred action on 
the device was the refusal of the department of cor­
rections in a neighboring state to consider seriously 
the adoption of a modified form of the instrument for 
its own use. "If D.C. Corrections, who developed it, 
isn't going to use it, why should we?" This suggests 
that non utilization of a research product by its own­
ers or immediate purchasers may react adversely 
upon the process of technology transfer. 

How extensively non utilization reduces the po­
tential impact of research and detracts from the 
possible productivity of corrections departments is 
not clear. It is probably a less serious problem than 
researchers imagine but very likely a more serious 
problem than one would conclude after talking with 
correctional administrators. Both sides react to this 
issue in rather subjective manners. 

Since the vast bulk of correctional research has 
no. apparent payoff, it would be wise to learn more 
about some of the possible obstacles to payoff. On 
the one hand we may have research that is useless 
for reasons of error, illogic or irrelevance. On the 
other hand, there may be factors. that impede the 
utilization of definitely usable research. We have 
much speculation about this matter but few facts or 
concepts. It is obviously time to look more systemat­
ically at what can be agreed upon as "definitely 
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usable" research that is not being used, particularly 
as to why it is not being used and what might be 
required to change matters. 

This gives us twoO areas of research utilization 
that are in need of closer scrutiny in the interests of 
increasing research productivity. The first is a re­
view of projects that have an impact, focusing on 
characteristics, setting, types of effect, the magni­
tude of effect, and, if possible, explanations of the 
reason for impact. The other is the characteristics, 
setting, and reasons for failure of recognizably useful 
research which has not been put to use. An explora­
tion of some of thie factors related to impact was 
made in Chapter 3. A glance at factors relating to 
use of research in industry follows below. 

3. Facturs Relating to Innovation. At present it 
is difficult to identify responsibility for nonutiliza­
tion of eva1uative research in a clear and specific 
manner. Anecdotal reports such as those on Provo 
and on the DCDC instrument for selection for 
work release are HIuminating, but they do not give us 
general principles. Consequently, to avoid the sim­
plistic controversies in which researchers blame ad­
ministrators and administrators indict researchers, 
it may be useful to explore in more objective manner 
the barrier (and gates) to research utilization. This 
may suggest, if not principles, some temporary 
benchmarks. 

Utterback has examined extensively the literature 
on innovation in industry, and he makes a number 
of comments that appear relevanthere. 7 He looks 
at environmental factors, sources of ideas, internal 
characteristics of organizations, the roles of basic 
research, and the diffusion of innovation. He defines 
innovation as "technology actually being used or 
applied for the first time." S 

The primary influence on innovation in industry 
is "market factors." These he sees as accounting 
for "60 to 80 percent of innovations in a large num­
ber of fields." Next in importance are "scientific and 
technological advances and opportunities." Other 
factors are "expanding markets," and "rising costs 

of inputs." Some innovations are aimed at reducing 
the use of the more expensive inputs. 

Ideas for innovation appear to originate in discus­
sions about needs. These are followed by searches 
for the technical means to meet the needs. Basic 
research does not appear to be significant as a direct 
source of innovation, Utterback points out. Its pri­
mal'Y rolc is in the production of knowledge. There­
after, it enters the process of innovation by a round-
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about route, through education, with a time lag of 
varying duration. 

The importance of technology transfer is shown· 
by the fact that no organization can respond to more! 
than a fraction of its needs or problems that require ~. 

innovative research. As a consequence, most of the: 
ideas successfully developed and implemented by an . 
organization come from outside that organization.; 
Even in the case of "research-rich" du Pont, 14 of: 
25 major product and process innovations within.· 
that company originated entirely outside the, 
company. 

Several aspects of Utterback's analysis are of. 
interest here. One is his identification of the "market: 
place" as the primary influence on innovation or 
technology utilization. Another is the stress on or­
ganizational needs as a generator of ideas that lead to 
innovation. Another is the apparent insignificance 
of basic research as a direct influence on innovation, 
Another is the importance of the process of innova- . 
tion transfer. The meaning of all these matters for 
innovation or research utilization in corrections is not' . 
clear althOl~!gh each seems highly relevant. 

The emphasis on market factors rather than on 
"scientific technological" factors suggests that prac­
tical relevance may outweigh theory and method in 
determining the likelihood of innovation. The rela­
tive importance of organizational needs and basic 
research for direct innovation is not surprising yet 
at the same time instructive. Also instructive is the 
extent to which even major organizations must de­
pend on ideas brought in from the outside to provide 
solutions to prob1ems. 

These are speculative inferences and ambiguous 
conclusions. It would be desirable to have a study 
similar to Utterback's, focusing on correctional op- . 
erations, correctional innovations, and correctional' 
eva1uations. This would reduce considerably the 
need for conjecture as to how research products are 
channeled toward utilization or rejection in correc­
tions. 

B. Improving the Utilization Rate 

Since we do not have the kinds of information 
on correctional agency innovation that Utterback 
pulIed together on industrial innovation, we are not 
in a position to make strong recommendations on! 
how to improve utilization. We can, nevertheless, 
offer some tentative suggestions. 

1. Focusing on Areas of High Priority. The im-· 
portance of this matter has already been attested 

in the discussion in Chapter 5, "Research Needs 
and Research Priorities." That discussion need not 
be recapitulated here, other than to point out that 
community and organizational needs are the starting 
points and probability of payoff is a modifying fac­
tor. Innovations that meet basic social requirements 
and are cost-effective should find a ready market. 

2. Relevance of Research. Although high-priority 
status comes first, relevance is important. Relevant 
and significant findings must compete with high­
priority findings for attention and for budgetary sup­
port, and they may need to compete also with 
organizational and attitudinal considerations. How­
ever, the appearance of relevance should improve 
the chances that a potential innovation will become 
an actual one. 

3. Exposure. Some means of insuring that wide 
distribution is given to findings shou1d enhance 
probability of adoption. It is evident from the Provo 
and DCDC examples that potential innovations may 
need to find support in other locations than the 
ones that generated the ideas. If, as Utterback 
states. most ideas that lead to innovations come 
from agencies other than the applier, the channels 
for dissemination should be kept open. This im­
plies better reporting of findings, wide distribution 
of reports, effective information center services, 
training centers and institutes, and similar facilitat­
ing aids. 

4. Organizing Potentially Useful Findings. Some 
potentially useful findings make their impact after 
considerable delay. Probation in California, with its 
recommendation of a probation subsidy, was re­
leased in 1957. It failed to achieve its goal of an 
Assembly act enabling a subsidy to the counties in 
1957, but the survey report was not forgotten. It 
served as a model for an, updating ~urvey in 1964, 
and with an appealing formula for subsidy payments 
and a detailed action plan, the Subsidy Act was 
finally approved in 1965. 

Many potentially useful ideas do not get a second 
chance, or the interval between appearance and 
utilization stretches out unreasonably, or the power 
of some ideas is diminished because related materials 
are not brought together in a way that capitalizes on 
their convergence. The 1atter problem is sometimes 
described as a failure to make research accumula­
tive. 

Making research accumu1ative is difficult even 
within a given research unit. Across units the task 
becomes almost overwhelming. As an interim so~ 
lution to this problem, we see periodic releases of 

project abstracts that report all matter submitted; 
literature reviews that are selective, highly abbre­
viated, and strongly reflective of the author's train­
ing and values; computerized information services 
that are flexible and easily updated versions of the 
periodic abstract pub1ications; and specialized 
groups that try to accumulate reference materials 
on particular programs, such as the Newgate Re­
source Center.s 

The summary materials that come out of. these 
services conceal more than they reveal, and there 
is some justification for calling the services grave­
yards of useful ideas. They have as yet found 
no satisfactory solution to the problem of identi­
fying and flagging items of special significance, or 
of bringing coherence to materials that are related 
but not quite accumulative. The administrator or 
researcher who knows what he wants may use some 
of these services as one clue to potentially useful 
literature and follow up with an extended search and 
analysis of the original literature-if it can be 
assembled. 

Glaser has suggested a "propositional inventory" 
as a solution to some of the problems that are 
evident here.o Such an inventory would provide a 
clearer framework for organizing hypotheses and 
tested generalizations than has l1itherto been 
achieved. However, this scheme is more likely to 
appeal to the detail-conscious researcher than to 
the administrator with his need for more general 
perspectives. It also appears more useful in an era 
of stability than in an age of rapid change. 

For the present; we may need to continue awhile 
the procedure followed by the Nationa1 Pretrial 
Intervention Service Center, which recently assem­
bled laboriously all known evaluative reports on 
pretrial diversion programs in order to screen out 
what might be useful for policy makers contemplat­
ing action in this area. IO Both the assembly process 
and the screening were difficult experiences that 
fully support the argument that present-day dis­
semination procedures may be one of the foremost 
barri,er to research utilization. 

5. LillkingResearch to Planning and Develop­
ment. In Chapter 3, it was noted that research with 
impact seemed to be the work of researchers who 
also made recommendations and wrote proposals 
or plans for action. This makes researchers pro­
moters of ideas that develop from their findings. If 
the findings have utility and the researchers are 
capable, the prqcedure should increase the rate of 
utilization of research. It is of interest that Utter-
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back reported that innovations in industry appeared 
to require the least time "when the inventor him­
self attempts to innovate than when he is content 
merely to reveal a general concept." 11 

Since research and planning are capabilities not 
likely to be found in the same individual, it may 
be advantageous to bring them together by estab­
lishing planning units within research divisions. We 
observe this occurring occasionally in corrections. 
The CY A research division, after about fifteen years, 
has recently taken on a new identity as the division 
of research and development. 

6. Utilization of Research at Place of Origin. A 
sound proposal for action, arising from just-com­
pleted research, SllOUld be most convincing in the 
agency where the evaluation was done. The relevant 
information is most complete and motivated persons 
are already at hand. This sequence has been enacted 
many times. When the Preston Impact Study was 
completed, the researcher presented the proposal 
for a community versus institutional treatment ex­
periment with conviction, and executive staff ap­
peared to require no great amount of persuasion. 
The impact study had no direct influence elsewhere 
since it was not publiished and disseminated. Had 
it been disseminated, it probably would have had 
less influence on other youth agency staffs since its 
success in the Califorruia Youth Authority appeared 
related to factors unique to the Authority. 

Project Crossroads, carried out in the courts of 
the District of Columbia, was readily implemented 
as a regular procedure by the same courts when 
evaluative staff reported the project to be a behav­
ioral and economic SILlccess. The DCDC narcotic­
involved offenders proposal experienced easy going 
through the District of Columbia and Congressional 
hearings because the DeDe researcher-planners had 
preceded with extensiive staff work and provided 
ample documentation at the several hearings. 

It appears, then, that utilization of findings has 
its best likelihood of Clccurring at the site of discov­
ery. This likelihood might be expected to drop as 
the findings move away from home. Accessory in­
formation tends not to go along, the context of 
factors at other sites is perhaps less suitable, and 
the persons who would be the most able to promote 
the new idea are not present at other possible sites. 

C. Discussion 

Utilization of research findings is properly a mat­
ter of concern in view of the need for productive 
innovation in corrections, the high cost of research, 
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and the low rate at which research products 
paying off at the present time. 

Researchers claim that their efforts are ignored, 
but it is difficult to take this claim seriously. It 
appears that the primary reasons for nonutilization I 

of research are poor quality, irrelevance, fragmen- i 

tation, incomprehensibility, nonaccumulativeness and: ' 
inaccessibility. We need to add to this the fact that f 
research staff are increasingly becoming outsiders ' 
as the demand for evaluation grows, and outsiders 
face special problems in comprehending what is 
relevant, in carrying through on recommendations 
and plans, and in communicating effectively with 
the best prospects for utilization of particular pieces • 
of research. It may also be suggested that the main 
problem in nonutilization apparently does not arise • 
from operating staff; historically operating staff has 
been notorious for its readiness to innovate. How 
else explain the long parade of operations-initiated 
programs over the past two or three decades? '. 

There is, it should be added, one way in which " 
administrators may be accountable for much of the 
nonutilization problem. To the extent that they 
contribute to the poor quality of inaccessibility or 
fragmentation of research by not providing support 
or effective coordination, they must share responsi­
bility with researchers. 

Since utilization is desirable 011 the grounds of 
need to improve corrections, more attention to the 
manner in which utilization occurs is urgent. In 
view of the scarcity of knowledge in this area, fur­
ther studies of the conditions and mechanisms of 
utilization are needed. Just as we lack adequate 
studies of the conditions and levels of research im­
pact, we also lack enough information on the con­
ditions and processes of utilization, which bring the 
potential of research to the point where it might 
be able to have an impact. 

The key to utilization seems to lie in the rele- ' 
vance of the research to the principal tasks or func- • 
tions of the correctional agency. To be insured of 
utilization, evaluation results need to relate to of- , 
fender change, system change, anci perhaps cost; 
reduction, since corrections seems to stand out as 
one of the most inefficient of all social agencies. All ! 

these are important goals of correctional adminis- : 
trators. 

To the extent that any of these goals prove elu- , 
sive, as is alleged to be the case with offender, 
change, it may be strategic to increase emphasis 
on the other goals. The apparent roadblock on of­
fender change may be only temporary, and im-
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proved research strategies may discover ways of 
changing offenders that are major improvements 
over present experience. The possibility of such dis­
coveries with juvenile offenders has already been 
demonstrated by Empey, Warren and Palmer, and 
confirmed by Speer and Shireman et al. 12 Whether 
improved research will bring similar demonstrations 
of ability to change adult offenders is a matter for 
further exploration. 

Further steps toward increasing the rate of re­
search utilization include the expansion of in-house 
research capabilities, increasing the attractiveness 
of careers in correctional research by raising mone­
tary and psychic rewards, recruiting researchers who 
are able to plan and develop as well as to describe 
and analyze, encouraging open and experimental 
attitudes on the part of administrators and operating 
staff, devising procedures for wider and more usable 
dissemination of research findings, establishing 
methods for identifying and focusing attention on 
significant but unused findings, and discovering 
ways of coping with or adjusting for the non­
accumulative character of bodies of evaluative ma­
terials in selected subject-matter areas. 
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CHAPTER 8. DEFINITIONS, CRITERIA, METHODS AND MODELS 

The basic task of the evaluator is to ascertain 
,~ whether some event or situation, either real or con­

ceptualized, is better than another. The event may 
be anything from an offender's action to an agency's 
decision. The situation may range from an offender's 
record of performance to the manner in which the 
criminal justice system relates to the larger social 
system. The task is essentially a process of compari­
son. 

The evaluator may set himself a second task: ex­
plaining why a particular event or sittiation. is .better 
than another. Some research methods, such as the 
controlled experiment, are believed to be especially 
useful in this task. However, the great majority of 
correctional evaluations up to this time have been 
non-experimental. We may assume, therefore, that 
correctional evaluators have been more concerned 
with making comparisons than with explaining pre-
cisely the reasons for the differences they have 
found. 

In setting directions for the evaluator, we need 
to examine some basic concepts and procedure&. In 
this chapter we look at definitions of evaluative re­
search, methods of making comparisons, standards 
and criteria, and methods and models of e~aluation. 

A. Definition of Evaluative Research 

As used in this Guide, evaluation is considered to 
be an aspect of scientific method. It is applied re­
search; it may be qualitative or judgmental, although 
it is more likely to be quantitative. It is largely de­
scriptive, although it occasionally includes inferential 
or explanatol'Y elements. The latter occurs in those 
rare cases where evaluation attempts to determine 
the causes of observed differences; 

As a general and brief definition of evaluation, 
we can state that it is a procedure for ascertaining 
whether an event, process or situation is better than 
another. This definition does not adequately cover 
the case of the controlled experiment, hence, it may 
be useful to consider a more elaborate definition. 
Suchman quotes from the American Public Health 
Journal (February 1960) to offet the following: 1 

"Evaluation: The process Qf determining 
the value or amount of success in achiev­
ing a predetermined objective. It includes 
at least four steps: 
• formulation of the objective" 
• identification of the proper criteria to be 

used in measuring success, 
• determination and explanation of: the 

degree of success, (and) 
e recommendations for further program 

activity" 

This definition is of limited utility, and it could 
be made more concise in logic. Its utility is limited 
because it focuses on the controlled experiment, 
which is only a small part of the total evaluation 
process. Furthermore, the experiment appears to be 
of significance primarily in minor rather than major 
kinds of decisions in correctional planning and 
administration. For these two reasons, the definition 
appears to describe neither the typical nor the im­
portant kinds of correctional evaluation. With 
reference to its logic, step four is perhaps more a 
social action principle than a step in evaluati011 
procedure. 

If we were to expand the first definition above to 
include explanation and measurement, we. would 
have the following: 

"Evaluation is a procedure for ascertaining 
whether an event, process, or situation 
(real or conceptualized) is better than 
another. The procedure may include steps 
for measuring 'how much better' and for 
explaining the reasons for the difference." 

This definition includes the notion of comparing 
events, processes or situations with concepts. This 
is' 'done to cover those kinds of evaluations where 
comparison is made between real occurrences and 
standards or goals. In the survey of probation in 
California, for example, existing pwbation practices 
were compared with concepts of practice as set (orth 
in documented professional standards or as spoken 
by members of the Special Study Commission that 
ordered the survey of county practices. 
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B. Making Comparisons in Evaluation 
Since the main task in evaluation is that of mak­

ing comparisons, it is important to consider the 
numerous ways in which comparisons may be made. 
Following are some of the better known: 

1. Real Condition versus Ideal. In this procedure, 
existing conditions are compared with some per­
ceived ideal or some "superior" concept. The Pres­
ton Impact Study traced the development of juvenile 
delinquents in the PSI facility and comp~red :he 
resultant images with a sense of how the JuvenIles 
should have or might have developed in a "good" 
rehabilitating or reintegrating environment. The 
comparative judgments were wholly qualitative. 

2. Real Condition versus published or Official 
Standards. The survey of probation in California 
examined the functioning of probation departments 
against professionally promulgated standards for 
probation systems and procedures. These ~tand~rds 
were augmented to some extent by the dehberatl~ns 
of the Special Study Commission. The comparative 
"measurements" that were set forth in the survey 
report were both quantitati\le and qualitative. 

3. IIBefore" Status versuS "After" Status. Persons, 
pcocesses, and structures or systems may be com­
pared at earlier and later times. Differe.nces n~ted 
between the LWO times may be deSCrIbed eIther 
quantitatively or qualitatively. Special conditions 
or experiences that were introduced during, the 
interval may be considered in relation to the changes, 
if any, that wcrc observed. The comparison may be 
in either qualitative or quantitative terms. 

4. Program Persons versus NOll-Program Persons. 
Tndicators of the performance of individuals who 
have been involved in a program may be compared 
with those of other individuals who have not been 
involved. The "other individuals" may be selected 

in several ways: 

• All other persons in the prison (or 
other relevant population), 

• A random sample of all prisoners, 
• All prisoners who left the prison in a 

previous year, 
• A unarm'; group, on whom performance 

data are already available from other 

occasions 

5. Program Persons versus "Similar" Non-Pro- ; 
gram Person. This procedure compares the per­
formances of program participants with those of 
persons who are identified as "similar" to the par­
ticipants by use of special selecti~n 'proc~du:e~ and 
verification techniques. These slmllar mdlVlduals 
comprise a "comparison" grou?, which is pre.s~tned 
to be a reasonable approximatlOn of the partiCIpant 
group on essential characteristics. A comparison of 
this kind is a "quasi-experiment." 

6. Program Persons versu~ "very Similar" Non-
Program Persons. By establishing a group or ."pool" 
of eligibles and randomizing eligibles to expenmental 
and control statuses, a more precise basis for meas­
urement of difference can be established. This 
procedure is the basis for the controlled ~xperimental 
design, in which controls and expenmentals. are " 
processed through essentially the same correctlOnal 
experiences except that an "experimental" treat:nent . 
is added for the program persons. In comparIsons , 
based on this procedure, it is possible, in principle, ; 
to make inferences as to whether the differences ob- : 
served are caused by the experimental treatment. 

7. Real Outcomes versus Expected Outcomes .. 
Expected outcomes for a general population of of-' 
fenders or various subpopulations can be established 
by analyzing pre-program and in-program experi-; 
ences in relation to post-program performance., : 

parisons of participants and control or comparison 
of group members on costs of management during 
specified periods, such as equal lengths of time in 
an institution or equal lengths of stay in the com­
munity after release, may disclose differences in the 
rates at which the two groups generate new correc­
tional costs. The cost differences may be interpreted 
as indicators of differences in the groups' perform-

ances. 
10. Comparing Participants and Controls on Both 

Benefits and Costs. Participants and controls may be 
compared on both costs and monetary benefits from 
increased earnings, welfare costs avoided, police and 
court costs averted and reimprisonment costs 
averted) during equivalent periods after release. 
The cost-benefit analysis made from these data may 
yield a benefit/cost ratio whose function is to show 
whether ascertainable benefits outweigh costs. 

These types of comparison vary widely on several 
characteristics. Some are easily and quickly made. 
Some yield more objective and more accurate data 
than others. Some permit conclusions about effective­
ness only; others permit conclusions about both 
effectiveness in behavioral terms and efficiency in 
monetary terms. Some permit specific judgments 
about cause and effect. 

Which of these comparisons will be used in par­
ticular cases depends upon the practical objectives 
of operating staff and the research objectives of the 
((valuator. If quick action based on relatively un­
certain data is considered adequate by the adminis­
trator, comparison types 1, 2, 3 and 4 may be used. 
If efficiency in terms of the relation of outcomes to 
input is the focus of interest, comparison 10 will be 
used. Researcher-dominated strategies may center 
on comparisons 5, 6, 7, and 8, which emphasize 
complex methodology and greater certainty of re­
sults. Administrator-dominated strategies may focus 
on the two ends of the list. 

Techniques such as linear discriminant. analysis,. ' 
configuration analysis and direct search m m~the­
matical space will identify meaningful predlc~or: 
variables and provide scoring weights for the varIa· • 
bles. Scoring tables associated with expected out-, 
comes can be constructed. These tables permit the" 
calculation of expected outcomes of future groups, 
from the population on which the instrument was 
constructed. If a subgroup is then subjected to a" 
new program or experience in addition to the usual 
or traditional program, the difference between ex-' 
pected and actual outcomes may be interpreted as. 
the result of the new experience. j C. Administrator Comparisons versus 

8. Comparison of Agency Reactions to Partici·: ~ Researcher Comparisons 
pant and Behaviors. This procedure focuses not on\ I Th' 
the behaviors of persons but on agency actions such. I e Improvement of correctional agencies over 
as parole revocation, arrest, conviction, and incar· ,) the past decades has been primarily an administrator­
ceration. Instead of seeking psychological test score~: . i ~ominated process. The influx of significant innova-

The comparisons may be; either qualitative or 
quantitative. The comparisons in these cases will be 
rough and errors in interpretation will be easily 
possible. If mote is desired, more exact comparison 

procedures maybe used. 

or descriptions of overt behavior of individuals, the;f hons, especially since the middle of the century 
researchers seeks data on agency actions against the[ '\ ~~s ~es~l~ed more from the judgmental evaluation~ 
individual. Agency actions and agency records are\ 1 .a mmlstrators than from the empirical and theo­
taken as reasonably useful indicators of internal and;. l rehcal evaluations of researchers. We have as a 
overt behaviors of offenders. ( it consequence, more or less rapidly developing' move-

9. Participant Costs versus Control Costs. Coni' 1 ments such as hallway houses, prison colleges, work 
{ 
f 
I 
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release, study release, family visiting, week-end 
furlough, family counseling, and pre-trial diversion. 

Nothing comparable has developed in corrections 
as a result of concepts originated by researchers, 
tested, developed, and pronounced ready for opera­
tional use. This suggests that administrators are 
capable of some rationalizing of the correctional 
system, with a moderate amount of pressure from 
and assistance by the humanitarian and managerial 
traditions in this society. 2 

This proposition has at least two implications for 
the researcher. One is that the administrator is able 
to act on the basis of limited or uncertain informa­
tion. He has been acting thus for deca'des, frequently 
to good effect, and it has yet to be demonstrated that 
researchers can improve markedly on this process. 
Consequently, when an administrator asks for quick 
information, it is reasonable to give him quick even 
though uncertain information. He has made good 
use of such inf?rmation before, and it is to be pre­
sumed that he can continue to do so in the future. 

Another implication is that when the researcher 
has uncertain but possibly promising information, it 
is appropriaty for the researcher to discuss such 
information with the administloator. The discussion 
can take several directions. "Here is some interesting 
information, and it can either be developed further 
or it can be acted on as a trial. Here are some 
action alternatives. Here are some research alterna­
tives." If the administrator chooses an action alterna­
tive on fairly limited information, in a manner that 
allows for a pull-back if necessary, this is not a 
retreat to an infe.rior procedure. It is an advance 
over what the administrator made use of in his 
previous modifications of the system. 

The researcher may find this perspective useful 
in seeking an appropriate role for himself in the 
rationalizing process. Thus far research has contrib­
uated little to the process, while administrators, llS­

ing judgmental procedures, have contributed much. 
When researchers learn better how to make useful 
inputs into a fast-moving and flexible decision­
making process, rationalization may proceed at a 
more rapid pace. This transition can he made more 
readily if the researcher develops facility in operating 
with both uncertain and certain data rather than 
looking only for increasingly certai.n knowledge. 

D. Conceptual Models, Standard/s, and 
Performance Criteria 

Comparisons or measurements in evaluation pro­
ceed from baselines such as concept!:', written or 
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spoken standards, and indicators of performance. 
Administrators and researchers may form concepts­
conceptual models-of i.nno;ativ~ pr.ograms in brain­
storming processes, lettmg ImagmatlOn run free. Or 
they may deliberate about an existin~ progr.am and 
come up with an idea for an alternative which they 
think will be an improvement. The researcher who 
periodically interviewed fifteen youths as they ",:,ere 
processed through CY A's Northern ReceptlOn­
Center Clinic and Preston School of Industry ar­
rived at a conceptual model of a better alternative­
treatment. in the community-rather slowly. 

Administrators are accustomed to this process of 
going from conceptual models to innovative .operat­
ing programs. Traditionally, they have arrIVed at 
their innovations conceptually and thereafter have 
evaluated them judgmentally. 

When standards of procedure or organization are 
developed, as happens commonly in professiOl:al or 
service organizations, these standards pr?vlde a 
more objective basis [or judging orcompanng pro­
cedures and structures. To the extent that written 
standards derive from conceptual models, the usc of 
standards as bascs for evaluating programs is not 
markedly different from the use of conceptual 
models. One practical difference is tha~ standar~s 
carry some authority and the innovatl.on t~at IS 

proposed on the basis of the standards IS easier to 

defend. 
Indicators of performance become important as 

bases fot' comparison or measurement when the 
focus of intcrest is offcnder change rather than 
structural. or procedural change. Concepts of good 
behavior and standards of good performance can be 
visualized and stated and a released offender can be 
jlldgec1 against these concepts .and. standards. 

tn practice, the offender-]udgl11g process fixes 
upon a number of aspects ?[ per~Ol'manc~ such as 
obeying the law, cooperating with OffiCIU\S, and 
meeting one's responsibilities as a citizen. Eventually, 
these areas or performance come to be represe~ted 
by "criteria of performance," which are accessl.ble 
nriel measurable behaviors or indicators of behaVIOr. 

'rhe succcss of evaluation of offender change is 
determined to a large extent by whether valid cd­
tcriaarc identifled and properly used. Following are 
some of the criteria that have been employed in cor­
rcctional evaluation, listcd without regard to quality 
or usefulness: 

• Observed behaviors and attitudes: 
• l'ersonnlity inventory Scores 
• Attitudinal inventory scores 
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• Probation or parole agent ratings rl when a seriousness-of-offense scale is part of the 
• Revocations, technical or new offense /, research design. 

A I
f\! 3. Time till Arrest. Since one of the goals of 

• rrests. I 
• Time till rearrest It offender rehabilitation is to reduce further involve-
• Type (or seriousness) of offense .l j ment with the law, effective rehabilitation should 
• Conviction ~l reduce frequency of rearrest and increase time till 
• Length of sentence l next arrest. Consequently, it is useful to add time 
• Time served I i till arrest to the criterion "package." We say "pack-
• Costs of apprehension; court costs Ii age" because it is important when possible to use 
• Supervision costs (probation or parole) 1 1 more than one criterion. By choosing a balanced 
I) Incarceration costs k] group of performance indicators, one can compen-
• Criminal career costs 1 ' '1 sate the weaknesses in some by the strengths in 
• Personal or social adjustment, ('~ others. Also, the use of several criteria provides a 
• Job status and earnings improvement '\.l broader and probably more valid picture of per-
• Benefits from pretrial diversion :~~l formance levels apd performance differences. 
• Benefits from recidivism averted "£,r; 4. Conviction. This criterion is one of the more 
• Benefits from welfare costs averted ('1 plausible indicators of performance in the com-
• Benefits from health costs averted i;:~ munity. Adjudication has presumably screened out 

.• Educational status improvement~t the more "invalid" cases resulting from questionable 
. . ,'f;:.J arrests. Some "valid" cases may have been screened 

Not many of these criteria are in general use In f j out also, so that conviction, too, is an imperfect 
evaluation. Some are unreliable, some require costly l'\ criterion, although it is probably more valid than 
data collection procedures, some are not valid n:eas- r'} arrest for most measurement purposes. 
ures of behavioral change, and some are not highly l ~ Weeks or months may pass between arrest and 
regarded by persons who control budgets. . . 'j conviction, hence, the latter is a delayed measure 

.Following are several of the performance cnterIa! I of performance. The researcher who wants an indi­
that have been widely used or are beginning to be j I cation; of performance within a few months may 
used extensively, with comments on some of their 1, J have to '. use arrests alone, or arrests and charges, 
essential characteristics: .j or inclucl'e whatever convictions have occurred by 

1. Arrests. Arrests have both good and poor char- the cut-off date for the measurement. This will 
acteristics as criteria. They are official, they get into '1 leave some cases with charges pending, wHich 
the record where they can be found years later, and, t creates problems in interpretation. 
they are usually the first "hard" evidence that ~he it This problem is illustrated by a quasi-experimental 
offender is not performing well in the commumty,,\ i evaluation of the Lorton (DCDC) Prison College 
On the other hand, many persons who are arrested \ program in 1972. At six months time in the com­
do not go to trial, or are not convicted. Further~ore'l munity, participant parolees and comparison parolees 
arrests tell us little or nothing about the quality ofJ each showed arrest rates of about 30 percent. How­
the alleged otfense-whether it was a traffic viola-! ever, conviction rates were 7 percent for the par­
tion or a heinous murder. Finally, arrests ~nd the ~ ticipants and 19 percent for the comparison group. 
presumably more valid criterion, convictions, may;! There were 12 pending cases for participants and 3 
give discrepant indications, as in the case of the .!.~ for comparison group members.3 
Lorton Prison College Project evaluation (Item 4, 'i At 12 months out, the arrests were still even 
below). J (30.5 versus 20.4 percent), but the pending cases 

2. Type of Offense. Because of the weakness. of! 't were now cleared, and the conviction rates were 18 
arrest as a measure of performance, it is important; 1 percent versus 25 percent.4 These data are of interest 
to have supplementary information such as "offense: 4 for at least three reasons: first, they show different 
charged." If one wants to judge the quality of pe~· i'f indications in the same popUlation by two "hard" 
formance of a group of ex-prisoners at three to SIX!, J criteria, with arrests showing no difference and con-

t b ff charged are 11 . t' months after release, arres s y 0 ense ........ !) VIC Ions showing appreciable differences; second, 
a better indicator than arrests alone.' ~ollect!On ?f;i they suggest that arrests are less valid than convic­
the offeniidata may take appreciablym~re time I~!i tions as a criterion; third, they disclose that the 
some systems, but they make clear the senousness.~ ;J differelice indicated by convictions shifts dispropor­
the failure in performance. They are also a neceSSI Y! . t 

~ ~ -.V,t 
f.~·J 
v::~ Id 
},r':l, 

.~--"'----.~-.. ~,~----,--~,,--.-~,-.--.--.-.~-----.-, .. --,,-.,-.-_"~, ____ .~Ml-··"7WmmTE7-?':_': ,_" 

tionately from six months out to twelve months out, 
and an interpretation at six months that ignored 
pending cases could have been very misleading. 

5. Length of Time in Lock-up. This criterion has 
about the same relation to conviction that serious­
ness of offense bears to arrest. PersQn:~~-l!f.,lU} spend 
three years locked up presumably have offended 
more seriously than those who spend one year. It is 
thus useful to record time spent in recon,finement as 
well as the fact of confinement when evaluating 
programs that permit lengthy follow-ups. 

One of the desirable features of this criterion is 
that it provides an indication of the quality of per­
formance prior to reincarceration. Another is that 
it permits "costing" performance by translating 
months served back in lock-up into the costs of that 
lock-up when the unit costs of prison maintenance 
are known. 

6. Costs of Correctional Treatment. Costs .of 
initial treatment and new correctional cos'ts after 
release from treatment are useful measures 6f per­
formance. One of these is an input measure; the 
other is outcome. Both are important when economic 
efficiency becomes a focus of concern in evaluation. 
The cost criterion has come increasingly into promi­
nence in corrections in recent years. It appears likely 
to become much more important in the future as the 
techniques of benefit-cost analysis become better 
known. 

7. Benefits. Like costs, benefits have become an 
increasingly important criterion in evaluation. Among 
the fifteen diversion program evaluations referred to 
earlier (p. 25), costs and benefits were included as 
part of the research design in every case. In about 
half the studies data proved difficult to obtain, so 
only half the studies reported benefit/cost ratios or 
otherwise compared costs and benefits in their final 
drafts. 

Benefits include both cost reductions and earn­
ings or savings augmented. In pretrial diversion, 
there are diversion benefits, earnings benefits, and 
recidivism benefits to be calculated. The diversion 
benefits are the averted costs of court appearances, 
police handling, trial costs, and incarceration when 
a participant is excused from adjudication because 
of successful performance in the program. Earnings 
benefits result partly from the higher rate of employ­
ment during the program period and some retained 
superiority in employment and earnings rates after 
the program period. Recidivism benefits accrue be­
cause the program participants generally show lower 
rearrest and' reincarceration rates. In some projects, 
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it can be shown that additional benefits accrue from 
various other sources as when narcotic offenders 
incur lower health cos~s after treatment, and families 
show diminished need for welfare payments when 
probation or work release are used as dispositions. 

E. Methods and Models of Evaluation 
Researchers speak of research designs, evaluation 

methods and evaluation models. These concepts 
will app~ar numerous times in the following chap­
ters, and it is pertinent to comment on them here. 
Our focus will be on research methods and evalua-

tion models. 
1. Research Methods. A research method is, gen-

erally, a set of procedures for a systematic ~nd ob­
jective inquiry into an area of experience to. mcrease 
knowledge or to facilitate problem. solvmg. Th.e 
variety of methods is great, and to aVOId some detatl 
we will use broad categories. We can talk first about 
traditional methods, such as experiments, quasi­
experiment, and non-experimental methods. We can 
also refer to contemporary methods such as benefit­
cost analysis, operations research, system analysis, 
and simulation. Neither of these sets of terms falls 
into a neat classification scheme. Some persons 
might prefer to use the term "technique" instea~ of 
"method" for some of our categories; others mIght 
regard some or our methods as clusters or methods 
rather than a single method. These are issues that 

need not be taken up here. 
Six of these methods or groups of methods will 

be discussed in Chapters 9 through 14. 

F. Evaluatiofi Models 
There is widespread reference to "evaluation 

models" in corrections, and for purpose of acquiring 
perspective, it is worthwhile going briefly into this 
concept. One way of describing evaluation models 
is according to the principle by which they are 
named. Some are named after the method they em­
ploy, as "experimental model" or "benefit-cost" 
model. Others derive their names from some aspect 
of the system or its functions, and as "process" 
model, or "outcomes" model. Still others focus on 
the characterlstics or the style of the evaluator, as 
the "apprenticeship" model, or the "advocacy" 
model. Finally, some focus on the ultimate goal of 
measurement, such as effectiveness or efficiency; on 
the broader aims of evaluation, such as innovation 
or development; or on global aspects of the model; 
such as adherence to academic or industrial con­

cepts of assessment. 
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Generally, a model is a physical, conceptual, or 
mathematical representation of something. In evalua­
tion a model is a conceptual framework for a set of 
co~parison or measurement procedures. Empey, in 
the Silverlake experiment, speaks of a "field experi~ 
mental model," a plan for comparing the perform­
ance of delinquents in a new program with that of 
similar delinquents in an old program to ascertain 
whether the new program is better.G The experiment 
was done in the community-the "field"-hence, 

the name. 
1. Methodological Models. We note that for the 

purpose of this Guide there are at least six method­
ological models. Each takes the name of the method 
employed in the evaluation. There is t~e nO/1-

experimental model, which is a catch-all tha~ mC:lJ~es 
several dissimilar research methods. It IS dlstm­
guished by the fact that it is neither a quasi-experi­
ment nor an experiment. It may also be stipulated 
here. that the non-experimental model refers pri- i i 

marily to traditional methods of evaluation. It does 
not include such contemporary methods as benefit­
cost analysis, systems analysis, and simulation. 

By the same reasoning, we have also under 
methodological models the quasi-experimental, the 
experimental, the benefit-cost, the operatiolls re­
search, the systems analysis, and the simulation 
model. Each of these will be discussed in detail in 

later chapters. 
2. Subject-Matter Models. Some evaluation mod­

els are thought of in relation to aspects of the sub­
ject under study. Thus we have the outcome mo~el, 
which focuses on results; the system model, which 
focuses on the overall operation and structure, in­
cluding its relation to the environment; the input- . 
output model, which is concerned with results in 
relation to effort and initial materials; the process 
model, which evaluates procedures, or ways in which • 
results are being sought; and the means-end model, ; 
whose concern is with the extent to which the· 
processes or structures that make results possible : 

have been provided. .. 
The outcome model is perhaps the best known of ; 

the subject-matter models. It seeks to ascert~i~ how 
effective or efficient an agency or program IS m at~ 
taining its goals. For the correctional administrator 
these goals may include reduction of recidivism, re­
duction of violence, and reduction of returns to 
prison; or reduction in new correctional costs after 
treatment or release; or an increase of social bene- , 

fits over costs as a result of correction. 

The outcome model may use various research 
methods to determine the extent to which goals 
have been attained, and particularly to discover 
which of two approaches to goal attainment is better. 
It may use fast or slow methods, rough or precise 
methods, and its accuracy or validity may vary 
from excellent to poor, depending on factors ranging 
from the ability of the researchers to the interest and 
support of operating staff. 

The means-end model is an "outcome" model of 
a special kind. Its principal objective is not a result 
such as the reduction of recidivism; it has instead 
the immediate purpose of setting up procedures or 
structures which are means to other ends such as the 
reduction of recidivism. The evaluation of such act iv­
ties involves inquiry into whether the proposed mean 
or instrument has in fact been developed and in 
accordance with specifications. 

The system model is concerned with neither the 
. attainment of objectives nor the construction of 

means to attain objectives. It focuses on the w9rking 
characteristics and relations of the agency under 
evaluation. This examination is concerned not only 
with how the entire system works but also with what 
would make it work better, according to some per­
ceived standards or expectations. 

The system model is more appropriate for lise in 
the evaluation of a multifUnctional entity than a 
single-function project or program. As seen by 
Etzioni, users of the system model are concerned 
w~th several kinds of activities: the achievement of 
~oals and subgoals; the coordination of organiza­
tIOnal or system subunits; the acquisition and main­
tenance of necessary resources; and the adaptation 
of the organization to its external environment and 
to its own internal demands.G By conceptualizing 
the possibility of various levels and combinations of 
these several activities, the system modeler can ask 
to what degree the organization can achieve its ob­
jectiv~s under a particular set of conditions. 
. It is obvious that the system model views the sub­
Ject of evaluation in large outlines. For the corl'ec­
t~ona! evaluator, this model has its ultimate applica­
tion 111 assessing the entire correctional agency. For 
~he criminal justice evaluator the ultimate application 
111cludes the police, courts, corrections, the penal 
code, and related entities such as the public de­
fender's office and the bail agency. 

There is an even larger system, which includes 
the agencies of socialization-the family, the neigh­
borhood and the school-as well as the criminal 
justice system and other social systems. The task of 

applying the system evaluation model to this "super­
system" is as yet only vaguely conceptualized. At 
some future date, however, the maximum payoff in 
criminal justice system evaluation will come when 
it is possible to examine, with adequate theoretical 
and methodological tools, the operation of the so­
cialization and criminal justice subsystems within 
the larger social system. 

A curb-stone judgment on the importance of the 
larger system model was delivered recently by Louis 
Nelson, warden of San Quentin prison. Asked 
whether prisoners can be reformed, Nelson replied, 
in substance, that "If we can correct the home; if 
we can correct the schools; if we can straighten out 
the courts, and the police department; and if wc can 
sweep out all the dark corners of society; then we 
can talk about reforming the prisoner." 7 

3. Actor-Oriented Models. The actor-oriented or 
researcher-oriented models include the apprenticeship 
model and the advocacy model. There are other 
possibilities, inclUding the traditional model, in which 
professional researchers using the better-known 
methods of research carry out evaluations that pro­
vide knowledge but avoid recommendations. 

The apprenticeship model focuses less on method­
ology and subject matter than on the process of 
deVeloping and employing cL!.;1able evaluators .in cor­
rections. The rationale for this method arises from 
the limited results obtained by correctional agencies 
when they depend upon outside researchers. The 
research team comes into the agency to perform a 
study, often promising much at the beginning, 
communicating imperfectly with administrative and 
operations staff, eventually delivering a research 
report that is frequently difficult to understand, and 
that contains only a small part of what the research­
ers learned. The researchers then depart, carrying 
much learning in their heads-learning which wiII 
gradually be lost. 

The apprenticeship model would retain more of 
the learning from a study, keeping it in the agency 
where the evaluation was done. It would do this by 
having evaluation projects carried out by the normal 
administrative and operating staff of the agency. A 
researcher from outside the agency would teach or 
guide these staff until they achieved some mastery' 
of techniques and strategies. As Emrich puts it: 

"The guide works more by asking the right 
questions than by giving the right answers.· 
He is tolerant of research approaches that 
are not optimum for the problem, since 
agency personnel must frequently start 
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with fairly elementary research techniques 
fwd ITHliHcr them before they go on to more 
l'.ophilllicated techniques. In general, the 
guide believcs that a well-done, but rather 
!)imple-minded solution to a research or 
evaluation problem. is much mOle likely to 
JUlYe impact 00 ,lgcncy policy than a highly 
.!\ophistieated solution which the agency 
per~oMel hal/e tllrnost no likelihood of 
unucfstaoding. 
"The guide comes into the situation with 
Ii reportoire of approaches that are in­
tended to gel the agency involl/cd in utiliz­
ing rcsefll'ch and cl/aluation to help bring 
about major improvemenls. To the extent 
pO~!iible. the guide assists the agency in 
seuing priorities und carrying out a se­
quence of projccts which addresses the 
[\s~ncy's problems nceording to (he~c 
priori lies. Ali each project is undertaken, 
the guide primarily with questions and 
!ltlggcslions. !'timulMcs the agcncy person-
nel to muve hyf.lcl11ulicully through the 
£luges of solving the p.roblcm.~ 
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Probation Subsidy Act, the Community Treatment outcomes, Client behavior may improve more in 
Project, and the Narcotics Treatment Administra- some managerially "inefficient" agencies tha . 
. 1 h h hId "11" ., n 111 lion. .n eac case, t e researc er not on y ma e an we -run agencies. ThiS means that m'ln"Oe" 1 

I ffi 
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evaluation but wrote reports that inc uded recom· e clCncy does not usually predict client outco 
mendations for action, and either alone, or in col- which is the primary concern of the agency. C~~~ 
laboration with others, wrote proposals for the; sequently, effectiveness in terms at client behavior 
carrying out of the action.ll generally takes prio~ity ove~ managerial efficiency 

In this model, the researcher, by being willing to ; as a goal of evaluation, ThiS gives a second level 
promote actively a program or system that appears' in the evaluation hierarchy. 
to be indicated bY the findings of a study, reduces • Eff:ctiveness at .low cost is better than equivalent 
the "utilization gap" that exists between productive effe.cllveness at hIgher costs. Consequently, evaI-
research and traditional operations in many agencies, uatlOn eventually asks about both behavioral out-
The traditional evaluation model does little to close comes and ~ost outcomes. What is desired is that 
this gap. g~O? ?ehavlOr be maximized and that costs be 

The advocacy model calls for researchers with mlm~lzed. Analyses that lead to this goal are cost-
competence in research, understanding of the mis· efJectlve~less studies, or benefit-cost studies. They 
sion and structure ot the correctional agency, and are .0?vlOusly .of considerable importance to the 
a capacity to define and promote desirable new al· admmlstrator sll1ce they enable him to a h' th 

h b
'l' . cleve e 

ternatives. This is a large order, and there may be most re a IltatIon for a given amount of rer . Th'" . ..,ources. 
few persons available to fill the role. Furthermore, : , IS IS, III the. present state of the art, the third and 
sllch persons can be effective primarily in agencies highest level 111 the evaluation hierarchy. 
where tbere is an experimental administrator and a 5. Broad Strategy Models. Exploration . 

C t
' t' t ff I tb 't at" th tion and adJ'ustment are three kl'nds of' II1t·no·tv.a-

re ep Ive opera IOns s ·.a -. ..11 0' er Sl 1I1OnS, e -. h' ac IVI les 
researcher might have to expend most of bis en· I~- W leh evaluation is used, general\y in quite 
ergy in instructing or in "seI1ing" operations stall ?Ifferent ,styles. Exploration is a search for leads or 
on lines of action they are reluctant to follow. Ideas,. ~smg non-experimental methods in critical or 

4. Goal Oriented Models, The goal of evaluation ?romlsmg areas, with receptiveness to the possibil 
is to discover superior effectiveness or efficiency in lty that "something may turn up." -
programs, processes or systems, All effectiveness 'd JI1/1~vation is a firming up and testing or new 
oriented model is concerned primarily with whether ~ eas 111 the hope that they can be developed into 
a process or structure yields better behavior than e~t:r ~odes of meeting the objectives of the or-
another. An efliciency oriented model may focus gamzahon than previous modes I . u . nnovatlon may 

on either mallagerial efficiency or on cost relL/rtlS se non-experimental methods, or a mixture of 

ffi 
. I th f h ffi' d 1 methods in se . e lc/eney. n e ormer case, tee clency mo e . t " quence, as It moves from exploration 

asks whether processes and structures are according : i~ C~sohd.atlOn ~f an idea. It will usually organize 
to specifications, up to standards, and working as s e orts III project form. When it has arrived at 

1 d
'l t'h 1 tt . kIth h success the proJ' t '11 b ' P unne . tl e a er case, It as s w le er t e new t ' . ec WI ecome a program ancI fu-

processes or structures arc yielding high improve· ,ure~valuatlOns of the activity may be of a monitor 

ment in behavior per unit cost. 109 . nd. -Ad' 
These three alternatives form a hierarchy of eva)· ]lIstment is the process of making shifts in 

A vuriotion of the apprenticeship model has been 
tried. with ctlflsiderablc 1>lIccess, in the California 
Department elf Correctlnl1s Bod in the Lt1S Angeles 
COl1nty Pwbu.tiM Dcpnrlmenl before the crea­
tion ()f the present research units ill those agencies. 
RCSC'iliCh l)f consitleiuble importance was under­
tnken under this model, notably the SlPU and PICO 
cXpeJfilllcnts in the Department of Corrections,o The 
level of M:hlevemcnl WIIS hcightcnetl. undoubtedly, 
bccn1l5c some of the participating "operational per~ 
SOO/lel" were trciHmcnt slalT members with graduate 
degrees. 'rhesc individunls found the research role a 
gratifyins one Md. with nssiSlnnce from university 
stntistlcluns I\Ild bdHwimnl scientists, were able to 
imHlsurtlte projects of major significnncc. 

The tld\'l,)cncy modd has been discussed by 
Outtcntng (1972) US n pt)sslble tU1swcr to some of 
lhe wcilknesses of the trndilkmal model,lll One of 
these weaknesses is lha! the agency is sometimes 
pnm:nted with ~\"highly sophislicn.tcc! solution 
which the 11sency personnel have almost Ill) likeli­
lH){')d or \lI\derst,uldins;' to lise Emrich's phase. In 
1he 1H.\VO\!ltCY model, not only will the findings in 
the C\'llhnttiol1 be preselltcd but tllso, when indi~ 
Cnled by the tindings, recommendations for implc­
menHH\()11 will be made and possibly even plnns for 

uatlon. At the first level, managerial efficiency, in'" ~rogran:s to effect improvements that are suggested 
! formation th r ~ gra ual Increases in in-spection of the operation will disclose whether there :; y speCIal evaluations 0 b d . 

1.\I,';ll~U\ will he rt"lm'ltluteu. 
This.. model is visible jJl the work thnt ted to the 
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is a structure which is operating as planned. Are 1 Rout'. . rough observatIOn or routine evaluation, 
stuff members aboard in all essential positions? Are~ Ii h ~ntzatlOn of evaluation is important for estab­
their qualifications suitable? Are procedures in ef·: \n~~' rrograms since it provides a relatively eco­
tect? Is there a record system? Are the records be· .. lth Icffa yet dependable means of watching over • , e e ects of pro 
ing properly maintained? Are procedures under· ,lforrn r grams ancI accumulating the in-
stood? Arc lhe

v 
written down in accessible form~' '~ . d a Ion needed for occasional refinements of pro-

J ,tce ures. -
Is the process going smoothly? Are clients bein!L i I !.: nnovation and t'" 
processed in the prescribed manner? Are there;· It' '" rou ImzatlOn are contrasting ac-I IVlhes 10 evaluaf h 

P
rocedures for effective resolution of problel11s?!ment I ' lOn, eac representing a funda-, a need of c t' I 
!>'lanugerial efficiency may not accurately reOedl orrec lona and other agencies. 

Innovation is necessary for creative chancre and 't 
becomes especially necessary at t' :::> l' I a . . "Imes W len the 
g~ncy. IS badly In need of improvement. Routini­

zatlOn IS necessary for efficient management but it 
tends to ~e difficult when the forces for inn~vation 
are w~rk1l1g strongly. Over time, the history of 
correctIOns may be viewed as a swinging of the 
p~ndulum from innovation to routinization with 
C1the: .of the activities diminishing somewhat' when 
conditIOns favor the other. 

,The .recen.t a?pearance of Glaser's Routinizing 
El al~tat~~11 hlghhghts this interplay of the two ten­
~encles: Contemporary corrections is in fermcnt, 
If n~t. 111 • a state of revolution, and a caU for the 
ro.utlmzat~on of evaluation may appear like swim~ 
m1l1? aga1l1st the tide. On the other hand, the cor­
:ectlOnal scene is crowded with new concepts wait-
1I1g to be adopted. and . developed into futlc:ioning 
~r~gra.ms. From thIS POl11t of view, a call for rOl1~ 
t~m~atlOn of evaluation may be extraordinarily good 
tlml11g, 

6. A~adelllic and Industrial Models, One final 
perspectIve on models is the broadest of: all: We 
c~n dr?w a ,~ontrast between an "academic" or "so­
cI~1 sCIence model and an "industrial" or "pol' 
sCience" d J Tl ., ICY . . . mo e, le SOCIal sCience -model consists 
?f pnn~lples ane! methods that include a search for 
mcreasmg cert?tnty,. concern for theory develop­
ment, hypotheSIS tcstmg, and high regard for co~-
trolled cxperl'n t t' Th , . len a lon, e industrial or policy 
SClence model features operations research systems 
analysi~, simulation, and cost-benefit anal;sis, Thi~ 
?10del IS somewhat atheoretical, although it is will-
1I1g ~o make ~se of relevant theory; it is pragmatic 
seekmg practIcal results rather than knowledge fo; 
knowledge's sake. 

.Cor~ectional evaluation has thus far been guided 
prImarIly by the social science model b"t l't . b . , ' u IS now 

egmmng :0 borrow extensively from the industrial 
model. ThIS trend will presumably continue more 
or less gradually until the advantages that ' h . h" " 111 ere 
111 t e md.ustnal model have been largely exploited 
by correctIOnal evaluators, 
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Olen! amenability in older Youth Authonty war~s, 
in Inquiries COllcernillg Killds of Treatmellt for KII1~S 
of DelillqlleniS: MOllograph No.2. Sacramento: Cah­
fornia Board of Corrections, July 1961, pp. 27-44. 
Reprinted as "The PICa proje~t," in Norman John­
ston, Leonard Savitz and Marvm B. Wolfga.ng (eds.), 
The Sociology of PUllishment al/d CorrectlOlI. New 
York: Wiley, 1970, pp. 548-61. . . 

• G It t "Models and methods m evaluatIOn 10. MarCIa u en ag, I •. • B 1 . 
research," JOllrnal 0/ the Tileor), of Socwi e 1OI'IOr, 

1971,175-95. . 
Two examples of the research report-actIon proposal 

1.1. sequencc are the following: a) Stuart. Ada.ms, Tire . 
PresIon Impact SllIdy, Sacramento: CahforOla Youth 
Authority, 1959, and Stuart Adams, A Pro~os~1 for 
the Comparlsol/ af lilstr/uliollal alld CO/11/11l11llty Treat· 
mellt jar Juvl!niles. Sacramento: CYA, 1959. The. latter 
was ,elaborated in Stuart Adams and Margue~lte Q. 
Grant A Demonstratioll Project: An EW11uatloll 0/ 
COltll;Hlllity.Locatcd Treatment for Delinque.nts. Sacra· 
mento: CY A, 1961. b) Stuart Adams, ?ewey F~ 
Meadows and Charles Reynolds, N~rco/lc.!nv.oll'e.. 
ltlflJ(lIeS ill the Department of CorrectlOl/s. Dlstnct of 
Columbia: D. C. Department of Corrections, Research 
Report No. 12, February 1969, and Stuart Adams, . 
The Narcotic Addictiolt Rehabililatiol/ Cenler: A Pro· 
posal for a Multi.Modal Commullity-Based Treatme!lt 
Cell IeI' for Addict O/Jenders. District of ColumbIa: . 
DCDC April 1969. The first of these sequen.ces led to 
the C~li[ornia Youth Authority'S CommuOlty Treat- . 
men! project; the second led to. t?e D!strict of Colum· 
bia's Narcotics Treatment Admmlstrnhon. . 

12. Daniel Glaser, Routinizing Eva/uatioll. RockVille: Na­
tional Institute o[ Mental Health, 1973. 

Non-experimental evaluations include a wide va­
riety of research methods. The types most commonly 
used in corrections and criminal justice appear to 
be the case study, the survey, the time series, the 
cohort analysis, and the before-after study. Such 
studies can be either descriptive or evaluative. If 
they focus on presentation of a picture of what 
exists, they are descriptive. If they also mak~ com­
parisons and indicate preferences that are related 
to policy formulation, they are in part evaluative. 
. There are several reasons for careful considera­
tion of non-experimental studies. First, they are the 
most numerous of tbe several major categories of 
evaluative studies. Bailey reported that 22 percent 
of his sample of 100 correctional evaluations were 
experimental designs. 1 In Berkowitz' sample of 38 
evaluative studies, about f3 percent were controlled 
experiments and another 13 percent were quasi­
experiments. 2 In the first five years of its existence, 
the DCDC research division conducted about 50 
studies, one of which was a controlled experiment 
and three of which were quasi-experiments. 3 

These examples suggest that non-experimental 
; studies comprise at least 80 to 90 percent of the 

evaluative studies in corrections. These percentages 
would be different if we looked not at numbers of 
studies but at time invested or numbers of reports 
produced. For the present, however, numbers of 
studies are our only means of establishing a trend 
from the Bailey, Berkowitz and DCDC figures. On 
the basis of this trend, the non-experimental study 
is easily the most numerous. 

A second reason for giving this type of study 
,~areful attention is that it seems to carry a heavier 
i Impact for corrections than experiments or quasi­
; experiments. This was suggested in Chapter 3, 

·1where it was noted that two surveys of county pro­
jbation had had a more profound effect on court and 
;correctional practice than the controlled experimen­
~\~al Community Treatment Project. Such evidence 
}S sketchy, but it supports the belief that non-ex­
')erimental studies have been the basis of the most 
)important research-induced policy changes in cor~ 
rections in the past two decades. And there is no 
i 

compelling reason to believe that this condition 
will change in the near future. The non-experiment 
seems an especially useful instrument in times of 
rapid change, while the experiment loses value in 
such times. 

There are other reasons for interest in non-ex­
perimental studies. They can be applied to poorly 
understood problems in ambiguous contexts-a sit­
uation that is not favorable for a controlled experi­
ment. As a re:sult, many of the more important 
problems in corrections are approached first by 
means of a non-experimental study, and only later, if 
at all, by an experimental study. 
. The non-experimental study appears more suited 
to executive decision-making styles and tempos, and 
its versatility gives it the lead in a variety of problem­
posing situations. Before the experiment enn be 
brought to bear, the important decisions have often 
been made and the center of interest is now new 
problems in new areas. 

Non-experimental studies are usually quick of exe­
cution and generally inexpensive as compared with 
experiments. Also, they pose less of a threat 01' 

burden to operating staff, and they facilitate com­
munication with practitioners since the concepts, 
techniques and manner of reporting are closer to 
common experience. 

Some aspects of non-experimental studies are dis­
advantageous. Their value is determined to a large 
extent by the experience, judgment and objectivity 
of the researcher; improperly used, they may create 
more confusion than enlightenment. Their procedures 
lack standardization, their reliability is uncertain, 
and their interpretation is sometimes difficult. Many 
of these characteristics are more troublesome to 
researchers than to administrators. The latter are 
constantly faced with unreliable and uncertain data 
in their decision~making processes and they arc 
more accustomed to acting on such information, 
though often with questionable effect. 

A. Types and Examples of Non-Experimental 
Studies 

Following are brief discussions of sevcral of the 
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more common types or non-experimental studies. 
Some of the typc<:, particularly the time-series and 
b:.dmc-afll'c "tudic .. , arc ()cca~ionally grouped with 
qualii.expl:rimcnlf.l. They arc shown here in appli­
CIHion'i or (orm<; that arc too uncontrolled to merit 
em experimental or quasi.experimental classification. 

I. The Case Study. This lype of study aims at 
a relatively intensive examination of a "case"-a 
pcrwf). group. placet event, program, or experience. 
It "mk!'> al the subject broadly or deeply or both. 
collecting and interpreting information in n variety 
()f W:l}'S to learn what exists, what is happening, 
and IX)%ibly why. When it is purcly de:;.criptive, 
the eilse t.tmly examines its subject and reports in a 
non-judgmental manner. When it is evaluative, it 
bring,,; in concepts, ~tal1dnrds or studies of other 
ell!)e>; for comparison tllUJ judgment. 

Campbell nnd Stnnl!!y refer to the "one-shot case 
Mudy" (t~ the "weakest but most common evalllH­
(ivt,: uc~ign." ~ It !>hould be noted that "weakest" us 
\l"cd here refers to st;JncJing in n hierarchy of study 
oc"ign c/Hlwelcri<.;tks, It d(IC!'> not rckr to social 
polk, impact, where: Ihe case study sometimes rutcs 
"hln1ng" in its capability for influencing policy. 

A recent exnmple of the usc of this dcsign is the 
.,wdy, TNJIl! PoUring: Sevell Case SII.ldfC'\" rccl!l1tly 
rdcn,,\.'d b, the Police Foundation,t. It rt;'ports find­
ing., in a two-lcnr cxaminathm llf tht;' (eHm npprQach 
to tirime control by police, 

The purpose of the ensc .~tl!dlcs was to inquire 
wlnHht'!\' teum policing achieved the objl!cti.ves of 
c()mnnmily \lilt! police beller than convenli\)nnl 
policing patterns, I n brief, was it bet ler to be "con­
ccrtwtl. service-oriented and invisible" thun "toLlgh, 
t:nfon:emcnt.oricnted Hnd visible']" t1 

'fh!! concept of (cum policing hus been influencing 
pulice department thinking since Worlo War II, 
with isolated inS(ill)cCS of npplicntion becoming vis­
ibh: in various loculitics, Following n recommenda­
tion by the President's Commission on U\W En­
flwl..'cmcnt {lml thc Administrution of Justice in J 967, 
sl.'wn\\ AmerIcan cities have been trying Otlt the 
~l'r\~'cpl. 

'lite lcnm pol king cn';e slUtly was tmuertnken in 
,I number \~r dries flimultancously, Each cu."c study 
dC'icribcd tht;' site city antI police department Md 
!l\llt:U the strucwrc and opcm(h)nnl cxpcrhmccs of 
the partil:uhlr tcum pn}grmn in that elly. The Mudies 
Wl!fc rCpt\HtHinl. Mt tlt-deptl). ant! ~()mc l>ubjectivc 
,1" .. t;Sl\IUcnt\ were Tl\'.lUC by persons em the scene, 

FITt\W; .it {t "more sdcnlific cvnhlnlion" w\'!re 
m~\\lc in S\)l1lC \~r the sites by the police departments. 

"I .... 
but in no case did tbe efforts at evaluation approacb ! ' 

the controlled experimental method, And in no case Unlike some of the team policing case studies, 
did the team projects include an evaluation com- the Preston Impact Study had an immed' t d • Whether similar programs should be ap-
ponent to measure the amount of real crime and direct im~act upon the departmental admi~~~a~~r, proved for start-up .. 
apparent crime change in the area. He and hIS staff made, a prompt decI'sl'on to support • Whether t h' I . , ec mca aSSistance should be pro-

The effect of the case-study findings on police ad- the plan for an expenmental test of the two treat- vlded 
ministrator decisions at the end of project first phases ment ~ypes, In this case, the researcher's credibility 
was usually "quite small" for a number of reasons. was hIgh,. ev~n though the data presented to staff The e,ff~ct of th,e quick evaluation case studies on 
First, the police chief claimed to know, intuitively, were qualItative and subJ'('ctive The ad ' . t the declslon-makmg process at SAODAP head-

- , , m1l11S rator quarters d th' , 
what the case-study staff reported to him, Second, and staff had heard nothing new except' th an elr Implications for existing and 
the evaluators often lacked credibility, with the cific details. Intuitively, they wer~ aware ~~ th: :~~: propos~d d:u~ treatment programs remain to be 
chief or the department or both, Third, the admin- elral, content of the anecdotal materials and the con- seen: ~~nce It IS an in-house' effort, the problem of 
istrative decision as to whether to terminate the' c u~lOns that had been drawn. Now that a definite ~redlblllty may be minimal. What its ultimate effect 
project or go on to a next phase was influenced by actIOn was proposed, they were ready to support m~'lttstr~cture, ,process and outcomes will be is a 
many "outside political factors," so that the eval- ' the :eeommendation, Hence, the Preston study had ,er or conjecture, 
uator's input, credible or not, was only one of sev- f~1l Impact and its recommendations were adopted 2: Survey~, Surveys are procedures for syste-
eral potential elements entering into the dccision- ' e\ en though the study had started as nothing f' matlc collectIOn of data of similar kinds from sev-
making process. 7 tha~ an exploratory investigation undertaken r;;;r~ e,ral sources, The usual purpose is to draw conclu-

Since the completion of the first study by the! cunous researcher. slOns about the combined sources rather than about 
Ie 01 ' . h t ff 't' h QUI'Cl- C S d' C anyone source or indiVI'dual, . um p Icmg researc s a, some CI les ave gone , ,... ase tll les, ase study procedures vary 
ahead with phase two projects, in some cases build- as Widely, as the many subject matters they are con- The data collection methods are highly varied, 
" 1 t' t d k' t d cerned W th S Telephone calls may be nlade to all t·he' , mg 111 eva ua Ion componen s an wor "mg owar , I , o~e ,are loosely structured and pro- the l' ~~ pnsons 111 

more credible assessments of the team policing eon- duce hIg~ly subjectIve narrative reports. Others are .' ~a Ion to ask about the presence and charac-
cepts. 1f the case ':ltudy report has not impacted formal, hl.ghl~ systematic, and seek to present siruc- ~~nstlc,s of post-seco~ldary, educational programs in 
policy in nny visible manner, there remain further : :ured, ObjectIVe materials along with " e pnsons, A questIOnnaIre may be mailed to di-

o • f h d Judgmellts. OpInIOns and rectors of SCAs to a k h ' , opportunIties or suc stu ies to make impacts, hI' S ow prIsoner grIevances are 
The Preston Impact Study was a simpler, smaller One example of the latter type is described by , and e~, A form may be distributed to all the cells 

instance of a case study, It was a rescarcher-initiated ~~ of procedures developed by the Special Actio~ ~11 a pnsoll to ask about, interest in prison college 
follow-up of a group of youths passing through d lC\for. Drug Abuse Prevention, The method is our~es and whether the 1l1111ate would like to en-
a CYA reception center and training school. At- /scrMI ed III SAODAP's publication, QUick Eva/l/a- ~~~~~nl;aCyO~~ge pro

b
?ra

d
l11· Questionnaires and inter-

tention was centered on how the boys changed and IOn ethodo{ogy as a "sh t, f' . com me to obtain extensive bod'les f \ ' ' or , systematIc framework 0 data 0 ' . 
why us they went through the process of institu- or assessmg a variety of d b 1 ~ . 11 processes ?nd structures, operating prob-
tionalization, The study continued over a period of.. programs" D It" bl rug a use treatmel,lt ems, and staffing ratIos in several correctional sys-

. gram to b lena es an average treatment pro- terns of a selected type, 
a year, reqUIring three or four days a month for: c1udl'ng 0 e edva uated by t~o people in two days, in- S 
field work in the first two months, and in alter- ne ay spent on-site," urveys can be either descriptive or evaluative in !. 

nate months thereafter, Tape-recorded interviews 0 SAOD~P's "quick evaluation methodology" is purp~se, although in the latter case they may still 
collected information on several areas of clinic and: m:~hmoref l~Justra~ion of the fact that necessity is the ~~taIn much data that is primarily descriptive 
training school experience, reflections on thoses ex-; hund;:dod·Inventt~n" even in research, With several ,en used for evaluation, surveys may follo~ 
periences, and perceptions of the self and of the· . ex' t rug-addictIOn treatment programs now in either, or b?th of two procedures, First, the re-
future, IS ence and new b ' spondmg, UI1Its ,may be grouped together and the re-

f •. SOl1le means of on~s emg proposed every day, sponses III va 
The interview transcripts provided a basis or; needed t makIng prol11pt assessments was "nous categories may be averaged or 

summarizing the developmental process, and the· 0 avert cha d otherWise, summarized, This value may then be com-
of mana 'I os an permit some semblance pa d th -image thus created was largely negative, An alter'. gena control. . re WI standards or baselines for illterpreta-

native concept of developmental process gradually: i 0 The case stUdy technique that was devised is at tlO? and possible action, Second, the responding 
emerged, featuring lower levels of violence, reduction)i nce speedy com h ' ' umts may be examined separately, their diff·erenc 

!dec' , ' pre enslve, and useful for the noted and "b tt" ' cs 
in peer pressure, a more diluted criminal lore, fewer t.·' ISlon-maker It I'S b 'I "r '" . e er umts may be compared wI'th It ' • UI t around ten analytical crl' 

t' t1 '( t d 'ld tt of ex-' \ efta sever I t - }Joorer umts. The better unl'ts tllUS provl'de the an i-au lon y concep S, an 011 er pa ems . i ~ !ror ;ub'ee ,a ypes of descriptive data, and a plan standa d f 
ploitativc; behavior. This configuration was seen as; ithe doclu tlve assessment by the evaluators, Given r or comparison and they may also be-
Possible .nrimnrily in a non-residentia', communit5:.; \ men ted results f th I come a model for the next phase. of the develop-

tOjtrators a ' 0 e eva uation, adminis- ment of the units. . 
treatment center. Consequently, the lest of cOOl-tiof d "re m better position to make three kinds 
munity versus institutional treatment was proposed)' eelSlOns' P~ocedure one was f0110wed by the California 
to CYA executive staff.R 1 • fWh:ther the program should continue to be SpeCIal ,Study Commission when it examined the 

\ unded su~man.zed responses to its survey of probation in 
i.j Caltforma. Its evaluation of the responses led it to 
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.r~()mmcnd II &t;:il¢ subsidy pwgram for the 60 
ctltmty pmbatioli ocpartrn\!l1ts. 

PnJceduf'c two turns each of the responding units 
into aca~c I.iHuly, in effect, and the survey proce­
dure becomes a multi-cal>c :audy. The result will 
be t;imi1ur to whal the police team cases stuoies 
acbieved when they made {he bctwccn-dty com~ 
parisOflJl to see which procedures were better. 

Sometimes a !wrvey is conducted to provide an 
Ull()fficia.l st«ndnrd against which self-assessments 
eM be mnde. An SeA director who feels a need to 
document his arguments (or increased budgetary 
support may survey a number of adjacent SCAs to 
lenTIl the level and range of services provided in 
some type of corrcctionul effort. He cnn then com­
p'ln} his own ngcncy's practice or capability with 
the survey n~~ult. If he is well below "avcrngc" or 
below some vil1uu that seems Ilppropr:intc (or his 
situation. he may use this tliscrcpuncy as an argu­
ment for increased support. 

Survey results can also be m;ed as a possible dc~ 
fertse ng(linst criticism. SC'A ndl11ioistrU{ors who 
fccl the)' nrc criHtil.cd i.mpropcr/y for "unfavorrtblc" 
escjlpc Tules, rq.cidivisn1 flUes, costs pet' man/year 
or other indic[)s of pcrJormnncc may conduct sur~ 
vey~ (if relevant duta is not already published) to 
ascertain whether the criticism is warranted. If the 
critkhm 1s w;lrrarHcd, then the survey results. pro­
vide tbt; udministrator with a baseline against which 
he C~\n measure his status und make plans for 
change, The interpretation of such baselines is often 
n dillicult task, especially jf rhe survey was quickly 
nIld informally conducted by relatively inexpe­
rienced persons. Actions bnscd on such interpreta­
ti()Us lleed to be carefully considered. preferably 
with the help of tcchnical. assistants or consultants. 

3. Tim<! Series. Time series arc bascd on mcas~ 
urcments of events ot periodic intervals and thus 
provide u picture of trends over lime. They show 
increases. declinest breaks, displacements, ftuCluo~ 
lions and stabilities. Prison. parole or probation 
pOl'lllulions provide data fot one type of time series. 
Pri<;Qtl ndmillistrtltors ()!ten nnticipntc their space 
needs by extclldi.ng n time series line into the fu­
ture. perh:lps tldjusting the estimates for the next 
two or lhrce years for factors stlch as impending 
chunges .in luw or changing crime rates. 

One c:<mnplc of t, time series thar led to n rccom~ 
mendation lor action was the study of narcotic­
in'lolv~d offel1ders in the D. C. Department of 
Cort'l:CfitlI'lS. This: study. like the Preston Impact 
Study. Urmii! ~)ut of r~searcher curiosity. The de-
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partmental administrator asked for lnfonnation on f] data. Occasionally, however, tbere are signals in 
h.o~v many drug, offende:s there wer.e in the insti. t· •.. · .•.. ~.· the data, either suggesting or forcing the considera­
tutlons, Md the mformatlOn was obtamed on a com· £ tion of alternatives to present policy. 
puter printout, name by name with supplemental 1.1 4. Cohort Analysis. Cohort analysis is a process 
data. This answered the question. if of developing a special kind of time series-the 

In thinking about the numbers involved, a reJj record of performance of a group over time. Co­
search staff member b. ecame interested in the dates I ..... t.' harts are artificially constructed groups that share 
of intake of the prisoners and the times of intake.· j some experience such as being born in the same 
Were! tabulated. This disclosed an exponential:! year) being admitted to a hospital in the same year, 
curve-generally, flat in earlier years, but ~reakind f or being. released from prison in the same year. 
sharpJy upward In the last year or two. ThIS could If Correctional administrators may want researchers 
mcan a number of things: narcotic-involved of. ti to provide data on the performance of admissions 
fenders were beginning to come into the depart- f .\ cohorts, program cohorts, or release cohorts. 
ment ill greatly increasing numbers, or the curve L 1 The most familiar cohort in corrections is the 
was misleading, or there might be other explana.1'1 release cohort. The most common research use of 
tlons. If the curve was misleading-spurious-itlf the release cohort is to record its performance at 
could be reflecting the fact that most narcotic of. r.1 specified intervals of time back in the community 
fenders stayed in prison only a year or two while (1 and to make compa;isons with various base~in~s or 
no more than a few servc;d long terms. To check I! standards to ascertam bow well the cohort IS per­
against the possibility that this was the reason for Ii forming." This information may be taken as a 
the apparent upturn, a second body of data was fj measure of how well the dc;partment, a particular 
obtained from the departmental admissions records, t J program, or a particular type of offender is doing. 
The admissions data showed the same form ofl In working with release cohorts, the usual grouping 
curve-only higher up on the chart-hence it was 1 is in yearly releases. Sometimes six-month or three­
concluded that the department was facing a new! m~nth cohorts are used to shorten the time re­
environment.al condition, the rising use of drugs, qUI red before the first data on performance are fed 
which had very unfavorable implications for space r back. 
fI!quirements. The time series that described this: One way of looking at release cohorts isin tenns 
trend was evaluated as "bad," ; of how many have "returned to the system" by the 

Research staff, in reporting its findings, recom.; end of the first year, second year, or nth year after 
mended that the department consider establishing release. This can be elaborated to ask whether the 
community-based centers for the handling of oar-·· . return was for a new offense or for technical vio-
cotic~involved offenders who did not appear to be lalien of parole. The total cohort can also be broken 
a menace to the community.10 The centers could down into offense types or program types on which 
try uny of the several treatment modalities that were identification is available and the return information 
being tried in various metropolitan arcas: thera- can then be made specific to the type. Comparison 
peutic community, methadone maintenance, nar- of returns by type provides data that are useful 
code antagonist. The departmental administrator for some kinds of planning. 
approved the plan, the city government and a con- j One of the SCAs that has been most active in 
gressional committee concurred, and within seven f developing and maintaining information on its re­
months of the completion of the research report. the ( lease cohorts is the Califomia Department of Cor-

rections. California Prisoners, an annual publication first community treatment center was being opened. h 
t at is prepared by the statistics division of the De­This was the first of many centers that eventually 

opened in the District, first under the Department partment, has been appearing for nearly thirty years. 
of Corrections, then under the Narcotics Treatment • Several aspects of cohort performance are prac-
Administration, which was formed to organize and f benlly relevant: performance pattern, performance 

level, performance distribution, and comparative 
speed the effort.11 performance. 

Not all time series are evaluative. The great ma- The performance pattern of release cohorts is 
jority arc primarily descriptions of trends-routine often shown as a rising curve of arrests or returns 
accumulations of data that help administration to to the system~ The curve climbs rapidly in the first 
monitor its operations and make year~to-year plans few months after release, then slows and levels off 
to handle relatively minor changes suggested by the 

after three or four years. Some observers have de~ 
veloped rule~of4humb estimates, based partly 011 the 
California cohort data, that half the failures occur by 
the end of the first year, 7S percent by the end of 
the second year, and 90 percent by the end of the 
third year. 12 There is considerable variation from tbis 
pattern of values in many instances so the pattern 
may be of little practical value at present. 

The shape of the pattern, aside from its value at 
specific pOints, is often useful in evaluati.ng the in­
flUence of external events. In 1968, cohort perform­
ance curves of DCDC rcleasees showed sharp up­
ward displacements that appear to be explained best 
by two social disturbance-the disorders following 
the assassination of Martin Luther King, and the 
rise and faU of Resurrection City, the "poor people's 
encampment" on the Capitol Mall. The, curves of 
youth, women and adult male release cohorts all 
showed effects, some highly conspicuous, some more 
obscure.i3 The most visible effects came on curves 
that were beginning to level off after the second or 
third year. The rcsult was that some DCDC perform­
ance curves now show clearly two periods of rupiC! 
rise: one at the time of release, the other at the time 
of the 1968 distui·bances. The ultimate performance 
levels (expressed in "failures") for thcse "double 
rise" curves will be considcrably higher than Jllight 
have been expected had the disturbances not oc­
curred, we may easily presume, 

Departures from the expected pattern have also 
been noted after some treatments were applied. 
Treated popUlations often leave their institutions 
with an appreciably lower failure rate fOr the first 
few months than is usual for the institutional re­
leases. In some instances, however, the seconcl- or 
third-year rates are back to "normal" for releases 
from the institution. Any evidence of benefit from 
treatment has disappeared. Two notable instances of 
this effect are the Frieot Project and the Case Project 
of the California Youth Authority and the National 
Training School for Boys, respectively. H The first 
was a test of small versus large living groups in 
dormitories; the second was a demonstration of be­
havior modification by means of a token economy. 
In each instance the pattern of performnnce of the 
treated cohort suggests an "erosion of treatment 
effect,» or, in a different frame of reference j that 
"the street is taking over.1> 

The performance level of a release cohort depends 
on the length ott time it has been out in the com­
munity, the types of persons in the cohort, and the 
types of environments in which reintcgrulion is being 

57 



attempted. In some Instances., the correctional ad­
ministrator could add a fourth factor: the treatment 
experience that the rcleasees have received or are 
receIving. Persons who hnvC! graduated from the 
Community Treatment Project (in selected personal­
ity lypeS) or from the Provo Experiment or from 
the P ICO Project (in the "amenable" category) 
arc members or cohorts that have significantly lower 
failure curVes than would otherwise be expected,l5 

Since mony factors impinge on cohort performance 
level, it is not informative to speak about a "general 
recidivism rate" for broad populations of ex­
prisoners or ex.-probntioners. Tnlk about recidivism 
mllkes sense only l() the extent that the length of 
lime after release, offender history, kind of person, 
trc<\tmcnt experience, and int<crvcning social environ­
ment lire made clear. 

The performance dislributJon or "nrmy" of a co­
hor1 is 0 pattern of difTerential pcrformances that 
nppears when the c()hort is analyzed on several 
criteria of perforrnnnce. At three years out a cohort 
I1lny show a high rute of anrcSlS but a low rale of 
<.:ollvi<:lioJ1S that ~ntajl scnlCll(!eS of one yea r or more. 
The following (,Ibulution shows the array of per­
rormnnt~CS noted in {he tOlal release cohort of adult 
mates from the DC DC reilormatQry in calendar 
I 965,IIJ The length of follow-up was three years, 
The relcasees totaled 432 in number. 

Mre5(CU by police 
BooKcll into J)eDe Jail 
HOOKed lind held fur further hcarinn 
(hH1Ked tlnd lined or sentenced 
llookc::d find sentenced to I day or 

JlIore:. 
UO(lkl)d I\tld sentenced to 30 dnys 

or !lion:. 
Buoked (lOt! sentenced fur 90 days 

or ollln:. 
Blwked no\! sentenced to 360 days 

or !lI\)re. 

Percenl "F'a{led" at 
36 MOlJt!ts 

60 [0 80% (estimflted) 
46% 
41% 
36% 
34% 

32% 

30% 

18% 

We sec hel'e n release cQhort with a return-to­
system rate tiS high as 46 percent and as low as 18 
percent nt the end of tllrce years after release, de­
pcnoing (m which of the seven criteria we choose. 
Sill(;(! there life many other criteria that could also 
bC\I!tCtl to represent qtm1ity of perft)rmancc in the 
conlmUt1ity, it Is obviOtlS that the plnnning of an 
cvuluutf{)t\ tlwt involves offender cohorts requires 
sm\\c t\rbitt'nry decisions ilbout n criterion or criteria. 

Performllllce comparisons between' cohorts have 
tllnmdy been touched On in the discussion of "cro­
sjonH of trctHmcnl effect und performance levels, 
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Performance comparisons may become rigorous in 
some types of evaluation, such as quasi-experiments 
and controlled experiments; they may be rough in 
other types of evaluation, as in some forms of op­
erations research. lllustrations of these types of com­
parisons follow later in chapters 10, 11, and 13. 

techniques that are usuaJly considered exploratory 
in nature and rough in the nature of their indications. 
They are not highly regarded for their precision or 
tbe certainty of their findings. They tend, neverthe~ 
less, to ~xert stro~g influence on the decision-making 
process 10 correctIOns. From the limited information 
available thus far on levels of influence of impact, 
such methods appear to be more effective than the 
experimental and complex statistical methods in 
bringing about needed changes in corrections. 

10. Stuart Adams, Dewey F. Meadows and Charles Rey-
nolds, Nar.c(Jlic-lllvoll'ed Illmates ill tile Departmellt 0/ 
Correcfions. Washington, D.C.: DCDC, Research Re­
port No. 12, February 1969; Stuart Adams, The Nar­
cOit,~ Addictioll Rehabilitatioll Cell tel': A Proposal for 
a Multi-Modal COl/ll/l/l11it)'.Based Treatme/l( Cellter for 
Narcotic Offellders. Washington, D.C.: DCDC, April 
1969. 5. Before-After Studies, One way of evaluating a 

correctional treatment is to ascertain the condition 
or status of a group of clients before involving them 
in the experience and again after they have been 
through the treatment. Changes from before to after 
treatment may be interpreted as a possible conse- ; 
quence of the treatment. How confident this inter- i 

pretation will be depends on whether other potential 
influences can be Visualized as sources of part or all [ 
the observed change. 

An illustrative example comes from a pretrial 
diversion project that was set up recently in Dade 
County, Florida. Two hundred and five youths were 
accepted for admission into the Dade County Pre· 
trial Intervention Project during the year ending 
January 19, 1973. They received counseling, job 
ph\cement, educational placement, and in some cases 
psychotherapy. The following tabulation shows. 
status changes that occurred between time of entry 
and January 19, 1973: 

Status 
Unemployed, not i.n school 
Attending school 
Employed 
t\ttending school and employed 
In vocational training 
In armed forces 
Receiving psychothernpy 
Referred to narcotics rehabilitation 

At Entry 
77 
32 
68 
21 

2 
1 
4 
o 

1-19-73 
7 

34 
93 
42 
20 
9 

47 
38 

These methods are good for exploration, well­
adapted to quick discovery and quick action easily 
understood by operations personnel, and econ~mical. 
They have the disadvantage of requiring good judg­
ment and wide experience on the part of the evalu­
ator. Paradoxically, they need to be implemented by 
persons who have the capability of working with the 
more complex research designs but who might prefer 
the status and the precision of such designs. 

The non-experimental methods are better for ex­
~loratory investigations and for suggesting innova­
tions than they are for later quantitative validation 
and dev.elopmentaI work. Consequently, they may 
have their grea.test utjiity in times of change. 
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CHAPTER 10. QUASI .. EXPERIMENTAl STUDIES 

2. Complexity of Operations, Many correctional 
or criminal justice processes are quite complex, and 
the randomization of cases into treatment and con­
trol statuses is often impossible in a way that will 
insure comparability, For example, in the assign­
ment of individuals to several halfway houses from 
several different sources-prison, probation, courts, 
bail agency, and the parole board-the assignment 

Quasi-experimental studies include several varie­
lics.1 The one to be discussed here makes use of a 
participant group and a comparison group to 
measure the cffecls of an experience. This is the one 
best known in corrections and probably the most 
useful for the correctional evaluator. 

In principle, quasi-experiments fall below the 
"truel! or controlled experiment in quality of in­
formation yielded. In practice, however, there is some 
overlap in quality. Well-done or well-situated quasi­
experiments can provide more valid information than 
poorly implemented true experiments. Furthermore, 
qUilsi-cxperimcnls may be conducted in situations 
where true experiments arc for various reasons dim­
CUll or iDlpossible. In many instances. therefore, the 
qunsi-experiment is the method of choice. And 
whether by necessity or preference, it is used more 
frequently than the ll'UC experiment, as t1le data from 
Berkowitz and DCDC indicate.2 

A. Cha racteristics 

For present purposes we define the quasi-experi­
ment as n study in which a lreatment process is 
evaluated by means of information on a treatment 
group and a "comparison" group. The latter is 
chosen in a way that makes it "similar" to the 
treatment group, especially on characteristics that 
are believed to be related to post-release perrorm­
ance in the community. The choice is not random 
selection. Rather, it consists of going to a file of 
records on persons in the correctional population 
nnd selecting cases that resemble. at least roughly, 
the members. of the treatment group. If the first 
selection is rough, the comprlrison group members 
nmy tater be screened more. carefully, by hand or by 
computer. to insure closer similarity to the treatment 
grOllp on kCj' charnctcristics. 

In nddition to the similarity of the two groups, 
the qUllSj·experimcnt requires that both arc to have 
had essentially comparabte experiences in the cor­
recliotml system except that the trerltIl1ent group 
underwent the special program thnt is being cvnlu­
rued while the comparison group did not. Any 
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differences in performance that are later detected by disparities between experimentals and controls may 
the measurement process are then interpreted as a become so great that the randomization process is 
possible consequence of the treatment experience. no improvement over the equating process used in 

The manner in which the comparison group is the quasi-experiment. In such cases, it is preferable 
selected in quasi-experiments sometimes creates a to use the operationally easier quasi-experiment. 
problem of interpretation when the program is one, 3. Capturing Historic Events. Some correctional 
that is entered on a volunteer basis. Ways of dealing l events that occur only once may be candidates for 
with this problem are discussed below under pro, j rigorous measurement because they appear to have 
cedures, Section C. I had profound effects upon the .prisoners or correc-

I tional clients who experienced them. The Gideon 
B. Reasons for Using the Quasi-Experimenlj. Decision (U.S. Supreme Court, 1963) brought the 

This research design is used when a "rigorous"l release of 1,252 Florida State prisoners before their 
evaluation is desired but the controlled experiment 1 normal discharge or parole dates. The prisoners 
is not feasible. The latter may be ruled out for I were indigents who had been charged with felonies 
several reasons: ! and tried without counsel. 

., Objections to "denial of treatment" to The Florida Department of Corrections in 1965 
control group members, became interested in the possible effects of such a 

" Operational conditions too complex method of release and conducted a quasi-experi-
for a controlled experimental design, mental study to measure the results. A sample of 

., Treatment program no longer in exist- ! 110 of the early releasees was matched in consider-
!f able detail with 110 full-term releasees and both 

ence, 
• Decision deadline too near to allow for ' groups were followed up for 28 months after dis-

a true experiment. ~ .. \ charge. At that point in the follow-up, the Gideon I releasees showed a 13.6 percent recidivism rate, 
1. Denial of Treatment. The controlled experi-! 1 while the full-term releasees showed a 25.4 percent 

ment, which randomizes treatment eligible sUbjectsf j recidivism rate.a 

into experimental and control groups, is frequently); 1 Alth h J aug the interpretation of these results may 
objected to on ethical grounds. It is regarded as im,;, l pose problems, the results have important practical 
proper to withhold presumably beneficial treatment[ '1 and theoretical implications-and the results could 
from eligible subJ'ects, since they may now have to!' t h b \ no aVe een obtained by means of a true experi-
live out their lives suffering from a deficit that as· \ ' t 1 men. 
signment to control status was responsible for. t 1 A 

.l('.' diffe,rent kind of reaching back into history 
The ethical argument is sometimes disregarded; d 

on the ground of the greater good of mankind, and; j Occurre m the research office of the Los Angeles 
also on the argument that treatment is available fortI (ount

y 
Probation Department in 1964. It collected 

\ rom the record systems of the Police Department 
only a portion of the eligibles and must be denied!; the Probation Department and the California Youth 
to some anyway. Th~re is also the argument thatl,) Authority old data on the criminal justice experi-
treatment will be avmlable to the controls at a latec[ .i ences of three troubl "1 Th •• ., • 11'~ esome JuveUl e gangs. e gangs 
date, after the SCIentific objectives of the expenmen i. \ had been selected as controls d . t I . 

b 
' d If h d" - . r t ,! I' an expenmen a, s 10 

have een attame. tea nllUlstrator IS pe '\.~ a natural experiment" uSI'ng . f t' f I' r ' m orma Ion rom 
sistently .oppos~d to ".denial o.f treatment,:' howeverlJ area studies in the files of the Probation Department 
the quasl-expenme~t IS a ,feas:~le alter~atlVe metbodf;'1 to ~nd c?m~arable groups from earlier years. The 
of mc?surement sl~ce Its controls would notLJ mam ,~~JectIve was to supply "experimental evi­
othenVlse have gone IOto treatment. 1·1 dence tn a short time for an urgent policy decision; 

!~ . 
~" 

f'·: ~jt 
1 
~ '1 
It 

tJ 

Should the G];OUP Guidance Program (street WOlk 

with gangs) be discontinued, as the Police Depart­
ment was insisting? 

The criminal justice data permitted analysis of the 
effects of full treatment, partial treatment, and no 
treatment on the three gangs. The principal criterion 
used was costs and benefits-the arrest, incarcera­
tion and supervision data were not amenable to or­
dinary statistical analysis-and the findings were 
that street work with juvenile gangs wat> highly cost­
effective. The cost-benefit findings were supported 
by personal history narratives from ex-gang memo 
bers and by the criminal justice data, globally 
interpreted.4 

4. Need for Quick Decision. Both the Gideon 
and the Los Angeles studies were completed in a 
matter of months, even though in the latter case the 
natural experiment extended over a period of six 
years. By going backwards in time, the quasi­
experiment can reduce drastically the time required 
to make valid comparisons in situations where there 
are accessible and useful data. When urgent deci­
sions are required, this characteristic of the quasi­
experiment is highly valuable. 

C. Quasi.Experimental Procedures 

After the objectives have been defined, the pri­
mary steps in quasi-experimental procedure are 1) 
identification of the treatment (sometimes called 
"participant") group; 2) ascertaining the personal­
social and criminal characteristics of the group; 3) 
identifying a comparison group with similar charac­
teristics, making such tests and adjustments as are 
necessary; and 4) comparing the performances of 
the two gloups in eqUivalent post-treatment times 
and situations. These steps are taken up in detail 
below. 

1. Identification of Treatment Participants. The 
participants are, generally, the recipients of a treat­
ment or correctional experience whose effectiveness 
has become a matter of interest. The D.C. DeDart­
ment of Corrections since 1969 has, in conjun~tion 
with the Federal City College, operated a prison 
college program for inmates. In 1971 it conducted a 
quasi-experiment to evaluate the college program. r. 
A true experiment was not feasible because program 
staff objected to denying the college experience to 
eligible prisoners. Consequently, the more flexible 
quasi-experimental design was used. Participants 
were defined as men who had experienced at least 
two quarters of college courses in the prison, 13 or 
14 hours per quarter, and had been released to the 
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C(lmmunlty on parole at least six months prior to the 
tinne of cut-off in the community follow-up. 

2. Personal-Social and Criminal Characteristics. 
In the absence of randomization to insure compara­
bili ly of the p~rticipal1t and comparison groups, 
grc~\t care must be taken to insure comparability by 
other :ncuns. One way is to make a detailed charac­
lcris\\ics profile of the participants and to try to 
match this profile when selecting the comparison 
group from whatever its sources. 

In the DCDC prison college quasi-experiment, 
data were sought on about 25 characteristics of the 
participants. Only 11 of the selected characteristics 
were found to be adequately reported in the case 
folders of the participants. Consequently, these 11 
characteristics. shown in t11e list below, became the 
profile categories on which matching would be 
attempted: 

• Age 
• Scholnstic achievement test scores 

• lQ 
• Education completed 
• Prior juvenile commitments 
, Prior adult arrests 
• Prior adult commitments 
• Length of sentence 
• Marital status 
• History of drug use 

3. /d(!IIti/ying the Comparison Group. The com­
parison group members in the prison college quasi­
experiment were sought among inmates who had 
applied {()r (he college program but had been re­
leased from prison or were otherwise diverted before 
being admitted to the program. The names were 
locnted by searching the applications filc for names 
or men who hud nol been admitted to the college 
program, then selecting those non·adh1issions whose 
CMes showed no prejudicial reasons for non-admis­
sIon. Gcncr(llly. ther.,~ were men who had been 
rurated cortier than first expected, who entered 
t\1tcrnnUvc programs while waiting und did not want 
(0 drop them, or who changed tMir minds while 
wnlting. 

It WIIS considered bighl)f desirable, if possible, to 
drnw th~ Ct11l1purison group members from men who 
hnd volunteered m' applied for the college program. 
This. would insure comparability between partid­
pnnts nnd comptldsons on existence of motivation to 
enter the program. It would probilbly nOlinsure 

comparability on intensity of motivation, which was 
a variable that remained uncontrolled in the study. 

No attempt was made to draw a comparison 
group from the general prison body, although such 
a group would have enhanced the project method­
ologically. It might have disclosed how much differ­
ence in outcomes, if any, appears to be associated 
with known motivation and unknown motivation in 
two comparison groups. If the quasi-experiment 
grows in importance relative to the true experiment 
(as now seems likely), it will be very useful to \ 
accumulate information on its operating charac-: 
teristics. 

Since participant groups tend to be screened at 
least twice during entry into a voluntary treatment' 
program-once by motivation to enter and also by 
possession of the necessary background qualifica­
tions-it is important to try to match comparisons 
with participants on both types of screening factors. 
In the case of college program participants, few 
attempt have as yet been made to conduct rigorous 
evaluations, hence there has been little occasion to 
attempt matching. There has been no successful 
true experiment with prison college program~, and 
the DC DC study is the only successful quasi-experi· 
ment with such programs. If these evaluations 
become more numerous, it would be highly useful to 
test outcomes for differences that might relate to 
both the motivation-to-enter criterion and the formal 
qualifications criterion. 

is a difficult domain. In PICa I, a very well-designed 
true experiment, the researchers examined outcomes 
and reported no differences worthy of note.a A 
year later, different researchers examining the same 
data found scientifically important and operationally 
useful results.7 Under further scrutiny, these results 
held up. 

In the DCDC prison college quasi-experiment, the 
researchers found that participants and comparisons 
each showed arrest rates of about 30 percent each 

, at six months in the community. Had arrests been 
. the only criterion, the program would have been 

judged ineffective. However, three criteria were being 
used. The appearance of no difference soon dis­
appeared because convictions proved to be much 
lower for the participants. The fact that the partici­
pants also had more cases pending obscured the 
results and made a longer follow-up necessary. 

In the Los Angeles County Probation Depart­
ment's quasi-experimental study of street gangs 
under its Group Guidance Program, the cost-benefits 
data, the personal interviews with ex-gang members, 
and the arrest-incarceration-supervision data all in­
dicated that Group Guidance was a success. Another 
study of Group Guidance by university staff mem­
bers, using arrest as a criterion and an own-control 
study design, indicated that Group Guidance was a 
failure.s The conflict in reports of performance in 
this case has not yet been' resolved, although the 
studies were completed nearly ten years ago. 

D. 'Uses of the Quasi-Experiment 

4. Testing and Adjusting for Participant-Com· 
parison Differences. Since quasi-experimental studies 
often involve small numbers, and the sources of 

d No systematic information is available on the comparison group members are often quite restricte • 
participant and comparison groups may occasionally extent of use of the quasi-experiment. The three ex" 
look quite dissimilar on some of the key characteris- amples cited above are relatively well known because 
tics chosen for matching purposes. These dissimi· they have been published or their original reports 
larities should be eliminated if possible in the initial have been widely circulated. Some additional appli-
selection and sifting of comparison group members. ·1 cations of the method that are beginning to receive 
If little or no sifting is possible, differences in traits } attention are in pretrial diversion. 

may need to be studied for possible effects. in ~~~~:ti~~ o~r r:O:~e~r;:;!~1 i~i~~r:i~:tf~~~e~~s l~~: 
One procedure is to examine each trait difference \ fif 

for magnitude and direction of effect. If the differ-l, te~n have been the subjects of evaluation, pri-
ences are small and the direction is random, there 1" manly by means of quasi-experiments. Nine of the 

f h · 'bI j i projects have been grouped into a cluster evaluation, may be no bias in selection so ar as t e VIS I e'I.· . 
characteristics are concerned. 1.1 with all the elements in the cluster being evaluated 

If significant differences or . large differences sug-I, ,) by the same research team and reported in a single 
gest the possibility of biasing effects, tests for the \1 report. This means, in essence, seven evaluation 
effects of bias may be made and adjustments intro-ll projects, six of them singles and one a cluster.9 

d~ced if necessary. !I Of the seven projects, two were initiated as con-
S. Comparing Performance. Performance com- f 1 trolled experiments, with eligible cases being ran-

parison in quasi-experiments and experiments alike r 1 domized into project and non-project statuses. The 
I 1 
t" " 

l
~ { 

1 
IJ 
~ . ~ 
1.t 
W 
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other five studies, because of eith~r organizational 
complexities or official objection to a randomization 
process used the simpler process of drawing a com­
parison group from the court files. In the two 
controlled experiments, the randomization process 
yielded very small control groups, approximately 
one-tenth the size of the treatment groups. In one 
of the two, the data on the groups suggest an appre­
ciEl,ble selection bias-in favor of the treatment 
group. In the other, the data' do not show the 
characteristics of the two groups. Since some of 
the quasi-experimental group matchings appear to 
be closer than the experimental matchings, and 
since their sample sizes are considerably larger, 
it is not clear whether the two experimental studies 
carry any advantages over the quasi-experiments. 

Most of the studies pursued three measurement 
goals: recidivism in-program or post-release, job 
status, and benefit-cost ratios. In the cluster study, 
comparison group selection and some parts of the 
data collection procedure broke down and the study 
will not be discussed further here. In the other six 
studies, there was a generally uniform reporting of 
reduced recidivism on the part of successful program 
participants, improvement in job status during the 

. program, and benefits from diversion (jail and prison 
cost reductions) that more than equaled the cost of 
the project. In two of the six studies the improve­
ments in recidivism were not statistically significant. 
In one of the projects, an independent evaluation by 
a second research team found results contradictory 
to the first findings on recidivism. No check was 
made of the cost-benefit findings. 

Three comments may be made in summary. First, 
the quasi-experimental and experimental studies were 
in general agreement that pretrial diversion programs 
reduced recidivism rates among successful partici­
pants, improved the job statuses of the participants, 
and produced benefits in excess of project costs. 
Second, the consistency of the findings was sUch ' 
that a policy-maker would be inclined to accept as a 
"reasonable likelihood" that pretrial diversion usually 
pays off on all criteria. Third, the studies were all 
at least moderately crude in design and execution 
so. that the careful reader comes away from the 
evaluative reports feeling some lack of credibility in 
practicaIly all the reports. There was frequent evi­
dence of selection bias in favor of the program par­
ticipants, doubtful assumptions about extent of pro­
jected benefits, Tack of precise information about 
follow-up times, and a tendency to ignore important 
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r;.(zn'l!'nl~ ()fpO!~~iblc benefit! when calculating 
mwr:ftu£:fJ:l.t ttHIO~, 

One rCJ.I}Oll (or the poor quality of the research 
tJciig:fill. illld CX(:ctJliQI1,5 was the fnct that evaluation 
ttflde\lcJ(ten to be "tacked on." wilh a parHime 
'm~!;tlJtlUlt brought in after the ,wrt of the project 
W 'f~m\ductan evaIulltion." Whafever the full set of 
tt!l!).(J$}l}, n fair rating of the "credibility" of the 
~t,'cn liwdiCl! might consist of nO "bigh," (our 
"mnderate:* lind three "low" judgments. 

11)1: (;let (fiat the studies tended to be generally 
modemtelO low in eredibHity suggests that the 
t'",{tluutiOl1 of pretrial diversion programs Still h<lS 
~ome WilY to So before there can be confidence that 
Ii good nrllt~round mCQ$urcmenthas been achieved. 
lleyond the ~t1ll4tletdcd fim round of rigorous cvalu­
uliHM lhere .fll!m Ii¢s an indeterminate number of 
dc~ir~d titlJdict! Wh(lSe purpose would be to develop 
m refine whatever pretrinl diversion procedures 
ttppcur to be promising. 

DC'Ipite the po()r quallty of the rescnrch, the 
prl'lctiee of prcttinl diversion has been widely opem­
hunalilcd. first at the Siles where thc marginal re­
.... cllfclf WM performed. nnd also al sites where the 
rmR~ed\lre hn!! beet) nccepted eilller on its "reputa­
tion" or on fuith. The haste to adopt tbe procedure 
currit!i fi mornl {or the researchers who feel that 
ndnHnbwHol'$ tire reluctant to utilize research, or 
thll! lhey 1&nOft.'l relicnrch findings. In actunlity. ad~ 
mini$trl1t(m will innovate. in the nbsenee of research, 
on the bnsis or pt'lt1f rClicnfeh, or with good rcse~lrch. 
One u~ tb¢ ndmjlli~lrnt()r'5 problems is lhtH good 
ftscnn:h. u$efuUy timed. is ulmost hon-existent. How 
mm:h the udmil1i'ltrutor hinuel£ is responsible for 
{hi~ nun·e:d~tet\c¢ is t\ perplexing question, 

1\$ II fil1,,1 \!\J!limem ~Hl the quality of the research. 
it j~ pwlllent to add Ihn( the best. ~)r the several 
!\ludic!!. if iI fair judgment cnn be mnde, was u qunsi.~ 
:e:q'leriment. 1111.7 two controlled cxperimentltl studies 
leU ~tlmewlll:l'i: in tIle middle of the range of crecli~ 
blUW In view of tlle fluid (lnd ch:lOtic nature of the 
Ufft1\HH1,I·ndJudknte processes. there is little reason 
lU believe' thut eOl'lltolled experiments will have 
fewer \~d~dily t)roblems in sueh n setting than quasi­
... Xf~fh.l\enlll, TItefc nUt)' !lnve been n vll1uuble lesson 
ttl th~ mingling \lr lhe t\\'() types or researcb method 
iu tht- pt't'tr)l,d dh'crsh,)tl studies. '],his gives tl hetter 
~h~nc.t" h\ ('h~erv~ both l'1lolhous in Qperntion on 
~imlhH' fit~)bkm. ~mtl It m{t)' help elarify some or t.he 
il\!tH:~ rt'lilhng tQ the ~fipubi1Hi¢s nud &hortC\)mings 
~·f tll~ hilt) n\t~\h~'l\Js; 

E. Discussion 

Although the quasi-experiment is little used in 
corrections, it is apparently more commonly used 
than the true or controUed experiment. This greater 
frequency of use may increase relatively in the next 
several years. The convenience, flexibility, speed of 
applicat,on, immunity to the "denial of treatment" 
charge, and other characteristics give the quasi. 
experiment several advantages over the true experi· 
ment. The latter is superior in precision of measure· 
ment and in documentation of possible causal effects, 
but these are less important to the administrator 
than to the researcher. 

Some of the disfavor with which the quasi-experi· 
ment is regarded probably arises from our tendency 
to focus on form rather than on results: the can· 
trolled experiment is a more perfect and more 
prestigious device. Some disfavor arises from the 
Cacl that quasi-experiments frequently are applied in 
slip-shod mnnner. The circumstances of their use 
often make them look worse than need be. Given 
equal care in design and implementation, there is 
no rcason why the quasi-experiment cannot perform 
significant tasks in correctional evaluation, carrying 
out many assignments now thought possible only by 
use of the controlled experiment. 

Within the broad array of evaluative methods in 
corrections, it is not easy to forecast the most likely 
role of the quasi-experiment. It seems assured of 
some growth in relative importance, but where it 
will rank in relation to the older and the newer non­
experimental methods (from case studies to simula· 
lion) is not clear and also perhaps not critical at 
this time. 
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CHAPTER 11. CONTROLLED EXPERIMENTS 

The controlled experiment may be losing ground 
to the quasi-experiment tiS the "work horse" of 
rigorous correctional evaluation. It is also being 
critich·,cd by the "exploratory holistic" school of 
CyulunlM'l IlS unproductive} This does not neces~ 

sorily mean' thnt th.is research design is "through" 
as I'm aid to Information-testing and decision-making 
in corrections. It does. mean that it is lime to re­
consider its mle and potential in correctional evalua­
tion. We need to review its characteristics, occom­
pli5hmcnls. strengtbs and weaknesses, and its 
possible f\lture. 

A; Background 

The controlled experiment, which assesses a 
treatment experience by measuring differences in 
response by "tre.ltntcnt" and "control" groups who 
came nlndomly OUl of a pool of treutment-eligibles, 
hll~ been used extensively in corrections since the 
(:arty tlflics. The Department of Corrections in Cali­
fornia utlractcd much attention with its Sl1'U proj­
ects. 1953~64, ill whkh mOllY thousnnds of parolees 
wcre involved in u fOUf or five~stagc experiment on 
the effects of cnsclond site, parolee-agent matching, 
base·cxpcclUncy differenees. regional difIcrences. and 
mller. variables. 1l used the same design in more 
elaborate form in the PleO Project, 1955-6). in 
which t .600 ()Ider youth prisoners were involved in 
tl test llf the emetlcy of individual interview therapy 
un "nmclli'lblc" und ilnonnmenable" personality 
types. 

Fq~u'llly us nhissivc but less well publicized w~re 
the Department's c:<peritncnts with group counsehng 
in a prison. with parole cascloads vnried by parolee 
tlervicc neeus, with trentment and supervision of 
J1llft;Oliu olrcmlcts. Md with u number Qf 'Offender 
mtmngement p!'t'lecsses t\f other kinds. 

Thl:' ('tlnC(lrnia Y~\uth Auth~)rity also conducted 
c);pt;'ritncnts 00 the effects of p:uole caselond size. 
nUl!h~mllin& scyeml hundred'!l Qf ~ouths inlo regular 
tind stlHtll \.'Mch.xuls over nperiod o( about three 
'Y('ar~ it\ tl1\e or tllt~ lilrger c(.'IlInties. 11 conducted the 
t~\)mmunitj' 'rre;.ltmenl Prt')jcct. in which. during a 

13-year span, several hundred youths were classified 
under an interpersonal-maturity typology, matched 
with appropriate parole agents, assigned to differ· 
ential treatment in the community, and compared 
on outcomes with control cases who had followed 
the usual course through the CY A training schools, 
Several other experiments, large and small, assessing 
various types of institutional treatments, were con· 
ducted between 1958 and 1974, 

The Los Angeles County Probation Department, 
responsible for the supervision and local detention 
of many scores of thousands of probationers, also 
conducted a number of controlled experiments dUro 
ing the fifties and sixties. One of the first (TOPS: 
To Improve Probation Services) dealt with the issue 
of probation caseload size. Others dealt with institu­
tional treatment of girls and with the effectiveness 
of street work with juvenile gangs-the latter a 
university~staffed experimental project. One of the 
most recent, RODEO (Reduction of Delinquency 
through Expansion of Opportunity), examined 
regular probation, probation With indigenous aid~ 

as part of the probation supervision team,. and 
county camp placement as treatment alternatIves. 

Although no counts have been made, it is a 
reasonable conjecture that the controlled experiments 
by these three state and local correctional agencies 
include half or more of the body of controlled ex· 
perimentation that has occurred in corrections du:. 
tng the past twenty years. If this is not true 10 

numbers of projects, it is certainly true in numbers 
of subjects involved. . ' 

The outcomes of these numerous expenments 10-

volving many thousands of adult and youth prisone.rs, 
parolees and' probationers are difficult to s.ummanze 
concisely. There have been both operatIOnal and 
scientific gains, but undoubtedly in smaller measure 
than was originally hoped. Some assessm~nts .of !he 
entire array of experiments would, by Imphcat.!On 
at least, judge them to be ",inefficacious,:' .o~ "\;~th­
out decisive effect in reduclllg . . . recldlVlsm, A 
more objective judgment might see the experiments 
as paying off in some manner in perhaps ten to 
twenty percent of the total number attempted. 

B. Assessing the Impact of Experiments 

Since it is desirable to know something about the 
impact of particular kinds of evaluative methods 
when their use is planned, it is long past time when 
the results of controlled experimentation should have 
been examined systematically and critically. Before 
proceeding further, it will be useful to make an 
on-the-spot assessment of some of the better known 
experiments (or intended experiments) on opera~ 

lions in the agencies just mentioned. This assessment 
will be subjective and perhaps controversial, but it 
will move toward filling an important need. 

The following list of "experiments" includes the 
better known from the paragraphs above, with addi­
tions from the general literature to broaden the 
perspective. The experiments are rated "Low", 
"Mod" (Moderate), and "High" on contributions to 
agency operations and to scientific knowledge. They 
are rated similarly on credibility, which denotes 
quality of research design, adequacy of the design 
to the specified problem and the context of the 
study, and general impressions of reliability and 
validity of the findings. 

E,tperiment' Contributions Credi-
OpIlS. Knowi. bility 

Community Treatment 
Project. Mod High High 

C,Unit: Community in 
Prison". Low Low High 

CY ~ Parole Caseload 
Project. Low Low High' 

PICO: Individual Psycho-
therapy. Low High High 

Group Counseling in Prison>/< Low Low Low 
Provo: Guided Group 

Interaction*. Low Mod High 
PWUP: Parole Work Unit 

Project. High Low Mod 
RODEO: Camp vs RODEO 

vs Probation, Mod Low Mod 
Silverlake: Therapeutic 

Milieu*. Low Low High 
SIPU; Parole Caseload Study. Low Low Mod 
Street Gangs and Street 

Workers*. Low Low Low 
TOPS: Probation Caseload 
Study. Mod Low Mod 

Youth Center Research 
Project. Mod High High 

·Univcrsity-based studies 

This assessment is rough and intuitive, with 
ground rules only partially defined. It is presented 
primarily to emphasize a problem (that we know 

all too little about the effectiveness of our evaluative 
models) and to motivate discussion of the results 
of controlled experimentation in correctional eval .. 
uation. The discussion will be brief and tentative 
since with different ground rules and other judge~, 
different ratings would be arrived at for som~ IJ[ 
the experiments. Furthermore, space does not p,~r­
mit review of such matters as accumulative or in~ 
direct contributions, variations in size and dunttion 
of experiments, the possiQility that low lev01s of 
contribution may be very important over timfi, non­
utilization as a barrier to operational contdbution, 
and so on, 

With these qualifications, it appears t,hut the con­
tribution of the controlled experiment h.) correc­
tional evaluation and correctional decision making 
is less than might be anticipated, given the high 
value placed on this design. How much this contri­
bution has been lessened by faulty design, execu­
tion, or utilization is not clear, although evidence 
of each of these kinds of problems is present in 
some of the studies. 

It is of interest that the Community Treatment 
Project and the Youth Center Research Project 
stand highest in overall rating. Experiments with 
youth programs seem more carefully executed and 
generally more productive than those '.vith adult 
programs. It is also of interest that experiments in 
local agencies have a higher proportion of opera~ 
tional consequences of at least moderate level. And, 
finally, the state agency experimen"~ rate higher in 
contributions to operations and knowledge and lower 
in credibility than the university-based experiments. 

It may be added that credibility appears generally 
to outrun contributions to knowledge or operations, 
suggesting that "looking well" is an easier achieve~ 
merit in research than "doing well," And it is per­
haps worthy of note that the credibility ratings of 
the thirteen studies listed here are considerably 
higher than the credibility ratings of the five quasi­
experiments on pretrial diversion that were dis­
cussed in the preceding chapter. 

These somewhat conjectural assertions lead to 
two further points. First, it is not yet clear that 
the controlled experiment is an especially produc~ 
tive means of improving either correctional practice 
or correctional science. It makes contributions to 
both but at a relatively high cost in time and re­
sources. 'It would be well to look for other means 
of obtaining at least some of the information that 
is now being derived so laboriously and with such 
low payoffs from controlled experiments. One pos-
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~ibHitYt obviously. is the quasi..cxpcriment. If taken 
4criously aod used with care, this method can reduce 
;xpprcdable tbe time and resource costs in some 
areas ,of correctional evaluation. Another possibility 
i~ operation!) research, and still another is simula­
tion. both taken up in later chapters. 

Secolld, it is possible that the control/cd experi­
ment can be made more useful in correcti.ons. This 
might come through fuller knowledge of it') char­
actcri,sticsand capabWties, and by analysis of ways 
in which iLl) effects can be optimized. It is relevant 
that six o( the nine experiments shown above that 
involve youth make a contribution to either opera­
tions or knowledge. Only onc of the experimenL~ 
with naulu; makes II contribution, and this contri­
bution may derive more from operational wisdom 
thnn from resenrch findings. 

There arc undoubtedly some useful clues here. 
AMIY"H~S of these kinds may help in clarifying re­
!lctlrch priorities nnd resclI!'ch strategies. They may 
nlso tum up needed guides as to sta01ng, timing, 
litrucluring, and utilizing experiments. 

We turn now to some aspects of the implcmen­
tutlon or the controlled experiment and some of 
the problems that Ilre often encountered in imple­
mentation. 

C. Implementation of Controlled 
Experiments 

The controlled experiment measures the effect of 
n process by l1pplying it to one group of subjects 
while withholding it {rom nn identical group and 
observing whllt hnppclls. It proceeds on the as­
sumption Ihat if there is an effect, it will nppear in 
lhe beillwiors of tbe treatment group but not the 
controls. 

The design of the experiment may be two-way as 
ht SlPU, Or rour~way as in P1CO, or t 8-wny as in 
("T!>. The more elabQrute designs permit more 
n\lnll~mllS inferences about treatment impact and 
nbollt interactions between treatment nild the chnr­
tlCteristics of the subjects. In the prco Project, for 
exnU\111e. it wus possible to dm\\' conclusions about. 
I) the vnlldity oi fhe umcnability-nonumennbility 
ch~'!sUl,ntion scheme. 2) the magnitude of the lrC!ll­
mCi1t hnpaclt nud 3) reasons for differences in pcr­
r~mnnnce I.)t t.he treated nmemlblcs, treated non­
n(ll~nnbh:,s. nnd the (Wt,) vnrieties or controls. Some 
tlf th~se cMelusions were rclntively certain und 
5()m~ were relntiYcly llnecrtt\in.~ 

The rnnjor steps in a controlled expenment are 
t1\~ \lelinltion ot objectives, Cannulation of trcnt~ 
ltlclH pInus, definition C'lf treatment eligibles) im~ 

6S 

n plementation and testing of a randomization pro.ft 
cedu.re, . application an.d monitoring of t:t~atmen~tt 
monttonng and C?llectl~n of data, analYSIS of the IA 
data, and the drawmg of mferences.,1 

Most of these features are common to several! 
types of evaluation, particularly the quasi~\'!xperi. 1:1 
ment. Comments follow on the one feature that is tl 
different-the implementation and testing of the I { 
randomization procedure. 11 

1) Randomizing into Experimental and COlltrol! 1 
Statuses. The persons who are eligible to enter an II 
experiment may differ from the total popUlation in II 
definable ways, as in CTP (which excluded "dan. I' 

f , 

gerous" and "unacceptable" youths), or they may tl 
exclude no one, as in some parole caseload studies, L! 
which regarded all parolees as eligibles. II 

Once the eligibility criteria have been specified rJ 
and procedures for screening have been set up, a f ! 
method for randomizing the eligibles to treatment i l 
and control statuses is needed. One method is to I' ! 
list the eligibles in alphabetical order and assign,l 
every other one to experimental or treatment status; .,.\ 
the rest automatically become controls. Another n 
method is to work with a chronological or identifi'll 
cation number file, taking every other one in order.lj 
If an even division into treatment and control is L { 
not wanted-'-as when the subjects must go pre.] 
ponderantly into treatment status because there are! 
barely enough eligibles to fill the treatment slots-! 
every third or fourth in line may be designated con· L 
trol and three-fourths or two-thirds will go into r 
treatment. l< ,1 

Taking every other one or every fourth one is lA 
"interval" sampli~g. It is a .sim~le, mechanical pro.t'! 
cedure for creatmg an "IdentIcal" group whose I,' I 
performance will later be a baseline for measuring! '1 
effect. Sometimes interval sampling is unwise be· t 1 
cause it becomes apparent who is going into treat· It 
ment and control in the future and there are some IJ 
staff members who cannot resist putting a control I ',1 
designee who Clreally needs treatment" into the I 
treatment group. Many randomization procedures! ( 
hnve been upset by "soft-hearted" staff members If 
who are in positions where they can manipulate II 
the assignments. t I 

This susceptibility of experiments to being se· r 1 
riously affected or even invalidated by either acci· ,: 

"J 
dental or deliberate biasing of the assignment prer! 
cedure creates a problem. To counter the probkm, i'{ 
the researcher will need to employ a variety of It 
monitoring, testing and adjustment procedures. L~ 

2. Coping with Blased Assignment. One proce· fJ 
11 
tJ 
!' j 
IA 
'I 

j 

dure for coping with the problem of biased "ran­
domization" is to prevent the problem as much as 
possible. This can be done in part by the use of 
non-obvious selection methods, such as a table of 
random numbers. Another procedure is to keep a 
constant watch on the assignment process so that 
it may be adjusted in midstream if necessary. Still 
another is to make a post-assignment review of 
the characteristics of the accumulated treateds and 
controls to see whether they are in fact randomly 
distributed. If the percentages of each group with 
a given ch'aractt~ristic-for example, history of drug 
involvement-are close, randomization has apparent­
ly worked. 

If appreciabte differences occur in distributions of 
key characteristics, significance tests may be run; 
also, the directions of differences may be noted to 
see whether all the differences favor one group. In 
the Des Moines Community Correction Project, 
1970-73, a controlled experimental evaluation was 
conducted, involving 281 experimentals and 36 con­
trols. The two-year report showed the profiles of 
the two groups on 37 characteristics. On 4 char­
acteristics, the controls were significantly "worse" 
(that is, varied in the direction that appeared as­
sociated with higher risk of criminality); on 14 
others they were worse but not significantly so, and 
on 5 they were better. On 14 characteristics there 
were no appreciable differences between the two 
groups.4 There was apparently a systematic bias in 
favqr of the treatment group in this study, and the 
outcomes (which showed the treatment group as 
being "helped" significantly by the pretrial release 
program) were probably influenced to some degree 
by the bias. As a consequence, both the measures 
of effect and inferences about the nature of the ef­
fect are made conjectural by the selection bias. 

In some cases where selection bias has been in­
troduced by the implementation of an experiment, 
adjustments to counter the biasing effect have been 
considered or made. The practical effect of a single 
biasing factor can sometimes be estimated arith­
metically, and if it is small, it can be ignored. The 
PI CO Project report showed a significant difference 
between treated nonamenables and control non­
amenables on "offense type." It was estimated that 
adjusting outcomes for this difference would . in­
crease the performance differential trial between 
the two groups by 1.3 percent, which was consid­
ered small enough to ignore. ~ 

The need to adjust for selection bias should oc­
Cur only rarely in controlled experimental studies; 

it would be expected more frequently in quasi-ex­
perimental studies. In both cases, however, the 
possibility of selection bias should be routinely 
checked. 

D. Problems of Experimentation 

When experiments move out of the laboratory into 
the field, particularly the field of social action, they 
run into numerous difficulties. The problem of se­
lection bias has already been noted. Campbell has 
listed a number of others, some internal to the 
experiment, others external. 6 Of his nine internal 
problems, categorized as "threats to internal valid­
ity," the correctional evaluator needs to be espe­
cially concerned with three: selection, history (ex­
ternal events), and data instability. The other in­
ternal threats (maturation, regression, testing ef­
fect, instrumentation, experimental group mortality, 
and selection-maturation interaction) appear to. be 
of less concern in the typical correctional experi­
ment. 

Other problems of concern to the evaluator, not 
listed by Campbell, are masking effects, contamina­
tion of data, criterion problems, and "erosion" of 
treatment effects. Some of these problems deserve 
careful attention lest they invalidate the experiment 
or seriously confuse the interpretation of the results. 
They need to be prevented, accounted for in the 
experimental design, or adjusted for in the analysis 
and interpretation of the data. 

1. Masking. Experimental treatments may have 
opposite effects upon different kinds of subjects. If 
the different subjects are included in the same ex­
perimental group, their performance changes may 
cancel each other in the summing up, with the result 
that no differences can be perceived between the 
performance scores of experimentals and controls. 

Masking effects were inferred in the results of 
SIPU I and II (1953-55) and attempts were made 
to deal with these by various classification or typing 
procedures in SIPU III and IV (1956-64). One 
procedure was the use of base expectancy (parole 
success probability) scores. Another was to type 
parolees by whether their problems appeared to be 
"internal" or "external" and parole agents by 
whether they were "directive" or "supportive." None 
of these exploratory solutions appeared effective to 
an appreciable degree. 

PICO (1955-61) dealt with anticipated masking 
by starting with a four-way controlled expe~imental 
design based on judged "amenability" to the pro­
posed individual psychotherapy. This procedure was 
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nt first nulJified by tln e~tcrnal event (change in 
the leadersbip or tbe clinic that made the amen­
nbHily judgments), but a later reanalysis o( the 
daW Uncovered the "remasking" c.ffect. When the 
dMfl were properly analyzed, lh~ amenable-non. 
amennble c1MsHi.C<ltion proved bighly successful in 
uncovering differcrUial responses to treatment and 
In .showing tbfU individual psychotherapy with 
amenable older Youth Authority wards was signifi­
cantly and practically effective. This series of "un­
masking/' HrcJllasking,*' and Hre-unma$king" events 
In the PICO Project yielded valuable insights into 
both tbe difrerenlillJ effects of treatment on diverse 
general lypes of offenders and the difficulty that 
may be encountered in establishing these effects. 

The Community Treatment Project (1961-74) 
corried tllt! unmaskIng process still fUrtber. AppJi­
cutioos of lypologies were made to both clients and 
parole agents. thus advancing beyond PICO in 
comprehensiveness nnd beyond SIPU in the theo­
reticnl sophistication of the typologies employed. 
These advances by eTP resulted in both opera­
tional tilld scientific COntributions well beyond those 
nchieved by either SIPU or PICO. 

Other projects have shown the utility of classi­
(ying or typing procedu res in evaluative studies, 
"lthough not to the extent evident in CTP. One in­
(ormative thouSh quite elementary applicmion was 
mode by the D. C. Depurtment of Corrections in its 
Mudy or the effectiveness of work release (p. 86 
Chnpter 13), ' 

2. COllfaUII'/I(l{loll of Data. All important kind 
or dUH! "eoUlnminntion" occurs whert experiences 
of c(1nI.ml groups do not follow plnns. If subjects 
In the control group become exposed to program 
experiences thut mllY conceivably influence their 
post-pn)grnm behavior, even though it is not the 
sume lype of progrmn thllt is being investigated in 
the swdy. the measurement pr(lcess may be in­
vnlldntcd by It dislortion of the comparison base­
Hne. In th~ l~os Angeles Group Ouielnncc Project 
eVnltliltion. n panially trealed gnng performed morc 
like the trented gnng than like the control. gang. 
Hud the plHtinlly trented gllng been considered 
lllerely nn\)ther control gUllS, much or the difference 
betwC{:n trented Md "untreated" gangs \vould have 
b~ell ~)bSCllred> 

3. "Brtl,tiOItU 
(1/ Trrofll!(:1If EDt!t:t. A vcry com~ 

mOI\ lhl.)l,lgh little-studied occurrcnccnfter trent­
m~ot is lhegiudunl (or sometimes abrupt) disnp­
pearance or 1\ pcrfonnnncc superiority shown by the 
!.'XI~erlfnet\l\Il group inenrl)' months uft.cr treatment. 

10 

m 
Reference bas already been made to tbis effect in rl 
a living unit study and a behavior modification fA 
study (p. 57). Numerous other examples could q 
be cited after a careful searcb of tbe literature.lt 
Still more examples could be documented if more II 
careful followups were made of experimental co- 'I 
hort performance patterns in tbe weeks and months ;1 
immediately after termination of treatment. In some . i 
cases, the onset of the erosion effect is so sudden . I , 
that it may be missed or its significance be under·l 
stated if the first followup point after treatmeut 11 
termination is set at a year or more. t~ 

Why some experiments are followed by an oblit·!l 
eration of an apparently early superiority in per· II 
formance capability while others are not is as yet .\ 
a mystery. It is easy to say that "the street is taking ...• ~ 
over," but this is only a gross, common-sense hy.! 
pothesis. A better hypothesis would suggest possi. fl 
ble explanations for those instances in which the jl 
street does not take over. We would then be able I 
to build into experiments "sensors" for the differ· I I 
ence between a PICO, where individual psycho· t~ 
therapy created a performance differential that was r 1 
increasing at three years out and a Case Project 11 
where behavior modification created a differential! J 
that was obliterated by three years out. I. 1 

Until this difference is better understood, it wilt I 
be difficult to know whether a specific treatment! 
program is "inefficacious" or the deviance system~. 
in the community has strongly countered an effective r 
treatment process. The practical effects may be the! 
same, but the implications for theory and for long· r 
range research planning are quite different. Ii 

4. Criterion Problems. Experimentals and con· r j 
troIs may show little difference on some criteria 11 
and significant differences on others. There has I j 

been relatively little study of the criterion problem f j 
in co.rrectional experiments, partly because man.Y Ii 
expenments have used only one performance en· r 1 
terion. The stimulus to thought that comes from! 1 
contradictory criterion indications cannot arise in II 
such cases. Thus far, there has been too little rec· 11 
ognition of the importance of having more than one I ~ 
performance criterion in evaluating correctional LI 
programs. I· •.. ~ 
. At !east three kind~ of cri~eri~n pr~blems can be 11 

VIsualtzed: use of a smgle cntenon, dIvergent read-I· J 
ings on commonly used criteria, and conflicting read-! 
jngs between a familiar and an unfamiliar criterion.] J. ,f-

u. Use of a single crit~rio"j ?articularly arrests, If 
to measure performance IS a nsky procedure. In II 
some cases it serves modest objectives; in others it rJ 

!.,l 
t! 

f fi 
!, t 
I] 
1 . .1: . 

may invalidute or at least reduce the credibility of 
the study. On occasion the risk is justified if some 
early indication is needed or if arrests are the only 
iadicator that is practically available. If a single 
criterion is used-particularly arrests-it is prudent 
to attempt at least partial validation by using an­
other criterion on a sampling basis, if possible, or 
observation and judgment when quantitative meas­
ures are lacking. 

b. Divergent indications by familiar criteria call 
for careful interpretation. If the divergence is one 
where arrests and convictions disagree, for example, 
the indication by the less valid and less reliable 
criterion, arrest, may be discounted. When the two 
criteria show zero or even negative correlation, ad­
ditional data should be sought to provide clues to 
the unusual relationship. 

When prison college parolees and comparison 
parolees showed similar arrest rates but divergent 
conviction rates, there was both reason and ma­
terial for speculation. Perhaps the police were af­
fronted by the concept of a parolee-collegian and 
"busted" this new category of parolee on slight 
pretext. On the other hand, the discrepancy may 
have arisen with judges, who felt that a parolee 
who was a college student had a special claim to 
consideration, so that for equal offenses the col­
legians may have drawn fewer convictions. 

These conjectures could have been resolved by 
additional data that probed the experiences of the 
coll,ege participants and comparison group members 
at arrest and in court, but circumstances did not 
permit another study at the time. 

c .. Contradictory indications by familiar and un­
familiar criteria sometimes appear when recidivism 
and cost data are brought together on the same 
treatments. Occasionally the recidivism and cost 
data agree, but this may reflect nothing more than 
the fact that the latter were calculated from the 
recidivism data. When these two bodies of data 
come from different sources and produce divergent 
evidence, they require interpretation. 

One example of such divergence occurred in the 
Silverlake Experiment, where treatment of juveniles 
in a "therapeutic milieu" brought no appreciable 
changes in recidivism but reduced treatment costs by 
one-half.7 The authors accepted the cost reduction 
indication as valid. Another example was the Los 
Angeles County Group Guidance Program evalua­
tion. One of two evaluations of the program found 
that street worker intervention increased arrest 
rates among members of treated gangs.s The other 

study found that the recidivism data presented a 
complex pattern, apparently favorable to the treated 
gangs, but the cost data were clear-cut and decidedly 
in favor of the treated gangs.a The study that lIsed 
arrests as a criterion disregarded the cost data and 
concluded that street worker programs were ineffec­
tive or even dysfunctional in the Group Guidance 
format. 

5. Problem of Significance. A paradoxical prob­
lem with the controlled experiment is that it is 
apparently most useful or at least most applicable 
in structured situations-testing Program A against 
Program B, for example. In the broad framework 
of correctional structures and processes, these ex­
periments usually appear to be of minor'significance. 

This characteristic of the experiment implies that· 
researchers who stress the importance of this eval­
uation model (e.g., Campbell, Suchman, Weiss) 
misperceive its role in the decision-making process 
in social agencies. The major issues tend to be re­
solved and major actions tend to be taken on the 
basis of configurations of information and interests, 
not on the findings of a crucial experiment. The 
information component in the process seems much 
more likely to .come from non-experimental than 
from experimental models. 

Whether the experimental model will in the future 
find a more influential role in decision-making than 
it now occupies is unclear. If corrections moves 
from fluidity to a more structured, laboratory-like 
state, with experiment-minded administrators and 
experiment-promoting chiefs of research, the con­
trolled experiment may rise in importance. If pres­
ent trends toward change, toward increasing use of 
uncertain information, toward integration of proc­
ess and structure in ever widening systems con­
tinue, tbe controlled experiment may decline in im­
portance. 

6. Problem of Relevance. If the controlled ex­
periment is at its best in carefully structured sit­
uations, it is also at its best when ample time is 
available. SIPU went through a number of phases 
over a period of eleven years, seeking to throw 
light on the issues in caseload size. Eleven years 
were not enough, and the decisions on caseload size 
reduction went ahead with little help from SIPU. 
Caseload sizes went steadily downward, largely be­
cause of pressures from professional standards, al­
thougb possibly to some extent from a belief that 
SIPU would eventually prove that small caseloads 
paid off in lower recidivism rates. We must con­
clude that the results of SIPU were less relevant 
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to the administratoT$' objectives than were the pro­
fC<Sstonai standards on cascload size. 

PICO went through only one implementation 
phalle. although it experienced two analytical pha~es. 
Significant scientific and operational mformatlOn 
Came out of the second analytical phase. Yet PI CO 
bmugbt no operational changes of consequence. 
TnstiwtimHd programming continued as before, 
igooting the PICO fmdings, although .lhcrc was occa­
sionnl discussion of the "significant" results by exe­
cutive slall. At the time of the uncovery of the 
Iligoifi.ean! information-six years after the start of 
lht experiment-PICO was no longer relevant to 
the principal concerns of the Department of Cor­
rections. it would appear. 

'fhe Community Treatment Projecl went through 
three phases that covered a span of 13 years. It 
yielded very important information, both in opera­
tional nndin bnsic science terms. However, this 
project terminates in J974 On a declining note~ 
ovt'rlihndowed by such amorphous and nonexpen­
Illcntnl entitles as probation subsidy, youth service 
bureaus. and so on. For various reasons. the highly 
successful C'TP seems much less relevant in 1974 
tn tin it seemed in 1961. 

Conspicuously less relevant was the study of 
group counseling in a mens' prison-Prison Treat­
ment and PQf(}/e Survival.10 Slarted in 1962, at 
about the time thut group counseling in California 
prisons had reached Its pcnk. tbe e~periment re­
sulted in n final report in 1971, approximately nine 
yeurs nfter the infomlution might have been useful. 
Since: the project yielded no useful findings-partly 
bcc(l\lse of ntl unproductive design, partly for other 
rensons--i( wns in a poor position to impact de­
partmental policy. especially slnce interest in group 
cotltl'leling had now been dcclinjng for several years. 

The reoson for the apparent irrelevance of many 
controlled cxperimentnt projects at the time of their 
c()Ilchlsion is probably (\ complex of factors, There 
is the pl)sslbilily tbat in a rapidly changing field, un 
C'xP9rimcnt thut takes five. ten. orfiflt~cn years for 
execution falls fn.r behind the central ISSUes of lhe 
lietd ns structures nnd processes evolve, There is 
alsuthe possibility thtn tbe minor problems of pol­
icy that (lxperbncnts nre most suited to ad?ress nrc 
Ukcl)l to be of low rele\'nncc most of the time, pnr­
Ucuhulv nftcr fin inltifil burst of researcher.gener~ 
Ilted interest tccedes, For these and probably other 
feMomh the controlled experiment has problems of 
ooth retcVtU1CC nnd significance. In devising re­
SCllr~h strotesks. these nre matteI'S of c;onsiderublc 

il 

importance for both the agency administrator and 
the chief of research. 

E. Discussion 

The controlled experiment has been actively em. 
ployed in corrections over the past twenty years, at 
first quite confidently and hopefully, then more 
cautiously and with growing reservations. A review 
of results would appear to indicate that this evalua­
tion design bas had less impact on the field of cor­
rections than looser and "softer" research designs, 
The experiment is perhaps more a researcher's in 
strument than an administrator's aid to manage. 
ment 

Whether the controlled experiment is destined for 
a pedod of decline as systems methods-which ap. 
pear more suited to the growing complexity and 
scope of criminal justice evaluation problems-rise 
in importance is a pertinent issue. If this is indeed 
to be tbe case, the controlled experiment may lose 
ground on two fronts-to systems methods on the 
wider horizon, and to the quasi-experiment on the 
narrower arena of rigorous measurement. In the 
latter area, the controlled experiment is the reo 
searcher's favorite, but the quasi-experiment may 
fit the .needs and styles of administrative decision. 
making somewhat better. 

The ultimate role of the controlled experiment 
will be determined in part by the extent to which 
corrections becomes a rapidly changing subsystem 
within the criminal justice system. The latter musl 
eventually become the primary frame of reference 
in the evaluation of processes tbat deal with offend­
ers. Since corrections is a relatively minor part of 
the larger system, broader considerations must 
sooner or later dominate evaluative research in cor· 
rections. 

Administrator styles and administrator-researcher 
interaction may also playa part in determining the 
future of the controlled experiment. If a growing 
proportion of administrators adopt the traditional 
research point of view, there may be a resurgence 
of interest in making evaluative research in correc­
tions a series of well-chosen experimental tests of 
key hypotheses concerning correctional process and 
structure. 

There will continue to be areas within correc· 
tions where the controlled experiment will be con­
sidered the preferred evaluation model. This might 
occur where there are relatively stable structures 
and procedures and where highly complex designs 
leading to causal inferences are desired. The latter 

two conditions do not rule out use of the quasi­
experiment, but they encourage a preference for 
the true experiment. 

The possibility that the controlled experiment has 
b en used to poor advantage over the past twenty 
yee ars raises a number of questions. What is the best 

. .? role for the experimental method III correctlOns. 
Should it emphasize small studies such as RODEO 
at the local level, or large studies .s~ch .as SIPU at 
the state level? Should it seek preCISion III measure-

ent or should it stress theoretical issues and causal 
m , I' . t f inference? What has been the re atlve Impac 0 . 

the experiment as compared with non-experimental 
studies? Of the several uses thus far made of the 
experim(;nt, which have had the most important 
operational consequences? . 

There is a tendency on the part of some re­
searchers and administrators to assert that evalua­
tive research should make more lise of the con~ 

trolled experimental design. The wisdom of that 
assertion is not self-evident. It appears to be more 
important to ask what have been . t1~e operational 
results of experimentation in corrections over the 
past twenty years and what next steps appear to be 
indicated by a review of tbose results. 
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II 
CHAPTER 12. COST ANALYSIS AND COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS 11 

icy makers sometimes find it easier to make de- 'I' I 
cisions on the basis of economic loss and gain than ,I 
on more abstruse considerations. l! 

We have now seen that there are sevcral ways to 
measure correctional effectiveness. One method 
compares situations with standards and specifica­
tlons: another, compares behaviors with behaviors; 
still another compares agency actions with other 
ngencyactions. 

One additional method for measuring whether a 
process or program is preferable to another is to 
introduce monetary values as a basis for compari­
SOrl. These values may be costs or returns or both. 

There nrc several reasons for introducing the 
monetary criterion into correctional evaluation. On 
a general or philosophical level we have the fact 
thut many offenders who are institutionlllized (the 
most expensive form of correctional procedure) are 
widelY regarded by knowledgeable persons as not in 
need or incarceration. No good is served by the 
process. This means that corrections is being need­
lessly inefficient, of len to great extreme. In essence, 
it is wtlsting scarce resources. 

Furthermore, lhereis wide belief that institution­
nlizntion of many and perhaps most offenders is not 
only needless but also dysfunctional. It not only 
docs not help; it harms the offender, or his fam­
ily, or the community, or all three. It reduces the 
offender's economic status and potential directly, 
nud punishes his fnmity and community indirectly. 

.f'inally, only a smull percentage of crimes are 
clctlrcd, by arrest nnd conviction of the guillY of­
fender. If incarceration is punishment for an offense, 
it is n wasteful, dysfunctional and inequitable way 
of administering punishment. The inequity is fre­
qtl(mtly defended 01\ the grounds of deterrence­
of the offender himself and also other potential 
offenders. However, the evidence that deterrence 
nc"{tll'llly r~sults from most convictions or most in­
carcerations is nol conclusive. 

Consequently, corrections as now conducted up­
penrs wllsleful, dysfunctiolHll and inequitable. It 
mny be described as nn-ill-advised use of resources. 
und the best wny of understanding its lack of nd­
viscdncss is to study It in terms of resources cx­
pctHied and returns received. Such n study is good 
not olll), for undersumding but also (or nction. Pol~ 
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There are also technical or tactical reasons for J 1 
using the monetary criterion. One is that it often .. j 

discloses positive outcomes even when the behaviorall 
criterion indicates no gain. In the Silverlake Experi-] 
ment there was no improvement in recidivism on the I i 
part of the treatment group, but there was a de- Ii 
cided economic advantage for the treatment pro- f 1 
gram. Another is that this criterion can summarize ! I 
meaningfully a mass of behavioral data that is sta- I! 
tistically unmanageable as behavioral data. The f:'! 
monetary criterion provides a common denominatorl 
that translates behaviors into economic consequencesl 

·l 
and permits easier summation and analysis. Finally, ·1 
the monetary criterion permits valid choices be- II 
tween programs when the choice would -be invalid II 
on the basis of recidivism rates alone or program 11 
costs per capita alone. " , 

The monetary criterion is thus more powerful ·.1 
and more versatile than the behavioral criterion. 1-\ 
It may also be generally more useful. It speaks the r ! 
language of the policy maker and the budget keeper (I 
without losing sight of the offender behaviors that I·} 
underlie the problem at hand. Because of these i· ! 

qualities, the monetary criterion is likely to grow in )' ! 
importance in corrections. We will consider some '1 
of ~ts applications, look.ing particularly at. the cate· t ~Ii 
gones of 1) cost analYSIS, 2) cost compansons, and 1 
3) cost and benefit comparisons. I{ 

{. 1 

A. Cost Analyses II 
f I 

Cost analyses as considered here are the operat· ! ,1 
ing costs of attempting specified correctional objee- t <} 
lives such as "rehabilitating a juvenile gang," or t I 
"correcting 25 youthful offenders." These studies I I 
trac:- the. correctio?al or ~rimi.n.al justic~ actions or 11 
services mvolved In dealIng With speCific offender •• 1 
management tasks or processes. Each action or serv- !~ 
ice is "cos ted" by applying business office or audi- LJ 
tor figures to each unit of action and service and 11 
totaling the costs. This may be done for a partieu- t J 
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lar program experience by one or more offenders 
or for a series of experiences in several agencies 
over a period of years. Two examples follow: 

1. The Cost of Correcting a Juvenile Gang. In 
1964 the research office of the Los Angeles County 
Probation Department became interested in the mag­
nitude of the criminal justice costs that were gen­
erated by one of the delinquent juvenile gangs that 
was known to the Department. The Department's 
Group Guidance Program, a street worker activity 
that was trying to control and change a few of the 
County's estimated 300 delinquent gangs, per­
formed "area studies" and maintained rosters on 
the core members of the more troublesome gangs. 
The research office decided to trace and cost the 
official histories of core members in one of the 
gangs on which Group Guidance had a member­
ship list. 

Arrests, court appearances, detentions, proba­
tion terms, county camp stays, jail or juvenile hall 
stays, Youth Authority commitments and parole 
terms were identified as the basic data. Informa­
tion on these actions and services was assembled by 
tracing the core individuals through the police, pro­
bation, and Youth Authority records. Unit costs 
were obtained from the business offices of the agen­
cies involved or from the county auditor. 

The followup disclosed a total expenditure of 
about $200,000 for the 24 core members of the 
gang over a six-year period. This amounted to about 
$33,000 per year for the 24 boys or about $1,400 
per boy-year. The biggest component of cost 
($61,491) was borne by the California Youth Au­
thority. The next largest component ($51,099) was 
borne by the Probation Camp system of the Los 
Angeles County Probation DepartmenLl 

By itself, this case study was primarily descrip.­
tive. In conjunction with similar studies on properly 
selected gangs, it could serve as part of an evalua­
tive study of considerable significance. For exam­
ple, when compared with data on a "tre!lted" gang 
that had similar characteristics, it could provide evi­
dence on the economic consequences of street work. 

2. Cost of Correcting Youthful Offenders. A sim­
ilar study was undertaken in the D. C. Department 
of Corrections in 1968. A 25-youth sample of the 
1968 "graduates" of the Department's Youth Center 
was taken and their criminal justice careers were 
traced and costed. The rationale here was similar 
to that in the Los Angeles gang costs study. Taken 
alone the study would be merely descriptive; used 

later in comparative analysis, it would be a means 
to an evaluative study . 

The 25 DCDC youths were traced through the 
police, courts, welfare, and corrections departments 
to identify all criminal justice actions and services 
recorded in each case history. Unit costs were ob­
tained from business offices where possible, calcu­
lated from budgetary and work-load data where 
necessary, or, as in one instance, adapted from the 
table of costs in the Los Angeles County report on 
the cost of a juvenile gang: 

The summed costs for the 25 youths, whose 
criminal histories extended back nine years on the 
average, were about $842,000. This wprked out to 
approximately $31,000 per youth, or about $3,444 
per youth-year.2 These youths were older than the 
Los Angeles gang members; they were farther along 
in criminal histories, had been maintained in more 
expensive facilities, and the costs were current as of 
a later date than those of the gang members; hence, 
the higher year-cost per case. 

B. Cost Comparisons 

Cost comparisons bring together two or more 
cost analyses and thus provide a basis for an eval­
uative judgment. The judgment may take several 
forms, including "The cost to the community of 
managing these offenders is less by Method A than 
by Method B." The comparison shows the magni­
tudes and differences in costs of the two or more 
methods. 

1. The Saginaw Project (1957-61). This project 
grew out of a belief that an increased use of proba­
tion would reduce ,the need for commitment to state 
prison and would thus save prisoner maintenance 
costs and county welfare costs for the families of 
prisoners. 3 Sa,ginaw County (Michigan) added three 
probation officers to its existing staff (at that time, 
three officers, thus doubling its staff size). It then 
kept records as to dispositions of cases that came 
before the court after expansion of services. Pro­
bation, jail and prison dispositions during a three­
year period were cOfDpared with-similar dispositions 
during an equivalent period before the expansion of 
probation. 

The analysis of the project was by staff members 
of the University of Michigu.n School of .Social 
Work:1 The results for the three-year period (com­
pared with an equivalent three-year "before" period) 
were as follows: 

• Reduction in prison costs ,~ 

• Reduction in parole costs 
$296,560 

49,280 
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• Avoidance of welfare costs 

Tot.al savings 

78,594 

$424,434 

The reductions in costs were presumed savings 
made on 88 dispositions thr,t were estimated to 
have avoided prison as a result of the augmentation 

'of probation staff. The staffing cost was approxi­
mately $ J 00,000 over the three years; the alterna­
tive costs without the staffing would have been 
about $525,000,' hence, the $424,434 savings. 

Since this was a before-after study that was 
cruder in design than a quasi-experiment, the re­
liability of the estimates is a matter for speculation. 
II should be noted also that jail costs, which in­
creased as a result of the reduction in prison terms, 
were not explicitly accounted [or in the costing 
process. The rationale given was that some of the 
jail terms were very short, and persons who finished 
jail terms often did not receive probation super­
vision afterward, thus not incurring probation costs. 

The cost comparison'-':-$100,000 with probation 
increase, $525,000 without probation increase­
does not go into the matter of benefits such as earn­
ings during the time ,the probationer might have 
been in prison without the program. Thus the 
analysis is a cost comparison rather than a cost­
benefit analysis, strictly speaking. 

However, if averted costs are defined as benefits, 
a first-year benefit/cost ratio of about 5 to 1 may 
be estimated for the project. This is unusually high 
for correctional projects, but it is a plausible figure 
because the primary function of the project was 
the elimination of Clpensivc institutionalization. 

2. The PICa Project. The PICO Project ran for 
six years (1955-61) and processed about 1,600 
oldcr Youth Authority wards through a four-way 
cOIHrollcd experiment to tc:st the efficacy of individ­
ual psyehothcrapy with such wards. a During the first 
two ycnrs of the project; an amenability-nonamcn­
ability classification divided incoming wards into 
rO\lghly equal halvcs. The two types of controls re­
ceived the rcgular institutional program of academic 
education tlnd vocational training. The experimental 
fimcnables und experimental nonamenables received 
the regular program pius twice weekly individual 
therapy, nnd some group therapy. One therapist 
carded a cnselond of 25 clients and worked with 
them nn average of,ninc months. 

The experimental results, as disclosed in a 33-
month post-release followup, showed reduced re­
cidivism ~y the treated amenables and increased re­
cidivism by the treated nonnmennbles. In other 
words, t110 nonamennbles who were randomized into 
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experimental status performed worse upon release [1 It may be concluded that the PICO Project dem-
than their controls. This apparently indicated that I~ onstrated rather definitively that individual psycho-
the nonamenables were affected adversely, or dis-} therapy in prison, with older youth (or young 
organized, or harmed by the experiment. 1 adults), has a significant effect upon the "amenables" 

Over the 33 months of follow up that occurred in ·l 'among such youth, and that the operationalization 
the study, the experimental amen abies averaged 2.1 "i of the project would have been advantageous to the 
months back in California prisons, the control amen-) Department of Corrections in a monetary sense. 
abIes 4.8 months, the control nonamenables 4.8 . I As matters developed, the Department failed to 
months, and the experimental nonamenables 5.5 ,l discover the effectiveness of the project because of 

h ! " a masking problem that appeared in the experiment mont s. " i 
The cost of the additional treatment, beyond the r 1 after the se,cond year. The results, were reported to 

regular institutional programs, can be estimated f I be nil, and the experiment was essentially written off 
from the therapists' caseloads and salaries. With r I as "inefficacious." In 1960 there was a reanalysis 
caseloads of 25 that were carried for £ll average! 1 of some of the data, the masking effect was discov­
of nine months, a therapist could treat 33.3 cases \. I ered, and the significant findings were reported out. 
in a year. If he were treating "amenable" cases, he .. 1 However, the opportunity appeared to have been 
would save his clients 33.3 x 2.7 or 89.91 months 'f 1 lost, and the individual therapy program was never • 
of prison time over th.e first 33 months after re: '.'.1 operationalized. Why this occurred in a project that 
lease. If he were treatIng nonamenables cases, on! was planned and executed by in-house practitioners 
the other hand, he would increase their prison time f: I and that yielded outstanding results in performance 
about 23 months over the amount expected., He t! ~odification as well as attractive economic gains' 
would thus be generating a loss for his clients and Ii should interest all proponents of research utilization. 
for the correctional system. ji 3. The Group Guidance Project., In 1965 the 

The cost of a therapist-year of treatment and the , .. \ Grou.p Guidance program of the Los Angeles 
savings or losses over ~ 33-month period for threej County Probation Department was seriously chal­
types of caseloads can be summarized as follows: 1,.'.1 lenged by the Police Department of Los Angeles, 

, which claimed that the program encouraged rather 
Therapist's I. 1 

Type 0/' Salary 33-month 1;1 than reduced delinquency among gang members. 
Caseload (Assllmei) Savings Losses: The program was first sllspended then resumed 
Amenables $15,000 $20,964 _______ I, pending an evaluation. One evaluation was presently 
Mixed 15,000 11,640 ------- l"! underway in the Youth Studies Center of the Uni-
Nonamenables 15,000 $24,324 II versity of Southern California under a foundation 

The savings of $20,964 were arrived at by esti- 'i grant. The YSC evaluation was initially planned as 
mating the cost of 89.91 months of prison at $400 ['I an experiment, with control and experimental gangs 
per month and subtracting the $15,000 thera- , •. ! and areas; in its final form, it might best be de­
pist's salary from the estimated value, $35,964. An- 11 scribed as an experiment in which the gang under 
other way of stating this is that the prison can either I I Group Guidance served as their own controls.o 

spend $15,000 per year on a therapist or an esti- I". \ A second evaluation was undertaken by the Pro-
mated 2.4 times that amount because it has not " bation Department's research office, on an emergency 
provided a therapist for its amenable cases. As for t basis, using a quasi-experimental design, and em-
the nonamenable cases, the prison adminis.~rator ! I phasizing costs as a criterion. For this evaluation, 
would be very well-advised to keep such cases out I··· .. ~ three roughly comparable gangs were identified from 
of individuai psychotherapy. i1 the Department's area studies. One gang had had 

It should be, .noted that this presentation is rather II full Group Guidance service several years previously, 
elementary, disregarding the matters of discount I { another had had partial service, and the third had 
rates and marginal costs. These are points for later 11 had no service. The study was wholly retrospective, 
discussion. It will also be noted that this kind of t i and could be concluded as rapidly as the data could 
cost analysis does not include benefits from in- 1j be collected from the records and analyzed. 
creased earnings after release or other kinds of It The data were abstracted from police, probation, 
benefits apart from prison time avoided. A full ac- k! and Youth Authority records. Criminal histories 

counting of costs and benefits, would have required IJ and criminal career costs of the core members of the 
a broader range 'of data then were collected for 1':1 three gangs were reconstructed. The histories in 

the PICO Project I' 
tj 
·f; \~ 
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each case were followed for a span of six years, 
which was estimated to cover the gang career of the 
typical core member. The six-year span was chosen 
so as to be split at midpoint by the date of inaugu­
ration of treatment for the two treated gangs. This 
provided "before" and "after" segments of gang 
careers, before treatm<:>nt and after treatment, with 
the control gang careers running parallel for the six­
year period. 

The cost of criminal justice management of the 
average member of each of the three gangs, before 
and after the treatment inuaguration, is shown in 
the following tabulation: . 

A verage Criminal Cqreer Costs before 
and During Treatment 

Gang 
Untreated 
Partially Treated 
Fully Treated 

3 Years Before 
$2,934 
3,695 
3,944 

3 Years DlIring 
$4,576 
2,601 
2,345 

Although the initial desire of the researchers had -
been to find three gangs that were quite similar in 
all respects except for having been involved in 
supervision by Group Guidance workers, this proved 
impossible. Service went usually to the most trouble­
some gangs. On the basis of the pre-service criminal 
career costs, one would nominate the third gang as 
the one most likely to come to the attention of 
Group Guidance, and that is in fact what happened. 

Observing that the untreated gang members in­
curred about $1,600 more in criminal justice costs 
in the second three years than in the first, while the 
fully treated gang incurred about $1,600 less, we can 
infer a reduction .of about $3,200 in criminal justice 
costs per gang member in the after periop as a re­
sult of the application of Group Guidance service. 
For the 43 core members of the fully treated gang, 
the exact amoun\, comes to $139,263 over three 
years, or a reduction of about $45,000 per year. 
This reduction was achieved by lhe application of 
one-half the time of a Group Guidance worker to the' 
fully treated gang. 

The $45,000 reduction in criminal justice costs 
must be seen as the consequence of spending one­
half the sala'ry of a group guidance worker. Assum­
ing the worker's salary to be about $15,000, we have 
a treatment cost of $7,500 and a saving of $37,500 
for the year. Thus, the County could weigh the de­
sirability of investing $7,500 per year for street 
worker service, or paying $45,000 for the criminal 

justice costs of gang activity that the worker might 
avert,7 
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It is of some interest here to contrast the cost 
~HHtlysjs with the behavioral analysis of the three 
gang performances. If performances arc compared 
in terms of arrests, juvenile hall detentions. proba­
tiOl1 supervi5ion, camp stays, Youth Authority stays 
and Youth Authority parole, the data distribute 
oveJ as few as J 2 and as many as 36 cells, depend­
ing on how the performance categories are grouped. 
Duw of this kind arc virtually impossible to manage 
for J 00 cnses under the conventional rules of statis­
tical inference. Judgmenlally. they appear to show 
"superior" performance and higher levels of "free­
dom" for the untreated gang in the before period 
and II reverse of these conditions in the after period. 
MoneLUrily, they show a marked increase in the 
cfflciency of gang control as a result of modest in­
vestments in street workers. 

Since these results conflict with the findings of 
the Youth Studies Center research, a 'word 011 this 
mutter is pertinent. Either or .both of the studies 
mny be in error. Also, both may be correct. The two 
studies used different bodies of data, from different 
sets of gangs. recorded at different times in the his~ 
t()ry of I.os Angeles. In each instance, the quality 
of the data, the dMn collection and annlytieal pro­
cedures, nnd the impact of historical or external 
events could have invalidated one study without 
inv{lIidnling the other. On the other hand, one or 
Inore of these faclors may have worked to the serious 
detriment of both studies. Replication of one or both 
studies COlild help resolve some of the questions of 
credibility that hnve been raised by the conflicting 
findings. 

Both studies could be correct since neither had 
major external vnlidity. Only one street 'worker was 
involved in the 1'l'Obation Depul'tment study, and he 
wns recognized as a "genius" in handling gang mem­
bers by even tbe Police Department. who wished to 
sec the strect worker program disbanded. Since' there 
was wide vnriability in worker capability. two nar­
rmvl)' focused studies could correctly report c1iffer­
ent results by incorporating, on the one hand, effec­
tive street workers, und on the other, ineffective 
workers or dYl't\ll1ctionnl study procedures. What 
!\ctunlly occllt'red ill the two studies remains to be 
asccrltlhlCd, although it is of interest that the YSC 
study concluded thut its project design had inad­
vertently incrensed the I.cvcl of gung delinquency in 
the groups studicd.lI 

As ()i" lhc Probation DCpuftOlcnt study, the fact 
I.ht\t its street worker was nn unusually capable in-
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dividual raises questions as to how widely the results 
may be generalized. Low generalizability to other 
street workers or to other communities would reduce 
the significance of the monetary firidings. However, 
the data suggest provisionally that there is at least 
a moderate claim to both internal and external va­
lidity in the study. 

4. The Parole Work Unit Program. This program 
began in 1965 as a test of small parole caseloads, 
adjusted in size to meet parolee needs for supervi­
sion or support, against the larger, traditional case­
loads. The results for the first six months appeared 
unfavorable to the Work Unit principle, but changes 
in decision-making procedures and use of com­
munity resources shifted the results of the project. 
In the small casdoads, rates of return to prison 
gradually declined. The rate of return at two years 
after release dropped to about 21 percent in 1973 
as compared with an average rate of 44 percent 
in the four years ( 1961-64 ) before the project I 

began. r 
Paradoxically, the large caseloads showed about ' 

the same drop in rate of return as the small case- I· 
loads, suggesting that the significant factor may have " 
been neither caseload size nor "supervision need" I" 

but the manner in which parole agent decisions were I, 
made. 

The drop in rate of reimprisonment meant a re­
duction of an estimated 5,827 man-years of prison 
time, equivalent to savings of $23,000,000, during 
1966-73. The savings per man-year were $4,601, 
or the difference between the cost of incarceration 
($5,246 per man~year) and the cost of parole ($645 
per man-year).9 

Since this saving was accomplished by 1,513 
years of parole-agent effort (an average of 190 
parole agents per year over eight years), we can 
estimate cost savings per agent-year at $15,200. 

5, The Silverlake Experiment. This experiment 
was a four-year inquiry into the effects of a "thera­
peutic milieu" on delinquent boys who ordinarily 
would have been placed in a private residential 
facility. Assignment to Silverlake house, in Los 
Angeles, and to Boys Republic, outside the city, 
was random. Lengths of stay were about six monthS 
in Silverlake and about 13 months in Boys Re­
public. tO 

Evaluation of the project rested on comparisons 
of experimentals and controls on a) relative fre­
quency of arrest for new offenses during the first 
year back in the community, b) seriousness of new 
offenses committed, and c) relationship of arrests in 
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the before period to those in the equivalent after 
period. 

The two groups did not differ significantly in fre-
quency of arrests in the post~release period, nor were 
there differences in before-and~after patterns of ar­
rest. Experimentals appeared to become involved 
in slightly less serious offenses in the post-release 
period as compared with the controls. 

The major finding in the experiment was that the 
community saved about $2,000 per delinquent boy 
by processing him through Silveriake rather than 
through Boys Republic. Silverlak'e is thus a notable 
example of a project in which there is a noteworthy 
monetary gain even though there is no appearen t 

improvement in the behaviors of the treated subjects. 
6. Saginaw to Silverlake: Cost Reductions per 

Therapist-Year of Effort. It is interesting to compare 
the cost savings per therapist~year of effort in the 
five projects just examined. The meaning of the 
comparison is not wholly clear, but it leads to some 
useful speculations, and perhaps in time to produc­
tive inquiries. 

The cost savings are based on the data given in 
the foregoing discussion and do not cover all possi­
ble benefits from the projects. It will also be noted. 
that three kinds of occurrences were evident in the 
projects: behavioral changes, personality changes, 
and decision changes. The following tabulation lists 
the five projects, the reported cost· savings per 
therapist year, and the kinds of changes that took 
plaee in the projects. 

Approximate 
Cost Savings per Kinds oj 

Project Therapist-Year Change 

Street Worker (Juvenile $75,000 Behavioral 
Gang). 

Saginaw Project 47,000 Decision 
PWUP: Parole Work 15,200 Decision 

Unit Program. 
PICO Project: Mix.cd 12,000 Personali ty 

Cases. 
Silverlake Project 8,000 Decision 

To make clear the distinction between decision 
changes and personality or behavioral changes, it 
may be noted that the Saginaw Project featured 
~ecisions by the court to place .some men on proba­
tion who would in earlier years have been sent to 
prison. There is no evidence that the savings -in any 
way required a personality change or fundamental 
behavioral change on the part of the offenders. In 
the PXCO Project, the nine months of intensive psy­
chotherapy presumably resulted in personality 
changes in at least some of the experimental cases-

favorable changes in the amenables and unfavorable 
changes in the nonamenables. These changes, one 
might infer, led to behavioral differences that were 
reflected in the different rates of return to prison. 

In the Silverlake Experiment, since there appeared 
to be no appreciable behavioral changes in the ex­
perimental subjects, the project's main effect was 
cost savings from allocation of subjects to the more 
economical Silverlake program. 

Behavioral ch&nges in the street gang members 
in the Group Guidance study may be assumed from. 
the apparent reduction in involvement with the 
police, courts, and corrections. Personality changes 
may have occurred, but they were not as directly 
sought as in the case of, the PICO Project, and they 
would have to be inferred from the improved be­
haviors of the gang members. 

C; Cost-Benefit Comparisons -

A third type of program evaluation in which the 
monetary criterion is important is that in which 
benefits -as well as costs are examined .. This type 
of analysis is possible when there are benefits other 
than cost r~ductions and data on the benefits are 
available or can be reliably estimated. 

1. Cost Analysis of a Work Release Program. 
The D.C. Department of Corrections began a work 
release program in 1966, basing it first in a country­
side prison, then moving it to a jail in D.C., and 
finally lodging it in a scattering of halfway houses 
in the inner city.ll The principal operating 
costs were for staffing the work-release unit; the 
principal benefits, the earnings of the work releasees. 
Because work releasees were maintained under lower 
security than other prisoners, staffing costs were 
lower. 
. During Phase I (the prison phase), the cost of 
maintaining an average of 54 felons and 44 mis­
demean ants was $104,209. Compared with regular 
prisoners, this was a saving of $59,548 to the De~ 
partment. During Phase II, the program was housed 
in the Jail, with an increased but still relatively 
small staff. For this period there was a saving of 
$109,342. 

In Phase I the work releasees returned $94,006 
to the government in payment for lodgings and taxes. 
This came out of total earnings of $387,376. They 
also paid $74,104 to dependents and to creditors 
in the community and retained $219,265 for their 
own use in the program and after release. 

The average return to the government from these 
earnings was $769 per felon work-release-year and 
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$580 per misdemeanant work-release-year. Returns 
to government and community (dependents and 
creditors) together totaled $1,363 for felons and 
$1,071 for misdemeanants per· participant year. 
With the addition of departmental cost reductions, 
total benefits from work release came to $2,315 per 
felon-wprk-release-year and $2,023 per misdemean­
ant work-release-year. These, figures do m;>t include 
benefits to the economy 'or to the individual from 
monies retained by the work releasee. 

During Phase n, the work releasees' earned a total 
of $370,524, of which $125,559 went to the govern­
ment, $59,873 went to creditors and dependents, and 
$185,091 was retained for personal use. The aver­
age return to the government alone per man-year 
in the program" was $789 in Phase II. The average 
return to government and cOinmunity together was 
$1,166 per man-year. With reduction in depart­
mcntal maintenance costs -added, the benefits from 
work-release to persons .other than the participants 
came to $2,363, per program-man-year. The cost to 
society of maintaining an inmate in the Department 
of Corrections thus appeared to be reduced about 
one-half by plachlg him on work release rather than 
in an institution. 

These ~alculations omitted any benefits that'might 
have 'accrued in the future because of increased 
earnings or reduced recidivism after graduation from 
work release. Additional data would be required to 
ascertain whether such benefits did in fact occur 
because of work release. 

Future Benefits. The possibility of future benefits 
was not examined in two of the examples previously 
cited-PICO, or the Group Guidance Project In 
the Silverlake Experiment, the absence of differences 
in performance between experimentals and controls 
suggests that there may be no benefits beyond the 
reduction in costs in Silverlake. 

There are programs, however, in which there 
appears to be a strong likelihood of benefits that 
extend into the future. A full accounting of the 
monetnry values relating to such projects requires 
~bme consideration of future benefits. In the Group 
Guidance Project, interviews with ox-gang members 
yielded informntion about value systems and modes 
or existence that suggested enduring continuation of 
project benefits. The same tendency might be in­
ferred from PICO, but on different grounds; the 
treated amen abies showed rapid improvement over 
their controls In avoidance of lockup during the 
fixst year out, and a slower but continUing improve­
ment until the end of Lhe 33-month followup period. 
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This implies that here could b.e at least a modest 
expansion of the recidivism rate differential for an 

'indefinite period of time. . 
The wisdom of predicting further gains, or even . 

the maintenance of present gains, beyond the end of 
a specified period of followup is not clear. Experi. 
ence shows both types of outcomes in well-known 
studies. The PI CO differential was growing at 33 
months; the CASE differential had shrunk to nothing 
at the end of three years. The Fricot gains were . 
wiped out in three years; the Provo gains were con­
tinuing at the last point of followup. The frequency 
of the CASE and Fricot types of outcome suggest 
that there is considerable risk in predicting gains 
for more than a year or two into the future, hence, 
the estimation of future benefits in corrections needs 
to be done with caution. 

2. Costs and Benefits of Narcotic Addiction 
Treatment. One example of estimation of costs and 
benefits of treatment is an analysis of the economic 
consequences of addict treatment in the District of 
Columbia.12 The treatment program grew out of re­
search and planning in the D.C. Department of 
Corrections and so is relevant to the subject matter 
of this Guide. 

The analysis was undertaken in 1970, several 
months after the DCDC community-based centers 
for narcotic-involved offenders were taken over by 
the District and expanded. At that time, using over· 
dose deaths as a clue, it was estimated that there 
were between 10,OQO and 20,000 heroin addicts in 
the District. 

If there were 15,000 addicts, using heroin at an 
average cost of $40 daily, and assuming that one· 
fifth of the supply came through street pushing, the 
total cost of heroin purchased yearly in the District 
would be $175,000,000. At the same time, the an· 
nual cost of crime to victims of larceny (including 
shoplifting) was estimated at about $160,000,000, 
using reported offenses and adding by formula for 
unreported offenses. If addicts were responsible for 
about one-half the property crimes, the realized t. 

monies (after fencing, street sales of merchandise, 
etc.) would obviously be too low to cover the esti~ 
mated heroin costs. Consequently, other sources of 
funds, including welfare, prostitution, and earnings 
from legitimate employment were used in estimating 
costs. 

Benefits of successful treatment were calculated 
for the following categories: drug purchase monies 
freed for other uses; earnings increase; and police, 
court, corrections and parole costs averted. Assum· 

ing 400 successes in one year of treatment of 1,000 
ca~es, the benefits accruing in one year would 
amount to $5,750,770. The cost of treating the 1,000 
cases would be $1,400,000 given the 1969-70 costs. 

The benefit/cost ratio ($5,750,770/$1,400,000) 
for one year would be 4.1 to 1, assuming $40 per 
day per addict for heroin costs and 50 percent of 
property crime arising from addicts. If the assump­
tions were changed to $25 per day for drugs and 33 
percent of property crime arising from addicts, the 
one-year benefit/cost ratio would decrease to 2.7 
to 1. Under the latter assumptions, and with spec~­
fied rates of readdiction of treated addicts in the 
first seven years and stabilization thereafter, the 11-
year benefit/cost ratio would be 8.5 to 1.13 

These conclusions obviously depend upon as­
sumptions about success in treatment. Knowledge 
of success under the newer programs is limited, 
although Gearing reported a 40 percent success rate 
in one addict treatment program that was similar to 
the District's program in extensive use of methadone 
maintenance.14 If the success rate were to fall to 100 
in 1,000; or 10 percent at the end of the first year, 
the benefit/ratio would be $1,437,680/$1,100,000, 
or about 1.3 to 1. The ll-year ratio wbuld be 
appreciably higher. 

These values assume a 10 percent discount rate­
that is, a "marking" down of future benefits in ac­
knowledgement of the fact that commitment of pres­
ent monies for future benefits requires an incentive. 

3. 'Costs and Benefits of Pretrial Diversion, A di-, 
version demonstration project in the District of 
Columbia courts was initiated in early 1968 and sub­
jected to evaluation a year later to ascertain whether 
it was effective and efficient.15 Effectiveness was 
measured by means of a quasi-experiment, which 
compared participants and "controls" on arrests, 
employment,_ and earnings one year after leaving 
the program.16 

Efficiency was measured by comparing the eco­
nomic benefits of the program, present and future, 
with the costs of the' program.17 Benefits were esti­
mated for the following: savings through diversion 
from court appearances, trials and incarceration; 
savings through future recidivism reduction; and 
savings through earnings enhancement. Recidivism 
and earnings benefits were projected about five 
years ahead of the termination of followup. 

The results, with future benefits discounted at 10 
percent, were as follows: 

Benefits from diversion 
Benefits from earnings ___ _ 

$104,994.77 
170,729.00 

Benefits from recidivism __ 198,448.07 
Total benefits _______ 474,171.84 
Total costs _________ ~. 223,256.00 

Benefit/ cost ratio: 2.1 to 1 
The cost estimates were made with research funds 

excluded and 25 percent of the project administra­
tor costs considered as inapplicable (because they 
pertained to a youth phase of· the project, not in­
cluded in the present analysis). The cost per month 
per adult came to $194.38; the project cost per 
adult participant amounted to $506.52. 

Education benefits had been considered for in~ 
elusion in the benefit estimates but were finally 
judged to be too small ana also difficult ho estimate. 
Other potential benefits not included in the esti­
mates, and which might be inferred from a projected 
reduction of recidivism, are reductions in welfare 
costs, reductions in private crime prevention equip­
ment and manpower, reductions in community dis­
ruption, . and so on. 

The earnings benefits from Crossroads were as­
sumed to continue over a five-year period, diminish­
ing to equality between participants and hypothetical 
controls at that time. Benefits from recidivism 
averted were calculated by use of assumptions about 
future crimes by' the participants and controls and 
about the police, court, and prison costs associated 
with those crime rates. Diversion benefits were based 
on assumptions about the costs of police time; court 
costs, and incarceration costs averted through suc­
cess in completing the program and bypassing 
adjudication. 

The Crossroads cost-benefit analysis rests on a 
complex set of assumptions in a number of areas, 
including the future performance of hypothetical 
comparison group members. As a result, many ob­
servers may be inclined to accord the conclusions of 
the analysis rather low credibility. This is in many 
ways a defensible judgment. It should be noted, 
however, that the 2.1 to 1 benefit/cost ratio derived 
for Crossroads is relatively modest compared with 
the 6 to 1 ratio that may be derived for Miguel 
Duran's work with the Spartan Gang in Los Angeles 
or the 5.3 to 1 for the Saginaw Project, In each 
of these cases specifiable benefits have been excluded 
from the estimates and all the ratios may be safely 
conservative. The possibility that they may all be 
shown to be highly credible should come as no sur­
prise in an activity as inefficient as present-day cor­
rections or criminal justice. 

4. Cost-Benefits in Prison College Programs 
(1973). In a recent evaluation of five NewGate and 
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five non··NewGate prison college programs, recidiv­
ism, social impact, and benefit/cost ratios were 
used as methods of· ascertaining effectiveness and 
inefficiency. is Recidivism was found to be no lower 
among program participants than among comparison 
group members. Social impact was inferred to be 
positive but the conclusions were on wholly quali­
tative bases. Benefit/cost ratios were computed by 
focusing on taxes paid by recent participants and 
non-participants, projecting the differential for 
twenty years, and comparing the twenty-year tax 
differential with the costs of the college programs 
to the community. 

The assumption wns made that that the increments 
in federal income taxes paid annually by persons 
finishing one, two, three or four yea'rs of college 
over those paid by persons with one or less years of 
college would provide the best base for estimating 
benefits from the programs. Calculating the annual 
increment for the mix of college years completed 
by 100 parolees from eacti of the programs, mul­
tiplying by 20 (years) and comparing with the cost 
o( educating 100 men in each of the programs dis­
closed the amount of gain or loss at 20 years. 

The results of the comparison are shown in the 
tabulation on the page following. Data were lacking 
on two of the ten programs hence only eight com­
parisons were made. Instead of discounting benefits 
at 10 or 15 percent, the tabulation shows the gains 
in undiscounted values and also in terms of the 
compound interest ra~e that would generate the 
gain in 20 years. ' 

PriSon 
Col/ege 

Program 
A~hland'" 
Miinnesota ... 
New Mexico" 
Oregon+ 
Pi.lnnsylvnnia • 
Lompoc 
IIIitlois 
Texas 

Cost per 
100 

Prisoners 
365,123 
326,742 
%,156 

216,566 
401,451 
21,641 
33,945 
53,325 

+NewGnte programs 

2(J-yr 
Tax Gain or 

incrl!l1lent Loss 
50,590 -314,533 

480,760 154,918 
247.880 161,724 
495,920 279,354 
640,120 238,669 
276.740 255,099 
376.520 342,575 
62,810 9,485 

Rate 
of 

Gain 
-9.4% 

1.9% 
5.4% 
4.2% 
2.3% 

13.6% 
12.8% 
0.8% 

This approach to cost-benefit analysis probably 
underestimates seriollsly the benefits that derive from 
the college programs. However, the basic data re­
quired for other approaches are lacking, so this h, 
perhaps \,\ reasonable strategy under the circum­
stances. The DCDC evaluation of its own prison col­
lege program showed recidivisO'), rates definitely 
fnvoring the program participants and benefits from 
recidivism reduction alone approximately equal to 
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costs. is Witb additional benefits from increased 
earnings and lower claims against welfare and health 
services, the DCDC benefit/cost ratio should be 
higber than most of those shown in the tabulation. 

D. Discussion 

In a society where most social action programs 
are seen as impacts upon resources as well as Upon 
persons, cost-benefit analysis is likely to become 
increasingly important in agency evaluations. The 
use of this form of analysis gives tbe agency admin· 
istrator a more precise and more convincing Ian· 
guage for tbe support of productive programs. It 
gives the evaluator a versatile and powerful tech­
nique that greatly increases his ability to assess 
processes and programs. . 

Cost-benefit analysis is at once open-ended, ex­
ploratory, and demanding. It is open-ended because 
the benefits that stem from rational choices of dis­
positions and from behavioral or personality changes 
in offenders are numerous. The evaluator may draw 
on few or many of these possibilities in planning his 
evaluation strategy. Open-endedness marks the 
technique both ~cross possibilities and through 'time. 

The cost-benefit technique is exploratory because 
of its newness and the dearth of exemplary cases 
and recognized guidelines. Its exploratory nature 
makes it' well suited to application in a social action 
field that is in n state of transition. It also makes it ' 
especially useful to evaluators who arc resourceful 
and uncommitted to evaluation's more traditional 
methods. 

Cost-benefit analysis is demanding because it 
requires new learning, provides few clear-cut rules, 
and often pushes for heavy reliance upon assump· 
tions and relatively free judgments in coming to 
conclusions. 

The technique is most easily applied in conjunc­
tion with experimental or quasi-experimental re­
search designs and with costs and benefits calculated 
only in the period of follow .. up. It becomes more 
difficult to apply when projections of costs and bene· 
fits arc made and when the comparative costs and 
benefits have to be determined by estimation, par· " 
ticularly when the estimates require complex systems 
of assumptions. 
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CHAPTER 13. OPERATIONS RESEARCH AND SYSTEMS 
ANALYSIS 

II 
fl 
'J 
i 

Project evaluation, program evaluation and 
process evaluation give a piecemeal view of how 
things are going in a correctional agency. These 
narrow perspectives leave executive staff ill-prepared 
for many aspects of the decision-making process. A 
more global view of what is going on is desirable, 
and to achieve this global view a different evaluation 
strategy is required. We need approaches and tech­
niques s'uch .as operations research and systems 
analysis, 

These two terms are often regarded as synony­
mous. The two approaches in fact overlap consider­
ably in method, and there is some justification for 
considering them the same. However, there are 
some clear distinctions between the two, and for the 
purposes of this Guide, it is important to preserve 
those distinctions. 

A. Definitions 

Operations research focuses on the description 
and analysis of an ongoing system. Its purpose is to 
"optimize" or to make the best use of processes, 
people, materials and resources already in existence 
and at hand. t 

Systems analysis, to the extent that it differs from 
operations research, is concerned with alternative 
means of achieving objectives, It uses real and hy­
pothesized assessments of performance, costs, and 
risks to aid the administrator in deciding how a 
system should be structured and operated. 2 

If one wished, he could incorporate operations 
research within systems analysis, since both use the 
same techniques, and botli may employ mathernatical 
equations and computers. However, the concept .of 
operations research as stated here is more descrip­
tive of the needs of selE-contained organizations that 
are concerned primarily with upgrading their internal 
performance. Systems analysis is more relevant to 
the needs of changing organizations in a transitional 
situation where comparison among systems is 
important. 

Operations research is an appropriate evaluation 
stance for an agency that is seeking to routini:w its 
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evaluation as proposed by Glaser,3 while systems! 
analysis may be a more suitable strategy for an or- !1 
ganization whose philosophical orientation is tow.ard Ii 
new ways of functioning. The two approaches are I' 
illustrated to some extent by the research strategies ! j 
of the California Department of Corrections and ,,! 
the California Youth Authority, respectively. l\ 

While both of these approaches are frequently !1 
defined in terms of advanced skills and methods!l 
such as mathematical equations, cost-benefit analy- ~ 
sis, computer applications, and elaborate statistical 1 
analyses, each also can be carried on in simple ,! 
forms. Each has its conceptual and arithmeticall 
examples as well as its computerized and algebraic~l 

examples. ..I 

B. Operations Research: Elementary Forms ,i 
1 

In its broadest sense, operations research is con- "j 

cerned with the measurement of input, process and 1''1 
outcome and with understanding their interrelation- 't 
ships for purposes of control and improvement. Fof '4 
the correctional administrator, the primary input is a ,~ 
heterogeneous mixture of offenders, varying overl 
time in offense type, age, socioeconomic and ethnic 'i 
backgrounds, previous involvement in crime, and ,i 
attitudes toward authority. The input also includes ! 
physical facilities, staff, equipment, and supplies, .. J 
The processes include work, job training, education, 1,,1 
cou~seling, incapacitation, depe~sonal.ization, and,>! 
pUnIshment. The outcomes, by mtentlOn, are law 11 
observance, social conformity or adjustment, eeo- II 
nomic productivity, self-esteem, and capacity for per- t! 
sonal growth. J 

Operations research has the objective of measur·! 
ing and' analyzing these quantities, qualities andJ 
events to provide bases for decisions about con-f 
tinuation or change of the various aspects of agency'! 
structure or procedures.! 

Such operations research as has been done ind 

has focused primarily upon outcomes. Both agency I 
staff and the general public show constant concern f 
about whetber the correctional output is reh'hili- ! '! 

W

J 

,
{F, :;: 

; ., 

lated. Much discussion of recidivism rates bas been 
heard, in public places, in legislative halls, and in 
the executive offices of correctional agencies, and 
this particular aspect of measurement has dominated 
researcb in corrections. 

1. California Department of Corrections. One 
SCA that has made a persistent and massive attempt 
to achieve an operational research capability is the 
California Department of Corrections. Since 1945 
it has reported some aspects of this attempt in its 
publication series, California Prisoners. The Fore­
word of a recent edition of tbe series conveys a 
sense of the effort: 

"The Department of Corrections popu­
lation of 28,642 persons on December 31, 
1968 was principally felons and persons in 
the civil narcotic program but also in­
cluded approximately 1,250 Youth Au­
thority Wards. 

"The Department has industrial pro­
. grams to teach work habits, vocational 
'training to prepare a person for gainful 
employment, academic instruction, occu­
pational therapy, parole or outpatient 
casework, community correctional centers 
or halfway houses and work and training· 
furlough programs. All planning and pro­
grams ate to assist men and women to 
change their behavioral patterns and atti­
tudes so that they will not offend or use 
narcotics again. . 

"This edition of Califorpia Prisoners 
presents a comprehensive statistical pic­
,ture of the State prison and parole pro­
grams for the calendar year 1968. Such re­
ports have been published since 1945. The 
tables, text and charts cover a variety of 
administrative measures. This book has 
resulted from an ever-improving system 
of statistical record keeping and reporting. 

"California plans to continue to refine 
and expand the administrative statistical 
system in order better to measure the re­
sults of the correctional work in this State 
and to develop more effective methods 
for the control and rehabilitation of 
offenders." 4 

The areas of concentration ~f this ISO-page vol­
ume can better be understood by a glance at the 
table of contents. The headings are as follows: 

• Institution population and movement 
• Felons newly received from court 
• Characteristics of the population in prison 
• Felons released from prison 
• Felon parole popUlation and movement 
• Characteristics of felons on parole 
• Parole suspension 

• Reinstatement 
• Felons discharged from parole 
• Felons returned to California prison 
• The work furlough program and the com­

munity correctional centers 

California Prisoners describes offender character­
istics and outcomes. To obtain information on 
processes, one would have to turn to the many. 
research reports the Department's research division 
has produced in the past fifteen years. 

This effort and the reports that describe it are 
only a small part of the information and analysis 

, that are required for a comprehensive operations 
research activity. To some extent this reflects the 
fact that no organization can do al1 the research it 
might conceivably need. Priorities are involved. 
Furthermore, some aspects of process are not present 
because they are taboo in one sense or another. 
The punishment and depersonalizing processes are 
not included in evaluation possibly because they 
are not "positive" elements in rehabilitation, but 
also because they are hard to quantify or opera­
tionalize, and perhaps also because they are not yet 
accepted as proper subjects for evaluation. 

What effect the omission of such processes from 
evaluation has upon the results of evaluation is not 
Clear. The effects of punishment and incapacitation 
probably vary by offender persQnality and career 
type, and some types probably are either influenced 
positively or are not affected by these aspects of 
process. Others, it may be presumed, are adversely 
affected, and on a cost-benefit basis at least, are 
poor prospects for improvement precisely because 
of incarceration. Whether the overall effect on the 
prison popUlation is positive or negative, we can 
only surmise. There is a body of opinion that as­
sertedly rests on empirical data and concludes that 
the net effect is unfavorable. Whether this is de­
monstrable in a rigorous sense, and whether the 
difference is large enough to be practically important 
will require further analysis to determine. 

It is clear that the California Department of 
Corrections has not yet reached the stage where its 
entire operation is described by mathematical equa­
tions and can be fully computerized. Nevertheless, 
there have been a number of studies involving the 
Department or its data system that constitute opera­
tions research in a relatively advanced sense. One 
was a "space age" report on the prevention and 
control of crime and delinquency in California. r. 
Another was an analysis of the interaction of prison, 
parole and offender characteristics in Department 
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of Corrections releasees.o Yet another was a study 
of changes in prison admissions in California and 
their implications for the correctional program. 7 

Still another simulated th,,~ California criminal justice 
system on a computer tQ make corrections cost 
projections.s Finally, there is an ongoing study in 
which a simulation model has been developed to 
aid in projecting the California prison population.9 

These studies fall largely under what we prefer to 
call systems analysis and simulation and will be 
taken up in later sections of the Guide. 

2. The District of Columbia Department of Cor­
rections. While the California Department of Cor­
rections approached the task of operations research 
through the development of an elaborate data sys­
tem first and a research capability later, the D.C. 
Department of Corrections reversed this process. 
tn 1966 DCDC received an OLEA grant to estab­
lish a statistics and evaluation unit. This would en­
able it to replace its manual record _system with 
something more adequate and begin to evaluate its 
programs. Tn 1967 the department hired three re­
searchers, two of whom were at the entry level, and 
a systems analyst who had the task of building a 
data system. Tn early 1968 the analyst was replaced 
by an electronics data processing administrator. 

During the next five years the Department in­
creased its research and data processing staffs and 
moved ahead' with both evaluative research and a 
computerized management information system. The 
research consisted mainly of small-sample studies, 
aimed primarily at measuring outcomes of the total 
release population ancl of subpopulations by pro­
gram type and releasee type. A few studies focused 
on costs and benefits; some analyzed intake and 
made population projections. 

The research strategy was in large part a common­
sense variety of operations research, seeking to re­
late behavioral -(return to, system) outcomes and 
cost outcomes to process, Following are selected 
items from the studies in these areas: 

a. Post-Release Performmice of Reformatory Re­
leasee.to A three-year follow-up of 432 offenders 
released in 1965 from the major institutional unit 
of the Departmenl showed 25 percent returned to 
the system for ternis of 30 days or more by 36 
months after release. At 12 months after release, the 
return rate on the same criterion was 7 percent. 
The 36-monlh rate was apparently distorted upward 
by the inner-city riots of early 1968. 

b. COlllmunity Performallce of Tiiree Categories 
of Institlltiml(~l Releases. ll When the 432 releasees 

815 
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of 1965 were separated into the release categories n 
of parolee, conditional releasee and expiree (or dis- ;i 
chargee), the return-to-system rates (for 30-day or iI 
longer terms) at 36 months were 11 percent, 26 

Comparative % Superior 
Failure Rate Gaill Release 

,I 
percent, and 38 percent, respectively. At 12 months ! 
the rates were 3 percent, 7 percent, and 12 percent,! 
respectively. j 

Non-Problem Felons 
Non-Problem Misdmnts 
Problem Felons 
Problem Misdemeanants 

Total 

WR 

'- 8.6% 
2.7% 

33.3% 
41.7% 

f 

18.4% 
c. In-Program and Post-Release Performance of ,I 

Work Releasees.12 A total of 281 felon and mis-!'j e. Performance of Institutional Releasees by Re-
demean ant work releasees who entered the program ~ J lease Category.J4 In 1971 the DCDC research unit 
during the first 16 months after its inauguration inl turned again to a study of post-release performance 
April 1966 were traced through the program and J of release types, this time separating releasees into 
for 12 months after release from the program or 1 five types as compared with three in the 1968 study. 
from re-release after in-program failure. Of the 156 f The five types included the three release-from-insti­
felony offenders, 32 percent failed during an 11- ] tution categories' and two release-via-work-release 
week (average) in-program stay; and, of the 156,26 ,- categories-the 'successes and in-program failures. 
percent were returned to the D. C. jail for detention 1 The work-reiease in-program failures are shown in 
until release on bond or until trial during the first 'l the ·tabulation below by their in-program failure 
12 months after release from work release or re-:I rates. The other four groups are shown by their 12-
release after in-program failure. t . month post-release performance rates (return to sys-

The' t25 misdemeanant releasees showed an in- h tern for 30 days or more). 
program failure rate of 29 percent and a 12-month r·, Release Group Percent Returned 
return to jail rate of 24 percent for the program .. -~ to System 

1 
"I withillJ2Mo. 

paro ees and re-released program failures combined. { 
The 24 percent rate compares-with 15 percent de- r 
tent ion at 12 months for reformatory releasees. ."'\ 

experimental evaluation of work release had beenj 

Expirees (dischargees) 
Work-release (in-program 

failures) 
Conditional releases 
Institutional parolees 
Work-release graduates 

45% 

39% 
26% 
19% 
17% 

(3 mo.) 

d. ~lIasi-Experimental Evaluation of Work Re-I""'"l 
lease. 13 After two proposals by research staff for an:1 

disapproved by operations staff on grounds of diffi- II The work-release in-program failure rate of 39 
culty and inconvenience, a quasi-experimental eval- 11 percent was calculated against the number of admis­
uation of work release was carried out in 1970.) sions to work release. By 1971 this rate was several' 
This study compared the post-release performanceJ percentage points higher than in the 1968 study, 
of in-program successes and direct parole releasees,t possibly because of a rise in drug-related problems 
from the institution from which the work releasees \:1 among the work releasees in the later study. Simi­
were drawn. it lady, the parolees of 1971 had a one-year return-to-

The work release participants and the comparison! system rate of 19 percent, several points higher than 
group members were matched on several charac-j the 11 percent rate of the parolees of 1965'-:"a rise 
teristics that were judged to be related to post- -·1 Undoubtedly related to the drug epidemic. 
release performance. A total of 120 work releasees1- The failure rate for work-release graduates was 

CW
R) d 9' . I calculated against the number of residents who com­an 11 Instttutional releases (INST) were -.. ~ I d 

compared. .! pete. the work-release program. The disparate fail-
To :make the comparison more informative, the Ifi ure differentials for work releasees and parolees in the 

"'! 1970 and 1971 studies presumably arose in part be­
two groups were subdivided into four groups each •....• cause in the latter study the two groups were not 
by classifying by felony and misdemeanant offense i, matched on performance-related characteristics. 
and by presence or absence of a problem (with It f. A Prediction Device for Selection for Work 
drugs, primarily, but including alcob,ol abuse and I! nel(!ase.15 The study of work releasees in 1968 sug­
emotional difficulties). The resulting classificationsJ ge.sted that a sizable proportion of individuals ad-

. and post-release failure rates (return to the system" mltted to work release were not likely to be aided 
within 8 months by parole revocation or by sen- 'j by the program, even though they appeared to need 
tcnce of 30 days or more) were as follows: ::l help of some kinds. A number appeared, if not 

"' :1 
t 
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INST Modality 

21.7% 13.1% Work Release 
14.3%' 11.6% Work Release 
47.4% 14.1% Work Release 
39.1% 2.6% Inst. Release 

30.2% 11.8% Work Release 

traumatized, at least disorganized by the work re­
lease experience. 

The 1970 study indicated that if in-program fail­
ures were, combined with post-release failures, the 
failure rate of releasees who start into the commun­
ity through work release is much higher than that 
of comparable institutional p,arolees. These results 
show an apparent need for better methods of se­
lecting persons for work release. The pertinent cri­
teria are need for the 'program and amenability to 
constructive influence by the work-release expe-
rience. -

To help identify types of individuals who seemed 
the best candidates in the "likely-to-succeed" sense, 
DCDC, with the assistance of an LEAA grant, 
secured the services of a private research organiza­
tion to develop a selection instrument for such can­
didates. Using about 900 former work-release 
assignees as a construction sample, the researchers 
developed an instrument that predicted in-program 
and post-release success. 

The construction technique was known as "direct 
search in mathematical space." It yielded a selec­
tion scale with 17 items for in-program success and 
a scale of 16 items for post-release success. The in­
program scale was validated on a test sample of 200 
cases and showed extremely high predictive effi­
ciency"--approximately twice that previously re­
ported . for instruments based upon discriminant 
analysis and configuration analysis t~chniques.16 

g. Performance of Successive Youth Center Co­
horts.17 As in the case of adult offenders, compari­
sons were made of post-release success of Youth 
Center cases, whose ages ranged from 18 to 26 and 
who were released either directly to parole or 
through a community treatment center. The re­
leases occurred during 1967-69. For analytical pur­
poses, they were grouped by six-month intervals. 

The direct parole releasees showed better per­
formance in the community, apparently because the 
community center cases were higher risks, assigned 
to the center because of staff judgments that they 
needed more "support" than direct parole could give 
them. Of the five release cohorts, the earlier ones 
performed worse than later cohorts. This was appar-
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ently because of unfavorable conditions in the com­
munity around the time of release of the first two 
cohorts-the street disorders of 1968. The actual 
and projected 36-month return-to-system rates were 
as follows: 

~.eleased 

Cohort I (Early 1967) 
Cohort II (Late 1967) 
Cohort III (Early 1968) 
Cohort IV (Late 1968) 
Cohort V (Early 1969) 

56% 
63% 
35% 
33% 
29% 

36-Mollth 
Retu1'Ilto 

System Rate 

Actual 
Projected 
Projected 
Projected 
Projected 

In addition to these seven studies, four others 
that were "operations research" in nature have al­
~eady been discussed: the cost o~ correcting youthful 
offenders, a cost analysis of the DCDC wo~k re­
lease program, the costs and benefits of narcotic ad­
diction treatment, and trends in intake of narcotic­
involved offenders. Finally, the operations research 
included a number of population characteristics, 
movement and projection studies. 

These studies had as primary emphasis a focus on 
outcomes as measured by the criterion of return to 
the system. Secondary emphases wer'e, the relation 
of ,outcome to process such as program experience 
or manner of release, the effectiveness of programs 
in terms of cost criteria or cost and benefits criteria, 
and population types and trends. 

Taken together, these studies illustrate common­
sense approaches to operations research, using con­
ceptual-arithmetical rather than' computerized-alge­
braic methods. There were two exceptions to the 
general method: the development of the prediction 
instrument for work-release, and the cost-benefit 
analysis of narcotic addiction treatment. In each of 
these cases, the contractor or staff member made use 
of computers and mathematical models to pro~ess 
the data for the study. 

Of these fifteen or twenty operations studies, the 
narcotic-offender intake analysis was the one that 
had the most direct and obvious impact on executive 
staff decision-making. The recommendation that 
community-based treatment for narcotic addicts 'be 
established was acted on promptly and with good 
success. The popUlation-projection studies and the 
related recommendations for space management were 
of considerable importance for departmental de­
cision-making. The cost-analysis of work release, 
which indicated cost-effectiveness for the program 
even though recidivism rates were higher than for 
direct parole, was instrumental in developing sup­
port for expansion of the work-release program. 
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I Several of these studies had impact both within I 

and outside the department, even though many of 
them did not receive distribution beyond the crim· 
inal justice and governmental agencies of the Dis· 
trict. Such developments, out of the first fe'wyears 

thatj 
~, timi7, " 

of operations research activities of a new planning 
and research unit in a correctional agency, suggest 
that even elementary forms of operations research 
can play an important part in planning and opera· 
tions in a modern department of corrections. 

Two further points concerning this operations reo 
search experience are worthy of comment. First, 
the development of an unusually efficient prediction 
instrument in DCDC should have led to utilization 
of the instrument in the department. The failure of 
this to occur raises a number of questions: What 
were all the factors involved in the breakdown of 
what would initially have been presumed to be ,a 
clear pathway to utilization? Would a case study of 
this particular instance of nonutilization be of value 
in clai-ifying the general problem of nonutilization? 
Was the shift from an experimental to a more tra: 
ditional administrative philosophy in the department. 
in 1972-73 a major factor in the disregard of the 
prediction study results? 

Second, the active role of research in DCDC dur- ' 
ing the five-year period 1968-72 and the major im­
pacts acliieved by research on the department and • 
some interacting agencies is of interest in view of 
the fact that the research program was non-experi:" 
mental in emphasis and operations-research oriented. : 
The amount of impact was considerably greater 
than might have been predicted were one to start 
from the pessimistic position that some reviewers; 
of correctional evaluation have taken in recent years. ~ 
Furthermore, the studies that achieved the heaviest 1 
impacts were time-series studies, cost studies, and ( 
quasi-experiments, in diminishing order. The de-:I 
partment's one controlled experimental study, now ii 
in its fourth year, has as yet had no marked impact;t 
on general departmental policy, although it may it 
have aided the survival of the operating program to t· 
which the experimental component is attached. These: 
observations suggest that non-experimental studies, 
of the contemporary variety-operations research! 
and systems analysis-like the older types of non·: 
experimental studies, fit the needs of correctional: 
decision-making better and promise higher levels;' 
of impact than the traditional "strong design" studieSi 
with elaborate experimental or statistical controls." 

C. Systems Analysis 
A shorthand definition of operations research is; , 
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ently because of unfavorable conditions in the com­
munity around the time of release of the first two 
cohorts-the street disorders of 1968. The actual 
and projected 36-month return-to-system rates were 
as follows: 

Released 

Cohort I (Early 1967) 
Cohort II (Late 1967) 
Cohort III (Early 1968) 
Cohort IV (Late 1968) 
Cohort V (Early 1969) 

36-Mollth 
Refill'll to 

System Rate 

56% Actual 
63 % Projected 
35% Projected 
33% Projected 
29% Projected· 

In addition to these seven studies, four others 
that were "operations research" in nature have al­
rcady been discu:;sed: the cost of correcting youthft\~ 
offenders a cost analysis of the DCDC work re-. , . 
lease program, the costs and benefits of narcotic ad-
diction· treatment, and trends in intake of narcotic­
involved offenders. Finally, the operations research 
included a number of population characteristics, 
movement and projection studies. 

These studies had as primary emphasis a focus on 
outcomes as measured by the criterion of return to 
the system. Secondary emphases were the relation 
of outcome to process such as program experience 
or manner of release, the effectiveness of programs 
in terms of cost criteria or cost and benefits criteria, 
and population types and trends. 

Taken together, these studies illustrate common­
sense approaches to operations research, using con­
ceptual-arithmetical rather than computerized-alge­
braic methods. There were two exceptions to the 
general method: the development of the prediction 
instrument for work-release, and the cost-benefit 
analysis of narcotic addiction treatment. In each of 
these cases, the contractor or staff member made use 
of computers and mathematical models to process 
the data for the study. . 

Of these fifteen or twenty operations studies, the 
narcotic-offender intake analysis was the one that 
had the most direct and obvious impact on executive 
staff decision-making. The recommendation that 
community-based treatment for narcotic addicts be 
established was acted on promptly and with good 
success. The population-projection studies and the 
related recommendations for space management were 
of considerable importance for departmental de­
cision-making. The cost-analysis of work release, 
which indicated cost-effectiveness for the program 
even though recidivism rates were higher than f()r 
direct parole,. was instrumental in developing sup­
port for expansion of the work-release program. 
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Several of these studies had impact both within 
and outside the department, even though many of 
them did not receive distribution beyond the crim­
inal justice and governmental agencies of the Dis­
trict. Such developments, out of the first few years 
of operations research activities of a new planning 
and research unit in a correctional agency, suggest 
that even elementary forms of operations research 
can play an important part in planning and opera­
tions in a modern department of corrections. 

Two further points concerning this operations re­
search experience are worthy of comment. First, 
the development of an unusually effi~ient prediction 
instrument in DCDC should have led to utilization 
of the instrument in the department. The failure of 
this to occur raises a number of questions: What 
were all the factors involved in the.:breakdown of 
what would initially have been presumed to be a 
clear pathway to utilization? Would a case study of 
'this particular instance of nonutilization be of value 
in claHfying the general problem of ·llonutilization? 
Was the shift from an experimental to a more tra- , 
ditional administrative philosophy in the department 

. in 1972-73 a major factor in the disregard of th~ 

prediction study results? . 
Second, the active role of research in DCDC dur­

ing the five-year period 1968-72 and the major im­
pacts achieved by research on the department and 
some interacting agencies is of interest in view of 

, the fact that the research program was non-experi­
mental in emphasis and operations-research oriented, 
The amount of impact was considerably greater 
than might have been predicted were one to start 
from the pessimistic position that some reviewers 
of correctional evaluation have taken in recent years, 
Furthermore, the studies that achieved the heaviest 
impacts were time-series studies, cost studies, and 
quasi-experiments, in diminishing order. The de­
partment's one controlled experimental study, noW 
in its fourth year, h'as as. yet had no marked impact 
on general departmental policy, although it may 
have aided the survival of the operating program to 
which the experimental component is attached. These 
observations suggest that non-experimental studies 
of the contemporary variety-operations research 
and systems analysis-like the older types of non·, 
experimental studies, fit the needs of correctional 
decision-making better and promise higher levels 
of impact than the traditional "strong design" studies 
with elaborate experimental or statistical controls, 

C. Systems Analysis 
A shorthand definition of operations research is 

that it is a comprehensive set of procedures for op­
timizing the results of an ongoing system. Similarly, 
a shorthand definition of systems analysis is that it 
is a comprehensive set of procedures for optimizing 
systems. The distinction here is that systems analysis 
is more concerned with selecting among alternative 
system elements or alternative systems. 

This distinction is critically important in contem­
porary corrections and criminal justice because of 
the higbprobability that most of the crime and de­
linquency problem is at bottom a problem of sys­
tems rather than of people. 
: If the problem is in the system, or in a hier­
archy of systems starting with the broad family­
neighborhood-school-an!=1-society configuration and 
ranging down to corrections as the last system in 
the person-shaping continuum, it is largely futile to 
look for its solution in the person-the arrested, 
convicted and imprisoned . offender. This is perhaps 
what the data on treatment in institutions-partic­
ularly institutions for adults-are telling us. Treat­
ment in institutions for adults may be almost totally 
ineffective; it may even be counter-productive. The 
only plausible uses of institutions may be to in­
capacitate or'punish, and these too may be counter­
productive ideas that have too long gone untested. 

If the trouble is largely in our hierarchy of sys­
tems, we will need to do more systems analysis and 
less treatment analysis. But what is systems analy­
sis, and how is it applied to corrections and criminal 
justicCl? 

We have already defined systems analysis as a 
process of selecting among structural or procedural 
alternatives to further achievement of objectives, 
taking effects, costs, and risks into account. En­
thoven has added a few qualifiers to this general 
definition.1s He sees it as a "reasoned approach" to 
decision-making, "accurately described as 'common 
sense.''' In addition to being used by decision~;. 
makers, it must be "fed with ideas by a broad in- •.• 
terdiSciplinary research program," It is "nothing 
more than quantitative or enlightened common 
sense aided by modern analytical methods." It does 
not require the use of computers, although if the 
data load becomes sizable, computers may be very 
useful. Furthermore, this approach is especially 
oriented to selecting a best course of action among 
several alternatives. 

As a final comment, systems analysis has its ele­
mentary conceptual-arithmetic as well as its elabo­
rate computerized-algebraic forms. As in the case of 
operations research, which can begin with elemen-

tary procedures and be augmented· by occasional 
computerized analyses, systems analysis can begin 
with "systems thinking" and common-sense ,al:lal~­
sis, adding more sophisticated efforts and produCts' 
as it goes. 

1. Present Uses in Corrections. "Systems think­
ing" has been apparent at various times and places 
in corrections over the past two decades. It has 
shown itself in the introduction of cost-benefit analy­
sis as a decision-making aid, in the development of 
information systems that support management de­
cision-making as well as research,in actions and 
analyses that deal with subsystem interrelations (e.g., 
the effects of probation subsidies on county proba­
tion, state corrections, and public safety), and in the 

,growing insistence that much of the ineffectiveness 
of criminal justjce stems from its being a "non­
system" rather than a functional system.10 

More elaborate systems analysis has also been 
evident, mostly in efforts of exploratory kinds. These 
include a number of studies that have been carried 
out in corrections since 1965, primarily by private 
research organizations . 

2. Systems Thinking About Probation Subsidy. 
One instance of. sustained systems thinking (and re­
lated action) is evident in the contents of a report 
on the California probation subsidy. The report was 

. recently submitted to the California legislature by 
'the California Youth Authority.2o 

The probation subsidy program is described as 
having four goals: 

o More even administration of justice in Cali­
fornia, 

• Reduction of commitments to State correc­
tional institutions, 

• Increased protection to the public, 
o Rehabilitation of offenders. 

The first two of these goals have been achieved 
during the eight years that the subsidy program has 
been in effect, the report states. With respect to a 
more equitable administration of justice, the report 
notes that prior to the start of the program, county 
commitments to state institutions varied widely, from 
22 per 100,000 population in the lowest cOU'ilty to 
119 in the highest. In the last full fiscal year' (1972-
73) the variation was from 8 to 66 per 100,000. 

Reduction of commitments to state institutions 
was definitely achieved. The mean commitment rate 
of the 47 participating counties (out of 58 total) 
dropped from 68 to 34 in 1972-73. Since the be­
ginning of the program in 1965, the commitment 
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total to state institutions had been reduced by about 
25,000 convicted offenders. In the last year of this 
period, the reduction included 3,431 juveniles who 
would have gone to the Youth Authority and 2,018 
adults who would have gone to the Department of 
Corrections. 

The subsidy program does not appear to have had 
a marked effect toward increasing protection of 
citizens. The major reason is that the special com­
munity programs developed under the subsidy act 
involve only a small proportion of the offenders in 
the community. However, the report pointed out 
that there had been a decline in the numl>er of juve­
nile arrests in California since 1969, droppiDg from 
389,394 in that year to 353,232 in 1972. this was 
considered inconclusive evidence by the authors of 
the report. 

The results regarding the fourth goal-rehabilita .. 
tion of offenders-were also considered inconclusive. 
Preliminary data indicate that there, has been little 
change between 1960 and 1972 in the success rate 
of probationers. The authors prefer to interpret this 
favorably; it indicates that there has been no decline 
in the overall rehabilitative effectiveness of state­
wide probation programs as a result of probation 
subsidies.21 

The example shows us a "system," or rather a 
subsystem, consisting of adult and juvenile county 
probation, adult and juvenile state institutions, in­
volving the county courts, making decisions about 
culpability and disposition, and placing individuals 
under supervision or in confinement. The subsystem 
feeds back rates of intake, of adjudication, of con­
viction, of disposition (to state or county programs), 
and these rates can be examined on a one-time ba­
sis to see whether the subsystem is achieving its 
objectives. The subsystem could also be monitored 
continuously, given a suitable management infor­
mation set-up. The monitoring could provide pe­
riodicinformation on "how the system is doing."­
how equitably, how safely, and (with cost data) 
how efficiently it is operating. 

At the present time, the "analysis" of this system 
is partly common sense, partly simple statistical 
methods. If it were desired, the operation of the sys­
tem could be described by a number of equations 
and its functioning could be simulated on a com­
puter. The initial results would probably be of acaw 

demic . interest only. In several years, with suitably 
heavy investments in data collecting and processing 
and in successive stages of testing and analysis, prac-
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tical decision-making and operating results might be 
derived from such a sophisticated system. 

It is not clear whether "going sophisticated" is a 
useful thing to do in evaluating the present Cali­
fornia probation-institutions configuration. If rapid 
change is to continue, the first efforts may be largely 
wasted. If change slackens but the corrections con­
figuration is much less adequate than can be con­
ceived in another few years, the development of a 
costly evaluation model may lock administrators 
into a design that will be hard to abandon and dif­
ficult to adapt. It may be advantageous, therefore, 
to rely for a time on common sense systems analyses 
before moving into the more elaborate forms on a 
state-wide basis. 

l The results 9f the analysis were presented to the 
.~ Select Committee on Criminal Justice of the Cali­
,~, fornia ~tate Assembly, where they might perhaps be 
~ useful III the drafting of legislation relating to cor­
f rections or to paroling procedures. The indications 
I are that legislator viewpoints were influenced but i no specific legislation has been drafted to incorpo-
1 rate the findings of the study. 
1 4. Significance of the Examples. These two exam­
.~ pIes illustrate tw9,. approaches to systems analysis­
, one, the conceptual and arithmetic' another th 

3. Elaborate Systems Thinking. Although it may 
be premature to expect major impacts from sophisti­
cated systems analyses in corrections, it will be use­
ful to comment briefly on at least one example of 
slichan~lysis. This is a study that was done several 
yea'rs ago to throw light on how California parolee 
recidivism rates are affected by length of prison 
stay and the releasing policies of the California 
Adult Authority.22 

The study was done by a consulting firm, which 
based its analysis on data relating to about 41,000 
adult male felons released to parole or discharged 
during the years 1960-68. For each offender, per­
sonal-social history, previous criminal history, the 
correctional programs to which he had been exposed, 
and his experiences with the criminal justice system 
in the years following release to parole were in­
cluded. 

The central matter of interest was the possibility 
of a relationship between time served in prison and I 
the probability that the ex-prisoner would return 'i 

to the criminal justice system for a future offense. ' i 
Since this relationship was susceptible to definite in-, \ 
fluence by a number of factors, statistical controls 1 
were applied to selected factors in the analysis, . 
These included such variables as intelligence, edu- J 

cation, age, race, previous criminal record, and type ,'! 
of crime for which sentenced. Mathematical models ' 1 
or equations were then constructed to describel 
quantitatively the relationship between time served i 

and probability of return. ,··1 
The analysis used several statistical techniques,:1 

including discriminant analysis, response surface ' I 
techniques, and multiple regression formulations,! 
The analysis was facilitated by use of a large-scale ,I 
computer to which the Department of Corrections '.! 
had access. t ,I 

II 
H 
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.' " e computerized and algebraic. Thus far it is I h . , c ear, 
t e practIcal consequences from the simple ap-
proach have been far more important than those 
from the complex approach. 

These two examples are not presented to demon­
strate the comparative merits of the two levels of 
syste~s analysis. The principal point to be made 
here IS that systems analysis does not have to wait 
for mathe~aticians and computers. There is possibly 
another pomt. The benefits of using the simple ap­
proa.c~ may be considerable, and the correctional 
administrator and the evaluator both need to be 
alert to possibilities for productive systems thinking 
and . syst~ms analysis at whatever level their staff 
qualIficatIOns an.d information sources permit. They 
sh.ould ~ot heSitate to use a simple conceptual, 
a~thmet1cal approach to understanding and evalu­
ating systems if they lack data, mathematicians and 
computers for the more elaborate approach. In the 
short run, they are likely to progress faster by using 
the former. In the long run, however, there may be 
~eat advantage to working toward the more sophis­
ttcate~ fo;ms of systems analysis. Keeping alert to 
potentIal lll~t~nces of its use, as well as the proce­
dures, conditIons, and results of its use, may pre­
pare an ~gency for successful implementation when 
the occasIOn presents itself. 

D. Dis-:ussion 

Operations research at both the common-sense 
~evel and the computer-and-algebra level will play 
l~creasingly important roles in correctional evalua­
hon, planning and management. Administrators and 
evaluators need some conception of what these re­
search a~proaches are, what their uses might be, 
and how Implementation can be achieved. 
. For most SCAs, involvement in the more sophis­
ticatedforms of operations research and systems 
anal . d . YSIS oes not appear desirable at the present 
t~me .. For most such agencies, however, the use of 
t e SImpler forms of both techniques is a necessary 

'., _'F 

el~me.nt of good management. With continued ap­
phca~lOn of t?e simpler forms, there may come in­
creasmg readmess for implementation of the more 
elaborate forms when the time is appropriate. 
. Larger systems, especially those with substan­

tial backgrounds in the application of research 
mod~rn i~form~tion .systems, and effective workin~ 
relationships WIth private consulting firms that have 
shown competence in correctional areas, should 
move ahead. They may find trial applications of the 
more elaborate forms of operations research and 
~ystems analysis an appropriate step at this stage 
m the development of evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 14. SIMULATION 

Broy recently pointed out that perhaps 1 ° percent 
of the nation's 500 largest corporations use some 
form of computer simulation to aid their executives 
in making decisions.1 By 1980, he added, "Any COll­
cern that wants to remain in the Fortune 500 will 
have to use computer simulation just to survive." 

Dep?xtments of correction may have no difficulty 
in merely surviving over the next ten years since 
they must c,ontinue functioning, willy-niHy. The 
pertinent question is the quality of the survival. Can 
SCAs move up to a reasonable level of performance 
and keep pace with demands by the public, by other 
elements of the crimin"al justice system, and by 
prisoners without extensive use of simulation in 
program and policy development? 

A. Definitions 
Simulation is a process of creating representations 

of, and acting out, the functioning of systems or 
their subsystems. Its purpose is to anticipate, eval­
uate, and improve control over the real systems that 
are bl{ing simulated. 

War games are simulations of war; mock maneu- ' 
vers test mobility, materiel, communications, and 
problem solving ability. Population projection in an 
SCA is a simulation of actual popUlation trends in 
the future of the agency. World Dynamics portrays 
what will happen to the planet Earth's popUlation, 
resources and environment over the next several 
decades given specified trends in popUlation growth, 
resource consumption and environmental pollution.2 

Simulatioll may be a commonsense process, as 
When an agency administrator constructs a depart­
mental population "model" by connecting several 
points on a graph, then "operates" the model by ex­
tending the line for two or three years into the fu­
tUre to show where the population is likely to go. 
lt may be a logical process, in which agency staff 
members with a body of facts and a number of as­
sumptions about the department and about various 
environmental factors (laws, crime rates, budgets, 
etc.) arrive at conclusions as to what will occur 
under specific combinations of events. It may be a 

computerized process when data on the department, 
mathematical representations of departmental proc­
esses, and hypothetical statements of future condi­
tions are "run" through a computer to learn what 
outcomes will result under alternative conditions. 

8. Simulation in Corrections and Criminal 
Justice: 1964-74 

Several simulations of correctional and criminal 
justice functioning have been made in the past ten 
years. None of them has had a profound impact on 
practice, but the potential for impact is there. The 
potential will increase as le,arning continues. Heads 
of SCAs and SPAs may anticipate various kinds of 
simulations in their fields in the near future. 

The mid-1960ssaw an "explosion" of simulation 
projects in corrections and criminal justice. Follow­
ing are brief sketches of some of the projects that 
were initiated at that time and in the years inter­
vening. 

1. Prevention and Control of Crime and Delin­
quency in California. In 1964-65, Space General 
Corporation, under contract with the State of Cali­
fornia, developed models of offender populations 
and typical offender careers and criminal justice 
career costs, examined alternative correctional struc­
tures and processes, and made recommendations for 
long-range approaches to dealing with delinquency 
and crime. 

The broad scope, generality, and costs of the 
recommended actions limited the immediate useful­
ness of the project. However, as a basic attempt at 
systems analysis and simulation of a state correc­
tional system, it has apparently had some effect on 
correctional and criminal justice thought. 

2. SIMBAD: Simulation as a Basis for Social 
Agents' Decisions. In 1966, McEachern and Taylor 
of the University of Southern California began work 
on a model for a simulation system for use as a 
prognostic tool in probation decisions.a It was based 
on intensive studies of juvenile probationer experi­
ences and outcomes in eight California counties. 
The model, stored in a large computer, provided 
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probation officers with two kinds of assistance in 
decisions on new juvenile cases: a) which of several 
alternative dispositions for the case will produce 

. the "best odds" for success under specified sets of 
circumstances; and b) what is the most likely dis­
position of the case, given past experience and tradi­
tions in the department? 

The model was successfully developed and put 
into limited operation by 1969. At that point funds 
for a follow-on phase failed to materialize, and an 
apparently effective simulation model was termi­
nated. 

3. Corrections Cost Projections (1969). Kolodney 
and Daetz developed a simulation model to investi­
gate the comparative costs of operating the Cali­
fornia correctional system under any of several 
alternative sentencing policies.4 The model was de­
signed to allocate sentenced offenders to jail, pro­
bation, prison, and parole according to the various 
sentencing possibilities. Unit costs in the several pro­
gram alternatives were known. By projecting costs 
per offender by duration and type of program, total 
costs of operating each of the programs could be 
estimated. From these estimates, the system costs 
could be obtained. 

Since the total system costs for a year would be 
affected by variations in sentencing policy, the effect 
of applying more "rational" sentencing policies was 
examined. One of the recommended policies was 
one based on sentencing practices in some of the 
more "progressive" California counties. If imple­
mented state-wide, this policy would result in con­
siderable savings, the simulation model demon­
strated. 

The report noted that these savings could be re­
turned to the counties as a "performance" subsidy, 
based upon "performance as measured against sen­
tence policy, and which could be used to upgrade 
and expand local programs within the system." 
This suggestion is essentially similar to the proba­
tion subsidy plan, adopted in 1965 to strengthen 
county probation and to reduce the numbers of per­
sons committed to state correctional institutions. 

4. Corrections Populatiori Projections (1972). 
Kolodney and Ryan h.ave been working since about 
1970 on a computern1Odel for projecting the insti­
tutional and parole populations of the California 
Department of Corrections.5 Development and use 
of the model requires operations on three population 
movement types: 

• Input to the system (from Superior Court) 
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e Movement within the system 
• Output from the system (parole, discharge, 

etc.) 

Future inputs can be calculated by applying esti­
mated new commitment rates to the yearly Cali­
fornia' population data. Movement within the sys­
tem is represented by a "best" weighted popUlation 
movement matrix, arrived at by continuous analysis 
of past inter-program movements. A final aspect of oj 

the nl0del is a set of "flow equations." With aU " 
these elements in order, the model is ready to be ~ 
exercised. i~ 

In the projection of populations for the coming jj 
year, the present population serves as a base. Esti- 11 

mated new commitments from Superior Court are :~ 
added, then operated on -by the population move- !'i 

ment matrix. The result is a projec~ion for the com- ;i 

ing year, which in turn will become the base for re­
peating the process next year. These steps can be it; 
repeated to obtain projections as far ahead as ten 
years. 

When the model was used for the projection of .!i 

the last year's population, the results showed that ~: 
the model was "exceptionally accurate." In project- ~: 
ing the three major outputs-prisoners, active 

~'f 
parolees, and inactive parolees-the maximum error '! 

was 4.1 percent. The authors conclude that the .~: 
model brings together actual historical data, the ex- t 
pertise of corrections personnel, a. sinlulation of the {: 

~ 
corrections system, sound mathematical techniques ;:; 
and knowledgeable analysts to produce "projec- ~' 
tions that an administration can use to support de-
cision-making." ; i 

5. Computer-Assisted Diagnosis and Evaluation ~' 
(1973). Vondracek and others, at the Pennsylvania " 
State University, have developed in Project CARES 
(Computer-Assisted Regional Evaluation System) 
a computed-based model of decision making re­
miniscent of SIMBAD.G CARES was designed to 
aid juvenile courts and probation departments in 
Pennsylvania to evaluate their wards, comprehend 
the wards' problems, and arrive at the best decision 
on how to deal with the juveniles' difficulties. 

The system, projected for completion in mid-
1974, is ambitious in concept and versatile in its 
proposed outputs. It will provide the probation of­
ficer with a) a "natural language case summary" 
that is concise, integrated, and useful; b) a "syn· 
drone anal~'sis and problem summary," which 
uncovers developmental disorders and summarizes 
potential prob!ems in wards; c) "treatment or dispo-

sition recommendations" suited to the needs of the 
juvenile and compatible with available resources' 
and d) "resources" information from the resource~ 
data bank that will aid in the making of realistic 
as well as constructive recommendations for dis­
position or treatment. 

. Si~ce CARES is still in the "conceptual" stage, it 
IS difficult to foresee its operating characteristics 
and the practical consequences of its application. 
Its installation costs will be' considerable, and its 
ability to justify its operating costs in practical terms 
may be problematic. It may possibly escape the fate 
?f SIMBAD, which failed to receive new funding 
111 1969 for reasons not readily apparent to pro­
ponents of the system. In any event, either as an ex­
ploratory concept or as an implemented system, 
CARES slJOuld contribute to at least a minor extent 
to the advancement of systems thinking and per­
haps even to systems modeling in juvenile correc­
tions. 

6. Simulation of the D. C. Court System (1966). 
Navarro and Taylor reported in 1967 on the simu­
lation of the processing of felony defendants through 
the District Court of the District of ·Columbia.7 The 
project had the purpose of pretesting alternative 
approaches to court processing of cases with the 
ultimate aim of solving the chronic and aggravated 
problem of delay in case movement. 

A ~imulation model was defined by the research­
~rs as "a. representation of the system and its opera-' 
hans which can be used to determine the effect of 
changes in the system." When used with the court 
system, it should be useful in analyzing alternative 
methods for accelerating the movement of defend­
ants through the system-a much-needed change in 
view of the backlogs in the court. 

Development and application of the simulation 
model proceeded through the following steps: 

• Description of the system: This included the 
organization and structure of the court and 
its procedures for the handling of felony 
defendants; 

$ Data Collection: Data on felony defendants 
were collected and analyzed for distribution 
of defendant time in the system, principal 
events over time, delays, and causes of the 
delays; 

$ Developing the simulation model: The model 

was schematic or graphic rather than alge­
braic. It showed numbers (defendants and 
days), percentages and averages at points 
and intervals in the model' 

• Operating the model: The' model was "ma­
nipulated" or "exercised" to observe what 
effects specified organizational and proce­
dural changes had on the rates at which 
defendants moved through the system and 
on the manner in Which the available re­
sources (staff, space, records) were used. 

The simulation model addressed its(;!f primarily 
t~ the problem of delays in defendant processing; it 
disregarded problems that might be associated with 
the content of the substantive law relating to the 
courts of defendnnts; it also did not concern itself 
with management procedures. A model that at­
tempted to deal with delay as a possible function 
of these two factors would presumably have been 
much more complex; alternatively, three different 
models might have been required to handle these 
three aspects of court functioning simultaneously. 

By ,operating the court model, staff arrived at 
recommendations for procedural and organizational 
changes in the court and at estimates of time savings 
that could be expected from the changes. They also 
made recommendations regarding the maintenance 
and processing of information pertaining to the 
defendants. 

7. Developing a Compute.r Simulation Model of 
the luvenile lustice System (1974). The National 
Center for Juvenile Justice recently announced 
plans for the development of a computer simulation 
model of a juvenile justice system.s The model is 
expected to provide a framework and procedures 
for assessing the impact of new juvenile justice 
programs while they are in the demonstration stage. 
It will also permit evaluation of programs already 
in the operating stage. 

The model is still in the early conceptualizing 
phase, and its development and implementation de­
pend on the availability of funds. If funding occurs, 
the model will go through three phases: conceptual­
ization, field trial, and operations. It will be de­
veloped first for a metropolitan juvenile justice sys­
tem and then, if circumstances warrant, be extended 
to a region. 
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C. Single and Multiple Models 
Most of the preceding examples have described 

an approach to a limited aspect of decision-making 
within a system: decisions about dispositions of 
juvenile probationers, projecting institutional and 
parole populations, deciding what resources to use 
in dealing with the problems of a particular juvenile 
offender. 

One of the models, pertaining to delinquency 
and c.rime in California, was all-encompassing. 
However, this model was highly general and proved 
to have no immediate practical impact on criminal 
justice in that state. Its effect on the structure of 
systems or on decision-making will come, if at all, 
by the roundabout route that is traced by some basic 
science products. 

These observations raise the question: How ma:1Y 
simulation models are required for the description, 
evaluation and improvement of a department of cor­
rections or a criminal justice system? Will one 
model, possibly quite complex, suffice? Or must 
there be a number of models, each addressed to an 
important subsystem within the overall system? 

Broy provides an illuminating description of how 
simulation modeling has worked out in one public 
utility.1! The president of the company observed 
that all utilities face a number of problems such as 
1) lengthy lead times ror construction of new facili­
ties, 2) rising costs for fuel and construction, 3) 
regulatory commissions, 4) environmental con­
siderations, and 5) increasing frequency of fluctua­
tion in money-market rates. 

Th.ese complex factors plus an unprecedented 
demand for energy caused this particular utility to 
rum to computer simulation to chart its growth 
plans. It developed the fonowing simulation phm­
ning models: 
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$ Rate and Revenue Model: This allows the 
company to ask the "what-if" question con­
cerning the timing and amount of rate in­
creases; 

• Operating and Maintenance Cost Model: 
This model projects fuel costs and operating 
expenses for the utility; 

• Capital Budgeting Model: The function of 
Ihis model is to monitor plans and execution 
of construction projocts, examining alterna­
tives at appropriate points; 

II Finance Model: 'Ibis model is concerned 
with the examination of alternative methods 
oifinancing utility operations and construc­
tiolL 

I 

These four models operate in conjunction with a ~' 
consolidation model, which takes information from < 

the four and develops reports, documents, estimates 
and other generalized materials for income estimates, 
tax estimates, and so on. 

This array of information, according to the presi­
dent of the utility, enables the company to react 
more quickly, and presumably more effectively, to 
questions raised by changes in interest rates or gas 
costs, or to ideas involving construction or financing. 

Blumstein and Larson indicate in somewhat less 
specific terms that modeling in criminal justice also 
proceeds through a number of sub-models rather 
than one general mode1.1o They attempt to show 
how systems analysis is applied to the study of 
crime and criminal justice. The approach is through 
the modeling of the total administration-of-justice 
system, which is made up of the police, the courts, 
and corrections. In dealing with the total system, a . 
generalized description was presented, and then one 
sector--':'the area of "police apprehension" -was 
brought into focus for the purpose of developing a 
"patrol detection model." 

Blumstein and Larson point out that the systems 
approach to the analysis of complex social systems 
avoid~ the description of system operations in terms 
of explicitly individual human behavior. Rather, it 
uses "macroscopic models and empirically derived 
data to express the behavior implicitly." This new 
approach to the study of agency functioning offers 
a relatively simple means of testing the consequences 
of alternative actions in the operation of social 
systems. 

D. DiscU5Sic.ln 

Simulation models are centuries old in some forms 
but only about twenty years old in computer-based 
forms. They halve begun to impact significantly upon 
modern industry, and there is ample evidence that 
they have begun to find application in the field of 
corrections and criminal justice. Their use in the 
latter area is now about ten years old. 

Present indications are'ihat simulation nFly be­
come one of the most important evaluation'i11lJdels;, 
in the correctional and criminal justice systems. It is 
the model that appears most likely to cope effectively 

. with the many problems of assessment in complex 
and rapidly changing systems. Because of its focus 
on operating problems, it is compatible with the 
needs and interests of administrative decision mak­
ers. Its global perspective will be extremely useful 

'::",:,' 

in tying together for analytical purposes the com­
ponents of criminal justice, which thus far have 
managed to remain a "non-system." Its capacity 
for differentiating efficient from inefficient alterna­
tives gives it an edge in promoting innovation and 
making constructive breaks with past practice. 

Although simulation has its commonsense as­
pects, its main effects will come from computer­
based analyses that rest upon adequate bodies of 
data pertaining to the operations that are being 
simulated. This implies that effective use of simula­
tion will require good information systems, expertise 
in mathematics as well as operational knowledge, 
and access to computers. Since these trends are now 
well-established in some correctional agencies, it 
may be anticipated that simulation will play an in­
creasingly significant role in the evaluation and de­
velopment of correctional programs and systems. 
Parallel developments may be anticipated in the 
courts and police systems and, ultimately, in all 
three of these entities taken together as the criminal 
justice system. 

REFERENCES AND NOTES 

1. Anthony Broy, "Computers aid in decisions," New 
York Times, 14 November 1971. 

2. Jay W. Forrester, World Dynamics. Cambridge: 
Wright-Allen, 1971. 

3. A. W. McEachern, Edward M. Taylor, J. Robert 
N,ewman and Ann E. Ashford, The juvenile probation 
system: simulation for research and decision-making,", 

American Behavioral Scientist, 11 (January-February 
196B), 1-45. 
Also, Public Systems Research Institute, SIMBAD: A 
System for Computer-Aided Probation Decision Mak­
ing. Los Angeles: University of Southern California, 
June 1969. 

4. Steve E. Kolodney and Douglas Daetz, Corrections 
Cost Projections: A Simulation of the California 
Criminal Justice System. Mountain View, Calif.: Socio­
systems Laboratory, Sylvania Electronic Systems. Jan­
uary 1969. 

5. Steve E. Kolodney and Vida Ryan, "A computer model 
for corrections population projections," in Proceed­
ings: I02nd Congress 0/ Corrections. College Park, 
Md.: American Correctional Association, 1972, pp. 
34-41. 

6. Fred W. Vondracek. Hugh B. Urban and ,William H. 
Parsonage, "The Computer-Assisted Regional Evalua­
tion System (CARES)." Presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Society of Criminology, New 
York, November 2-6, 1973. 

7. Joseph A. Navarro and Jean G. Taylor, "Data analysis 
and simulation of court system in the District of 
Columbia for thl:! processing of felony defendants," in 
Task Force Report: Science alld Technology. Washing­
ton, D. C.: President's Commission orhLaw Enforce­
ment and Administration of Justice, 1967; pp. 199-215. 

B. Hunter Hurst, "A computer simulation model of a 
juvenile Justice system." Reported under "Announce­
ments," Criminal Justice Newsletter, 5 (11 March 
1974), p. B. 

9. Anthony Broy, op. cit. 
10. Alfred Blumstein and Richard C. Larson, "A systems 

approach to the study of crime and criminal justice," 
in Philip M. Morse (ed.), Operations Research for 
Public Systems. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology Press, 1967, pp. 159-BO. 

97 



PART FOUR. 

LOOKING AHEAD 



CHAPTER 15. EVALUATION OF EVALUATIONS 

If evaluation of correctional programs is to be 
reasonably effective, continuing assessment of the 
evaluative effort is necessary. Evaluation is a chang­
ing: learning process, sometimes characterized by 
great inefficiency and errors in direction. To guard 
against and to correct these tendencies, frequent re­
view and redirection are essential. 

Self-assessment is especially desirable at the 
present time because correctional evaluation is in a 
period of .unusual difficulty, brought on by pressures 
for hurriedastion. The drive to apply unprecedented 
amounts offullds to action programs, \¥ith evalua­
tion by inexperienced persons, has produced vast 
bodies of what Berkowitz terms "junk" research. 
The current pressures for evaluation coincide with 
a new era in the history of applied science, when 
new methods are beginning to appear. These, if ef-
fectively applied, promise major improvements in 
the evaluative process. 

There are, then, two reasons for heightened in­
terest in self-assessment. First, there is the possi­
bility of reducing the gross waste in correctional . 
evaluation. Second, there is the hope of discovering 
methods, strategies, and priorities of research that 
are especially appropriate in contemporary correc­
tions and criminal justice. 

But how can evaluation of evaluations be organ­
ized, guided, and be brought to useful conclusions? 
How does one determine what methods, subject­
matter areas, research personnel and research struc­
tures are desirable? 

One method is by examination of the results that 
; r are produced. Another is by study of the internal 

characteristics of the research procedures. Practical 
!.t il wisdQJ1l suggests that evaluation of research in terms 
,,;!, of its'actual and intended outcomes is t4.e generally 

i most satisfactory method. However, it is also im­
~\ portant to examine the other alternative-the de­
'I sign and quality of the research effort. With appro­
n priate designs and good quality, the probability 
:! of useful results should be enhanced. 
:'1 
1r-, ~. r 
d n 
lJ 
~l 

A. Assessment by Results, 

There is a strong tradition in research to judge 
the quality of the effort by the canons of scientific 
method, by compliance with rules, forms and prin­
ciples. Some attention is paid to results, ,but since 
the results of research are often far into the future, 
the form of effort rather than the results of effort 
has been the most convenient framework for as­
sessing research. 

In the practical world, this might be called the 
"managerial" approach to assessment. However, the 
practical world has found it more satisfactory to 
judge. efforts by their results rather than by their 
adherence to specifications or to principles. In eval­
uative research, it is possible to use the former 
criterion more consistently because such research 
is oriented toward results in the immediate present. 
Consequently, the assessment of evaluative research 
by its results should be considered an important 
step in the total evaluative effort. 

According to this view, the design of the research 
is less significant than its consequences. If "weak" 
designs bring more relevant and more important 
consequences than "strong" designs, weak is to be 
preferred to strong, even though we traditionally 
accord more prestige to strong designs. If systems 
analysis deals more powerfully with the wide assort­
ment of evaluative problems in criminal justice than 
the controlled experiment, systems analysis deserves 
a hearing even though many scientists are not sure 
it is respectable. 

In assessing research by its consequences, we can 
pay attention to magnitude of impact, immediacy 
of results, and implied or remote consequences. 

L Magnitude of Impact. The impact of research 
has both measurable and intangible aspects. Some 
are immeasurable because they are delayed indefi­
nitely into the future; some are vague and diffused, 
hard to quantify. Consequently, the measurement of 
impact is a mixed process, partly judgmental, partly 
quantifiable, and often largely ambiguous. Neverthe-
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less, there is a real need to measure impact, and 
some beginnings have been made. 

When we are told that 25,000, adjudicated of­
fenders have been retained in their communities in 
California rather than going into state institutions, 
this is evidence of the impact of the studies that led 
to the probation subsidy. When we are told that sev­
eral hundred California youth remained in their 
communities because of the Community Treatment 
Project, it may be concluded that the probation sub­
sidy studies had an immediate impact of greater 
magnitude than the CTP studies. These relative 
figures do not measure all the impacts of these two 
bodies of evaluative research, but they illustrate the 
possibility of talking quantitatively about the im­
pacts of research. 

2. Immediacy of Impact. Some.researches yield 
practically useful information in a matter of weeks 
or months while others take years. The D. C. De­
partment of Corrections study of narcotic':involved 
offenders led within six months to the establishment 
of community-based centers for the treatment of 
addicted offenders and within twelve months to the 
establishment of a District-wide Narcotics Treatment 
Administration.1 The Youth Studies Center experi­
mental analysis of the effective,ness of Group Guid­
ance began in 1961 and the final report was pub­
lished in 1966. By then Group Guidance ,had been 
transferred out of the Probation Department and 
given other roles in Los Angeles community proc­
esses.2 

Gang activity is still a problem of high priority 
in the criminal justice field, although less so per­
haps than narcotic addiction. The Group Guidance 
experiment has not yet had an effect on gang man­
agement practice. Is it because the time for decision 
on gang management in Los Angeles was 1964, not 

,'1966? Is it because of the design of the YSC experi­
ment, which " ... inadvertently led to greater gang 
delinquency rather than a reduction in gang de­
linquency"? a Is it because of the credibility level 
of the study, which had serious problems with both 
internal and external validity? 

If these are all relevant questions, immediacy of 
impact relates to many factors and its control may 
require attention to a wide variety of matters. How­
ever, whether or not there is an impact, and whether 
it is early or late, is usually easy to determine, and 
hence it is a means of assessing the results of 
evaluation. 

3. Implied Consequences. Some important con-
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sequences of evaluative research tend to be delayed, 
and the assessment of evaluations needs to account 
somehow for this fact. This is perhaps the most 
judgmental of the aspects of evaluation that we are 
considering here, the hardest to document, and pre­
sumably the hardest to control. 

independence of these two elements means that re­
search lacking in operational impact may still be 
found to be successful in terms of fulfilling its own 
objectives. This may be of little interest to an agency 
administrator, even though there has been some 
addition to knowledge. 

Assessment in terms of own objectives has been 
used by some SPAs that have tried to keep pace 
with the flood of evaluative reports coming in from 
their grant recipients. One example of such assess­
ment was a review of evaluative reports by the Cali­
fornia Council on Criminal Justice.s The review 
examined a sample of 38 out of approximately 400 
project reports to ascertain 1) whether or not stated 
objectives were attained, and 2) kinds of methodo­
logical deficiencies that were evident in the design 
of the research. The review recognized three types 
of design in the studies: pre-experimental, quasi­
experimental, and experimentaL 

One as)Ject of the delay is the time required 
to effect utilization of an obviously important find­
ing or concept. The eight-year delay between thPv 
first recommendation on probation subsidy in' Cali­
fornia and the enactment of the law is an example. 
Another aspect is the need to translate what is 
basic knowledge rather than programmable material 
into a usable form. The importance of an offender 
typology began to be sensed in the SIPU study of 
parole caseload size in the early fifties, and it was 
demonstrated to be important in PICO in the late 
fifties. However, it was not until the more complex 
Community Treatment Project was undertaken in 
the early sixties that an offender typology became 
clearly useful as an operational device. ' \~ In view of the intensive effort made by CCCJ to 

grapple with the matter of assessing its evaluative 
studies, it will be instructive to present materials ab­
stracted from that review. These include a list of 
projects by program area, title and project number; 

Some aspects of, evaluation are knowledge- ;Ii 

oriented rather than action-oriented. This means 
" 

that there' may be an application at some time in' 
the future. How much weight to give this aspect of 
a proposed evaluation is extremely problematic. It 
is difficult to anticipate basic knowledge, but it is 
also difficult to recognize it once it has emerged. 
Perhaps all that we can say is that it should not be 
ignored. As Utterback pointed out, the major factor 
in utilization is the "market place," but scientific 
discovery also has a role in ultimate utilization,4 

B. Assessment by !Proposed Obiedives 

Assessment by operational results applies a "hard 
criterion" to evaluative research. A softer criterion 
is used when research is assessed in terms of achieve­
ment of its own objectives. 

Evaluative studies specify thdr objectives as a 
first step. They propose to examine whether a pro­
gram has rf Jticed crime significantly (or perhaps 
by 10 percent over last year), test a practically 
useful hypothesis, determine whether a test score 
has increased significantly, and so on. Many or all 
these objectives may be reached, in which case the 
studies are successful in their own terms. 

Success in meeting own objectives is sometimes 
but not always the same as being operationally use­
ful. Research objectives generally derive from agency 
objectives; but in actuality successful research is not 
followed automatically by agency utilization. The 

a tabulation of objectives attained and failed along 
with methodological deficiencies noted; and a sum­
mary of the major types of objectiv("s attained or 
failed and the types of methodological deficiencies 

\f' noted. 
! 
1 Chart 1 lists the projects, and Chart 2 presents a 
I count of objectives attained or failed and deficiencies 
1 noted. Chart 3 identifies types of objectives attained 
J or failed and types of deficiencies noted. The data in , 
.~ Chart 3 are condensed from a larger chart that cross-
J, tabulated project identities and types of objectives, 
J outcomes, and types of deficiencies. 
] 
J 
:~ 
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In Chart 2, projects 0601 and 0900 are multiple 
projects or clm'ters, and they are treated as eight 
projects or six projects, respectively, when averages 
or ratios are calculated. 

;.\ This manner of assessment of evaluations can 
'I serve several purposes. It makes possible compari­
.1 sons between the general strategies, research de­
Ii signs and research outcomes achieved by different 
(I SPAs. It provides one example of a procedure for 
'I d assessment of evaluative research in terms of its 
t! stated objectives. And, finally,. it is a preliminary 
;i exploration of the "second level" of efficiency of 
,~ . ~valuative research; that is, the rate at which speci­
.'! 

~l 
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fied goals are realized and methodological weak­
nesses are avoided. 

The next step in the CCCJ assessment would pre­
sumably be a move up to the first level, where 
evaluative projects are judged by their operational 
impacts. One useful inquiry at that level wollld be 
to ascertain what types and proportions of projects 
that achieve their objectives also have definite ef­
fects upon operations. Another useful inquiry would 
be the relationship between magnitude of effect and 
characteristics of the project and its results. StilI 
another area of interest would be the character­
istics of the agency and community settings in which 
an effect was achieved. 

C. Design and Quality of Research 
Procedures 

A third level of assessment of evaluative re­
search-twice removed from the level of operational 
impact-is that of the design and quality of the 
evaluation model. At this level, focus is heavier 
upon rational than upon empirical considerations. It 
rests upon the belief, supported to some extent by 
experience, that certain kinds of designs are more 
likely in the long run to bring results. This is a de­
fensible position, especially when the results speci­
fied are dependent upon precise comparison or 
causal inference. To the extent that the latter are 
important specifications, they will cause higher 
values to be placed on experimental and elaborate 
statistical designs. 

As was true of assessment by own objectives, as­
sessment by type of design yields rankings that cor­
relate only moderately if at all with the results of 
assessment by operational impact. In many respects, 
"type of design" is the softest of the three criteria 
mentioned. thus far; there are several barriers be­
tween design and achievement of project objectives, 
and stilI niore before operational impact is assured. 

D. Credibility of Evaluative Research 

Credibility of research is an intangible quality 
that derives not from single factors but from a con­
figuration. It is rarely used in assessment except in 
an informal sense, although it may eventually prove 
useful and hence worthy of application. It offers a 
means of differentiating between projects or evalua­
tions that are similar in many characteristics but 
different in level of "believability." 
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Chart l. PROJECTS FOR PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

** 0283 Juvenile Diversion Through Probation Counseling 
** 0289 Juvenile Diversion Through Drug Abuse Counseling 
*i:I 0265 Delinquency Control Through Parental Education 
** 0563 A Juvenile Day Care Center: Alternative to Incarceration 

* 0259 A Residential Treatment Center for Youth 
* 0293 A Multi-Service Counseling Center for Delinquency Prevention 

0591 A Community-Based Delinquency Prevention Proiect 
0601 Eight Youth Service Bureaus for Prevention & Control of Delinquency 

TRAINING FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

0448 A Regional Criminal Justice Training Center 

PROJECTS TO RIEDUCE ORGANIZED CRiMIE 

0564 An Organized Crime Intelligence Unit 

PROJECTS TO IMPROVE POLICE SERVICES AND OPERATIONS 

0608 Restructuring a Police Department 

PROJECTS TO REDUCE A SPEClf!C CRiME 

0900 Six Crime-Specific Burglary Proiects 

SERVICES FOR EX-OFFENDERS 

* 0481 A Halfway House for Ex-Offenders 
0677 Coordinated Services for Ex-Offenders 

ALCOHOLIC TREATMENT PROJECTS 

0221 A Halfway House for Treatment of Alcoholics 
* 0505 Counseling for Probationers with Drinking Problems 

PROJECTS TO REDUCE THE DRUG PROBLEM 

0848 Reducing Drug Traffic at the Mexican Border 
0749 A County-Wide Narcotic Education and Enforcement Project 

1140 A Countywide Narcotic Enforcement Bureau 
* 0541 A Comprehensive Drug Treatment Project 

0444 A Family-Structured Treatment Project for Drug Abusers 

POST-RELEASE SERVICES FOR YOUTH 

0474 A Proiect to Improve Youth Parole Services 

PROJECTS TO IMPROVE COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

0443 A Comprehensive Police Community Relations Project 

** 0405 A Values Instruction School Resource Officer Project 

0158 A School Resource Officer Project in Davis 

0419 A School Resource Officer Proiect in Ventura 

~ 1 ~ ** Controlled experiment 

* Quasi-hperiment 
Non-experimental project 
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Chart 2. 38 CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROJECTS 
GOAL ATTAINMENT AND METHODOLOGICAL DEFICIENCIES 

Project Number 

0283 
0289 
0265 
0563 
0259 
0293 
0591 
0601 (8 projects) 
0448 
0564 
0608 
0900 (6 proiects) 
0481 
0677 
0221 
0505 
0848 
0749 
1140 
0541 
0444 
0474 
04.43 
0405 
0158 
0419 

Experimental Projects 
Quasi-Experimental 
Non-Experimental 

Goals: Attained (+), Failed (O) 
Methodological 
Deficiencies ( - ) 

++++ 
++++ 

++ 
++ 
++ 
+++ 
+ 
++++ 
++ 
+ 
+ 
+++ 

.+ 
+++++ 
+ 
++ 
++ 

++ 
+++ 

+++++ 

(N = 5) 
(N 5) 
(N = 28) 

00 
00 
000000 
000 
00 

00000 
o 
00 
o 
o 
00 
0000 

o 
o 
00 
0000 

00 
00000 

000 
000 

Goals Attained Attainments Deficiencies 
per Project over Failures per Project 

3.0 
2.0 
1.3 

1.50 
1.25 

.55 

.4 

.8 
2.6 
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Chart 3. MOST COMMONLY ATTAINED OBJECTIVES AND 
MOST COMMON METHODOLOGICAL DEFICIENCIES 

Most Commonly Attained Objectives 

1. Decreased recidivism 
2. Increased diversion 
3. Improved cost-effectiveness 

Most Common Methodological Deficiencies 

1. Lack of control group 
2. Lack of standards formeasuring impact 
3. Insufficient data 

The concept may serve best with experimental 
or quasi-experimental studies. One of the marks of 
credible research is, in Campbell's terms, high in­
ternal validity; another is high external validity. a 

Other aspects of credibility relate to features of 
design that anticipate problems of datainterpreta­
tion. To deal with population heterogeneity, there 
is a typology; to measure in-community perform­
ance, several criteria are used; to detect cost or 
benefit differences, a monetary criterion is used; to 
identify decision shifts, appropriate criteria are 
used. 

Credibility is a qualitative criterion for assessing 
evaluations that may be difficult to operationalize in 
the ranking or rating of researches. It should be use­
ful, however, for sensitizing evaluators to aspects 
of their work that have been only lightly attended 
to in the past. 

E: Discussion 

Although the evaluation of evaluations may seem 
an abstract enterprise, it has quite practical impli­
cation~. It carries the potential of reducing waste 
of research resources by differentiating ill-con­
ceived and poorly directed or badly coordinated 
studies from more likely kinds of evaluations. In 
addition, it offers opportunities to work for refin,e,;,. 
ment of methods, better identification of proper 
evaluation targets, more effective links between 
evaluation and utilization, and higher probability of 
impact. 

success in each stage of a two-stage process: 1) 
attaining project objectives, and 2) securing utiliza­
tion or application of results when projects prove 
effectivejn demonstrating results. 

The problems of stage one are different from 
those of stage two, and success at the first stage does 
not guarantee success at the second. The relationship 
here is perhaps like that between managerial effi­
ciency and outcome effectiveness-there may be low 
correlation between the two. ' 

Improvement in the utility of research might pro­
ceed more successfully if one began with a number 
of projects that have been accepted as useful and 
made the basis for operational or policy change, then 
worked backwards, as it were. The focus of interest 
in the backward perspective would be the character­
istics and conditions of the useful research. What 
are the areas of application, the methods ,of evalua­
tion, the kinds of persons or organizations that did 
the evaluation, the relation of the researchers to 
planning and decision-making, the project auspices, 
and the antecedents of the project? Examination of 
these factors and circumstances might indicate with 
some degree of confidence how evaluative research 
with higher probabilities of payoff should be planned 
and executed. 
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conflict of interest and encouraging publi-
cation of results. 

• Evaluation should be recognized as a means 
of "keeping corrections honest." 

CHAPTER 16. IMPROVEMENT OF EVALUATION 
I: 4. Glaser (1973). Glaser, correctional evaluator, 
\. criminologist and professor of sociology, in a recent 
I~ paper placed strong emphasis on theory as a means 
r of improving correctional evaluation: 4 Evaluative research may be improved by assessing 

its outcomes and using these results to refine meth­
ods and procedures. It may also be improved by 
processes that are primarily rational-developing 
basic premises and drawing the more likely conclu­
sions about how research should be organized and 
conducted. There is still another process that we can 
employ: taking other people's conclusions about how 
to improve research and working them into a co­
herent plan. The latter method is the substance of 
the present chapter. 

We begin by presenting some conclusions about 
how to improve correctional evaluation, or social 
program evaluation, and then move on to merge 
some of these conclusions with the major ideas that 
have developed out of this Guide. The process is 
an informal one, not concerned with axioms, postu­
lates and theorems, and tormal derivation pro­
cedures. It draws from the work flf several academi­
cians or scholars who have been writing about eval­
uation, either in corrections or in social programs 
generally. The works were chosen for their visibility, 
not by any systematic selection procedure. 

A. Ideas for Improving Evaluation 

The several ideas for improving evaluation that 
follow are grouped under the names of the persons 
who proposed them. Some of the groups of state­
ments may not include all the ideas the observer 
has ever stated about the subject; they focus pri­
marily on presentations made in particular papers 
or documents. Six observers are cited. 

1. Bailey (1966). The following ideas are drawn 
from Bailey's paper on 100 correctional evalua­
tions.1 In his discussion, Bailey, a former correc­
tional practitioner and now a professor of social 
work, concludes with some suggestions for the im­
provement of evaluation: 
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• There should be increased concern with out­
come studies, 

GIl The calibre of studies should be improved, 

• There should be more research by profes­
sionally trained personnei, 

• Research design should show increased rigor 
and sophistication, 

• Use of behavioral science theory should be 
expanded. 

" I' 
1 

" ji 

I~ 
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i: 

t: 
2. Orlans (1969). Orlans, a senior fellow at ~ 

Brookings Institution, focuses on a number of prac- I: 
tical concerns: 2 f 

.. Abler people should be involved in practical 
research, 

\9 More fragments of knowledge should be 
pieced together, 

• Research objectives should be stated more 
clearly, 

It There should be more independent evalua­
tions of government programs, 

• Research should be focused on the more 
significant problems, 
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• The utilization of research should be pro- t: 
moted. ~ 

3. Ward (1973). Like Orlans, Ward, a professor t 

of sociology, takes a practical view of the needs I 
of evaluation: 1 

• Many agency services should be evaluated f 
community-wide, with cost sharing and t, 

r 

agreed-upon objectives, ' 
• Research should be centralized to secure 

consistency, 
• Evaluation should be restricted to a limited 

number of programs, 
• Research funds and staff should be concen­

trated on established organizations in prison, 
probation and parole, 

• Duplication of efforts between regions or 
states should be reduced, 

• Coordination at state or national levels 
should be effected, 

• Continued replication of studies by for-profit 
organizations should be discouraged, 

• University faculty should be used in evalua­
tions of correctional agencies, thus reducing 

• Theory is the key to good study design and 
the formulation of proper research questions, 

• Theory should be elaborate' enough to ac­
count for the wide variety in types of of-
fenses, 

fJ Theory should differentiate research subjects 
not only by type of offense but also by 
careers, life-styles and personality types, 

II Research should be designed to evaluate 
practice on the basis of theory rather than 
on policy, 

• Theory should have several levels of ab­
straction, interlinked, from very general 
theory to specific propositions. 

5. Suchman (1967). Suchman, an academician, 
has written at length about the principles and pro­
cedures of social action evaluation. His recommen­
dations are primarily methodological: 5 

II A new "social experimentation" model is 
needed for social action research, 

• Evaluative experiments should contribute 
to both knowledge and operations, 

• The evaluative resel;lrch model should be 
in the format of "intervening variable analy­
sis," 

II The longitudinal panel design offers the 
greatest promise for evaluative research, 

• Good evaluation continues over time and 
permits "before" and "after" measurements. 

6. Weiss (.1971). Weiss, an academic researcher 
of social action programs, focuses on the practical 
problems of research utilization, with some atten­
tion to methodological concerns: 

• There is need for evaluation staff with dual 
,skills-to discover significant data and to in­
fluence decision-making, 

• Clients and local groups should be en­
couraged to accept useful findings and to re­
ject programs with poor outcomes, 

e Useful results should be presented to per­
sons (program managers) who need and can 
use them, 

• Reports of research should be timed sen­
sibly, not after a decision dead-line, 

II Communications to users should be in non­
technical language, 

• There should be a program planning and 
development unit to translate research re­
sults into action programs, 

II Evaluators should feel free to speculate 
about alternatives to present programs, 

II Evaluation should test ideas for alternative 
programs in "small-scale experimental proj­
ects." 6 

These six sets of proposals for the improvement 
of evaluative research fall into several general areas: 
theory, method, organization, and utilization, pri­
marily. It is of interest that some observers stress 
theory, others promote particular method~log.ical 
models, and some focus primarily on orgamzatton. 
These selective approaches would probably broaden 
considerably if each of the observers were to be 
asked to present a comprehensive plan for the im­
provement of evaluation. 

Although this haphazard sampling touches upon 
a number of aspects of correctional evaluation, it 
leaves a number of gaps. We proceed now to build 
on the foregoing proposals, filling in at various 
points and working toward a general plan for im­
provement of evaluation in corrections. A compre-

, hensive plan should contain at least the following 
elements: 

• Objectives of evaluative research 
• Organization of evaluation 
• Coordination of evaluation , 
• Staffing and funding of evaluation 
• Theories of correctional improvement 
• Planning of evaluation 
• Methods and strategies 
• Reporting and dissemination of evaluation 
• Utilization of evaluation 
• Assessment of the evaluative process 
• Development and improvement of evaluation 

A systematic effort to improve correctional eval­
uation on a long-range basis must give consideration 
to ,'.each of the foregoing topics. The importance of 
eaclltopic will vary with the state of the art and 
with the situation .. 
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B. A General Plan for the Improvement of 

Evaluation 

Tbe following discussion is necessarily very 
sketchy. A full treatment of this topic could occupy 
an entire volume, which is out of the question here. 
The present approach is that of an outline with com­
mentary. 

1. Objectives of Evaluative Research in Correc­
tions. Objectives are key elements in productive 
evaluation. Since research objectives derive from 
organizational objectives, the goals, and ultimately 
the productivity of research, can be no more suc­
cessful than the objectives of corrections are re­
alistic and attainable. Consequently, the improve­
ment of evaluative research in corrections is tied 
to the eventll~tc:I~velopment of desirable and 
achieveable objectives in corrections itself .......... . 

This means that evaluators must concern them­
selves with the nature of correctional objectives. 
Are they rational or irrational, constructive or de­
structive, costly or reasonable, achievable or unat­
tainable? Goals that are generally negative have 
nothing to contribute to productivity in research 
or in operations. Although it is not the evaluator's 
role to' set the goals for corrections, he may be in 
a position to provide tested knowledge on alternative 
objectiv(~s, and he may thus improve the produc­
tivity of evaluative research by promoting better 
rather than worse objectives. 

2. The Organization of Evaluation. Without or­
ganization, research tends toward chaos and waste. 
Current problems in evaluation suggest a need for 
more definite l,tructuring of direction and control. 
There ne.eds to h~ some centralization at the national 
level, . WIth regio~al or local activity responding 
to gUIdance from \ the center. This permits much­
needed coordinatiOll, facilitates pin-pointed appli­
cation of evaluations at several appropriate sites, 
and reduces duplication that is wasteful without be­
ing informative. Such organization allows for the de­
velopment of evaluation in accord with a broad 
and sustained evaluation strategy. 

!he relationship of correctional agency research 
umts to the central entity might be that of voluntary 
participant in a larger endeavor. Not all state units 
need participate in most studies. Those that do not 
\ViII p~esumably benefit from findings through re­

, port ?Issemi?~tic;m, workshops and institutes, and 
techmcal- aSSIstance. 

The structuring of correctional, court and police 
evaluative units into the larger system may occur 
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most reasonably through the state planning agen. ~ 
cies. Presumably, in every state, the SPA will be- "1':. 

come a coordinator and possibly a controller of !~ 
research within the criminal justice system compo- li 
nents. However, not every SPA need become an t, 
active participant in 'major evaluation projects that ~,. 
are of national scope. 1 

Part of the organization of research relates to use f 
of cluster analysis or simultaneous replication of t 

to doubt that the university researcher is better 
qualified to perform agency research and is in a 
position to bring "honesty" to correctional evalua­
tion. 

An important argument for increasing support 
to in-house evaluation is the desirability of en­
couraging competent researchers to make careers 
of agency evaluation. "Moonlighting" researchers I' projects to provide comparative data and to permit 

specified types of variation that require several 
sites for implementation. This aspect of structure 
belongs to strategy as well as to organization. 

3. Coordination of Evaluation. A major concern 
of corrections and criminal justice is to eliminate 
n,.e.e.c1I~ssg4plication and reduce waste of research 
res()ur~es:DuPJicati6n,.that is not productive-that 
is, not deliberately replicative nor intentionally ac­
cumulativ~needs to be reduced through concerted 

. planning and cooperative monitoring. The remain-
ing research can then be better interpreted, dis­
seminated and utilized. 

Within states, some coordination will be the re­
sponsibility of SCA administrators or SPA heads, as 
when related projects are carried out simultaneously 
at several facilities or sites. Across states, coordina­
tion may be handled by consortiums or by a mi­
tional agency or both. 

4. Staffing and Funding of Evaluation. Large 
agencies need their own in-house evaluation staffs . ' If only to carry out the routine operations research 
that is becoming essential to any sizeable organiza­
tion. Some large agencies should be encouraged to 
build and maintain mUlti-purpose research staffs, 
with the intent of engaging in other types of evalua­
tion. This could include assessment of new pro­
grams, systems analysis and simulation, inter-agency 
cluster studies, and rigorously designed experimental 
studies that have both practical operations and 
knowledge as goals. 

In-house evaluation staffs appear especially de­
sirable for at least two reasons: first, they seem to 
be performing the best agency evaluations that have 
been accomplished in recent years; and, second, they 
appear unusually suited to increase the utilization 
rate of productive research. A third possible reason 
for favoring in-house staffing of research is that such 
units are effective centers for technology transfer. 

There is some value to outside evaluation, as 
OrIans and Ward point out; it provides independent 
measurement. However, there seems to be reason 

from college campuses do not provide the con­
tinuity, the identification, the communications abil­
ity, nor the ac~umulated experience that is begin­
ning to show up in the superior performance of some 
in-bouse units. To attract competent researchers, 
criminal justice agencies will need to provide salary 
levels, role stability and organizational status suffi­
cient to interest and hold qualified persons. 

The need for evaluation by outsiders should di­
minish in the future as the present special fundiI].g 
for innovative projects terminates. It should also 

" diminish as agency evaluation moves to higher levels 
t [. of technical and professional demands, and the 
~ ability of the casually. interested outsider to meet t these demands decreases. 
~ 
I' 
f 
&~ ,. 
f, 

r 
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Some outside sources of evaluative research-
the private organization with expertise in systems 
analysis and simulation, for example-will continue 
as useful supplements to in-house units. University 
staff who have begun to develop skills in these areas 
may also become participants in special projects. 

5. Theories of Correctional Improvement. The 
improvement of correctional evaluation depends to 
some unknown extent upon advances in correctional 
theory. However, the nature of the theory that is 
likely to be most productive is open to debate. If the 
key problem is in personality structure and personal 
behavior, then behavioral theory will be relevant 
although of indeterminate importance. If the. correc­
tional problem is one of "systems," behavioral 
theory may be a dead end, and corrections will make 
little progress until systems theory is able to provide 
new directions. 

Since behavioral and social theory have had a 
relatively free hand in corrections for the past two 
decades, with little apparenfeffect, it may be time 
for extensive borrowing from systems theory. This 
may provide the most direct resolution of the issue 
of the role of theory in correctional progress and in 
productive correctional evaluation. 

6. Planning of Evaluation. The planning of cor­
rectional and criminal justice evaluation will become 
more specialized and more difficult as knowledge 

i' accumulates and research tasks become more com-

plex. Effective planning will be increasingly critical 
to the improvement of evaluation. 

The planning of evaluations will involve a com~ 
mand of both social science and systems analysis 
methodologies, with increasing emphasis on the 
latter. The planner will have to deal with several 
areas of concern: reduction of trial-and-error or ad 
hoc research; use of methods that promise results; 
focus on areas where progress is possible; use of 
replication, particularly cluster analysis, or simul­
taneous replication; coordination of research and de­
velopment; and the use of both short- anCl long­
range strategies. 

7. Methods and Strategies of Evaluation. The 
rise of systems methods relative to the traditional 
social science methods in agency research poses 
new problems for criminal justice administrators 
and evaluators. There are new skills to be pro~ 
cured, new learnings to be achieved, decisions on 
correct applications of methods and models to be 
made, and other elements of research strategy to be 
tried and evaluated by the results they bring. 

If this area is not the key to improvement in eval­
uative research it is'at least one of the cctltral ele­
ments. The evaluator needs to be fully aware of the 
range of alternatives, the appropriate uses, the risks 
and potential rewards of the various methods and 
strategies that are open to him. 

8. Reporti1ng and Dissemination of Evaluation. 
The need for accelerated studies in a few locations 
and transmission of worthwhile findings to hundreds 
or even thousands of potential users places a pre­
mium on effective reporting and dissemination. 
Technical reporting alone is generally inappropriate. 
Publication in scientific journals also has its prob­
lems, even though it is favored by academicians. 
Technical reporting is a hindrance to utilization; 
scientific reporting delays use, diverts attention and 
funds, leads to neglect of findings bf low certainty 
but high interest to decision-makers, and keeps too 
many "publish-or-perish" individuals in the agl!ncy 
research field. 

Since technical reporting is sometimes inescap­
able, it should be done not alone but in a dual-re­
porting scheme where a technical report is joined 
with an administrative report or summary that pro­
vides the gist of practically important findings in 
non-technical terms. 

Publication of operationally significant materials 
can usually be effected quickly and easily in pro­
fessional (as opposed to "scientific") journals; those 
items that are of interest to academicians tend later 
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to be reprinted from the professional journals in 
books of readings. 

An important aspect of dissemination is the 
standardization of reporting procedures. Evaluations 
of particular types of programs in one region can 
then be compared with similar evaluations from 
other regions with less risk of misinterpretation. 
This should avert some instances of extended cor­
respondence or communication with several sources 
to unravel dissimilarities of technique, language, or 
results. 

Evaluation could be improved if special arrange­
ments were made to assemble planning, progress, 
and final reports of evaluations in separate sites on 
the same types of programs or activities and to en­
gage in continuing interpretations of the materials. 
Interaction between interpreter and sources should 
be nllltually useful; it should also be helpful in 
making the materials ti10re applicable by future 
users. 

9. The Utilization of Evaluation. Utilization of 
research results is facilitated if researchers are also 
capable of planning and development. It is facili­
tated when resea~cJ! is carried out by in:-house staff. 
It is facilitated in ~t:gencies where the administrator 
is "experimental" in attitude and action. It is facili­
tated when the research product relates to significant 
policy matters and program needs. It is facilitated 
when researchers communicate with program man­
agers as well as with agency administrators, use non­
technical language, and present their findings in ad­
vance of dead-lines for final decision-making. 

If research products arrive at a . potential use 
site by dissemination, they are more likely to be 
utilized if the material is comprehensible and in 
relatively complete form. The need to seek clarify­
ing information from the original disseminators is 
a barrier to use. 

10. Assessment of Evaluations. Assessment of the 
outcomes of evaluation is an aid to the improve­
ment of further evaluations. Knowledge of suc­
cesses and failures permits reduction of unprofitable 
approaches and capitalization on strategies that 
bring desirable changes. 

Evaluation can be assessed in terms of immediate 
impact on operations and also in terms of long~ 
range influence through accumulating knowledge 
and through contributions to theory. It can also be 
assessed in relation. to achievement of internal goals 
and objectives. Projects that successfully te'st hypoth­
eses, demonstrate speciflc results, or establish deft,:, .. 

",' 
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nite structures of desired kinds are presumably use­
ful even though they do not have dramatic impact 
upon day-to-day operations. 

Evaluation can be' assessed in terms of credibility, 
which examines internal and external validity, ade­
quacy of the design for the problem at hand, suc­
cessful adaptation to the structure and dynamics of 
the subject matter or setting, use of appropriate 
standards of comparison, adequacy of criteria in 
kinds and numbers, and quality of interpretation of 
the results of the evaluation. 

Finally, evaluation can be assessed in terms of its 
design. Is its primary characteristic "strength" in 
traditional sense, or is it a "weak" design, and if 
so, what are the implications in this particular 
setting? 

11. Development and Refinement of Evaluation. 
Since evaluation is both a structure and a process, 
it is capable of the same developmental changes as 
other structures and processes, given feed-back 
from use and appropriate modification. This applies 
both to evaluation as .• a general proce~s and to 
evaluation as a particular method or design. Judg­
ments about the general process may suggest shifts 
in the mix of methods used, as is illustrated in the 
current exploratory movement toward systems 
methods. Similarly, judgments abouttheworth of a 
particular method may lead to its modification, as 
when acceptability of and familiarity with the quasi­
experiment brings greater expertise in the creation 
of valid comparison groups. 

C. Discussion 

While the primary function of evaluation in 
criminal justice is to improve the functioning of 
criminal justice, there is at the same time an oppor­
tunity and a need to improve evaluation. By noting 
the manner in which the evaluation process works, 
the results it produces, judgments can be made about 
what techniques are effective and to what extent 
these techniques can be made even more effective. 

Improvement of evaluation obviously involves 
more than refinement of technique. It touches upon 
the identification of worthy objectives, organization 
and coordination of effort, staffing and funding, 
choice of relevant theory, making of suitable short­
term and long~term plans, selection of better meth­
ods and strategies, effective reporting and dissemina­
tion of results, and utilization of results. Each of 
these elements is a large area in itself. 

In the recent past, evaluation in corrections and 

,,' 

criminal justice has been an anarchic, trial-and­
error process, with little leadership and not much 
sense of direction. The current pressures for rapid 
assessment of a vastly expanded criminal justice 
modernization drive finds evaluative research poorly 
equipped to perform the evaluation. Hopefully, one 
of the results of the effort wiII be a vast improve­
ment in the structure and methods of evaluation 
itself. 
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CHAPTER 17. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A review of the recent history of evaluative re~ 
search in corrections discloses a number of pertinent 
developments: 

1. In several innovative departments of correc~ 

tion, research units were created to aid the manage~ 
ment process, These units, using variations on a 
social science research model, have carried out 
numerous descriptive, analyticai, and evaluative 
studies of agency processes and outcomes. 

2. More recently, many other operating and plan~ 
ning agencies have responded to various pressures 
to evaluate corrections. Additional research units 
have been set up or research services have been 
purchased from outside sources. In virtually all 
states, correctional evaluative studies have become 
commonplace. 

3, Although a number of experimental studies, 
using random assignment to experimental and COl1~ 
trol statuses, have been conducted, correctional eval~ 
uations have been primarily non~experimental; i.e., 
case studies, surveys) before-after studies, and other 
non-rigorous designs. 

4. Assessments of correctional evaluations indi~ 

cate that only a small percentage of the total· appear 
to demonstrate positive effects in "rehabilitating" 
offenders. The assessments have led some observers 
to conclude that no significant treatment efficacy has 
been shown in any programs evaluated. 

5. A careful review of the best known of the 
assessments supports the conclusion that there is 
"payoff" or "impact" in at least a small percentage 
of the total body of studies. The level of payoff 
may in fact be as high as in some other fields of 
research and development endeavor, including high­
technology industry and medicine. 

6. The payoff in correctional evaluation thus far 
appears to occur more frequently in the form of 
"system improvement" than in "client improvement" 
or rehabilitation. 

7. The biggest payoffs seem to come from "weak" 
or non-rigorous designs such as case studies or 
surveys, which are apparently useful in promoting 
system change. Lesser payoffs come from strong 
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designs such as controlled experiments, which in 
several instances have conclusively demonstrated 
significant behavioral change in offenders. 

8. The primary framework of correctional evalua­
tion thus far has been the social science model, 
which features hypothesis testing, theory building, 
use of the controlled experiment, and project evalua­
tion. In recent years this model has begun increas­
ingly to share the stage with the industrial and 
policy science models. The latter feature operations 
research, cost~benefit studies, systems analysis, and 
stimulation. 

9. The' most productive evaluative research in 
corrections, for both weak and strong designs, ap­
pears to have been that of the in-house research 
unit. Despite their newness, a few of these units 
have produced evaluations superior in quality and 
higher in utility than the best products of academic 
researchers or consultant organizations. This edge 
in productivity seems to arise from the strategic lo­
cation of the research units in relation to com­
munications with operations staff, to planning and 
development, and to continuity of effort. 

10; Consultant organizations and academic re­
searchers have had significant roles to play in cor­
rectional evaluati~n in efforts that require special 
methodological or conceptual expertise. Some an­
alytical tasks and some aspects of operations re­
search or simulation, requiring mathematical lan­
guages and computer skills, have been performed 
for a number of correctional agencies by outside 
evaluators or researchers. 

11. Although accomplishments in system change 
have apparently overshadowed those in offender 
change in correctional evaluation studies, notable 
breakthroughs have been occurring in the latter area 
also. 

12. Efficacy has been demonstrated in programs 
for rehabilitating juveniles both in the community 
(e.g., the Provo Experiment and the Community 
Treatment Project)1 and in the institution (e.g., 
PICO and.·.the Youth Center Research Project).2 
There has been less evidence of success in rehabiIi-

tating adult offenders, although some system changes 
(e.g., the Parole Work Unit Program) 3 have demon­
strated remarkable reductions in return-to-prison 
rates. The lesser evidence of success in rehabilitating 

I, adult offenders may have several possible explana-
i,:-. tions, including the lower level of research effort, 

lower sophistication of research design, lack of suit­
t able typologies of adult offenders, the irrelevance of 

present treatment programs for adult offenders, and 
lesser amenability to change in adults. 

13. A nofeworthy aspect of evaluation in con~ 
temporary corrections is the growth of pressure for 
evaluation, the rising interest in improving the eval~ 
uation process, and the emergence of guidelines 
and models adapted more specifically to the needs 
of the correctional field... 

From the present status of correctional evalua­
tion and the character of the dominant trends in 
research, together with obvious assumptionJ about 
agency and community needs, it is reasonable to 
draw a number of conclusions: 

1. Evaluative research in corrections is a young 
and inexperienced discipline, groping for direction 
in an increasingly complex setting. There is need 
for extensive rethinking and restructuring of the 
established evaluation methods to meet new de­
mands and to keep pace with changes in the field. 

2. Correctional evaluation has taken its early 
leads from academic and social science models, 
which 'are not well suited to the information and 
decision needs of complex systems in a changing 
world. It has begun to modify its strategies by bor­
rowing substantially from industrial and policy sci­
ence evaluation models. This development appears 
to be useful and needed. 

3. Substantively, and for the short term, correc­
tional evaluation needs' to cope with problems of 
research overload, unwitting duplication of studies 
in different locales, inappropriate models of evalua­
tion, and unplanned or hastily planned research ef­
forts. Both administrators and evaluators have a 
responsibility for dealing directly with these prob~ 
lems. 

4. Traditional evaluation guidelines, which have 
proved only moderately useful in the shaping of 
the research effort, need to be reviewed and restateCi 
if evaluative research is to meet the demands that 
are being placed on it. In the reconstruction of the 
guidelines, the results of evaluation need to be an­
alyzed systematically for clues to the reconstruction. 
Studies of research impact and research utilization 

need to be carried out to achieve more effective 
management of research and to obtain higher rates 
of return from the evaluative effort. 

5. The importance of impact analysis in correc­
tional evaluation is indicated by the discovery that 
"non-rigorous" research designs are apparently more 
influential than rigorous designs in major decision­
making situations. Although the reasons for this are 
not fully understood, some hypotheses may be 
stated: a) these non-rigorous studies fit better the 
decision making styles and needs of administrators; 
b) there is greater pressure on corrections for sys­
tem improvement than for client improvement, and 
these studies provide adequate rationales for system 
change; c) in time of rapid change, conditions are 
not favorable for the use of strong research designs; 
and d) correctional administrator.s have not yet sup­
ported rigorous designs to the extent required to 
make them generally effective. 

6. The discovery regarding impact from weak 
studies points to another need in corrections~the 
clarification of goals. The fact that evaluation im­
pact has shown itself primarily in system change is 
in part a reflection .. of the obvious need for system 
revision in corrections and criminal justice. The 
importance of system change as an objective of eval­
uation has been obscured by preoccupation.with of­
fender rehabilitation as an objective. 

7. Much of the current deprecation of the "in­
efficacy" of correctional programs and correctional 
research derives from a perception of improved be­
havior as the focus of evaluative studies. The pro­
ductivity or the efficacy of research appears in a 
better light when both system change and offender 
change are taken into account as objectives or goals. 

8. Still other goals require consideration when 
guidelines for correctional evaluation are drafted. 
In the long run, increased importance seems fore­
shadowed for such criminal justice goals as "resto­
ration of the victim" and "equity in criminal justice 
involvement and processing." As these and other 
goals come in for discussion and targetill!kJhe 
present objectives of punishment, incapacitation, de­
terrence and rehabilitation will undoubtedly undergo 
some revaluation. 

9. To the extent that causal analysis of be­
havioral change under alternative conditions remains 
an important strategy of correctional evaluation, the 
controlled experiment will continue to be a poten­
tially useful study design. In practice, this design 
has not been as productive in corrections as its pres-
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tige in science would appear to promise. Its pro­
ductivity might be enhanced if "experimental" ad­
ministrators and adequately trained evaluators co­
operated to insure its proper use in appropriate 
situations. 

10. Use of the controlled experiment should oc­
cur under full awareness that preoccupation with 
this method may interfere with the orderly develop­
ment of more generally useful evaluation methods 
and their application to equally important criminal 
justice goals. Continuous assessment of the results 
of evaluation will be helpful in maintaining a con­
structive balance in the use of research designs. 

11. A fundamental need of the correctional ad­
ministrator is to know in detail the extent and re­
sults of his agency's efforts and how to strive real­
istically to improve the level of these results. This 
calls for operations research, which traces inputs 
and outcomes and analyzes the relation of outcomes 
to processes. This evaluation model, which has en­
tered corrections as a supplement to the social 
science model, may overshadow that model after 
information systems become widespread. Operations 
research is perhaps the most rational way of routiniz­
ing the evaluation process""":"a strategy that is com­
ing to be recognized as a necessity for modern cor­
rectional agencies. 

12. As in the case of operations research, cost­
benefit analysis is assuming an increasingly impor­
tant role in correctional evaluation. On occasion, it 
shows impressive cost savings or returns even when 
there is no evidence of behavioral change from the 
program under evaluation. Judging from as yet 
limited data, the most dramatic cost-benefit gains 
are from programs that provide alternatives to in­
stitutionalization-street work with gang members, 
enrichment of probation, and rationalization of 
parole. 

13. For correctional evaluator-planners, emphasis 
needs to be directed toward definition of corrections 
as a subsystem within the criminal justice system 
and a1so within the wider systems of the larger com-

'munity. Under this view, the organization of evalua­
tive research within the corrections subsystem will 
be largely operations research, supported by care­
fully planned information systems, and aimed at 
optimizing results within the subsystem. Within the 
larger systems, evaluative research will be a coordi­
nated' effort in cQnjunction with the state planning 
agency and other entities, designed to assess alter­
native concepts of correction within changing crim­
inal justice and community systems. 
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14. At all subsystem and system levels, there is 
need for evaluative research to focus increaSingly 
on system change rather than on offender change 
until there is better' balance between these two 
orientations and better understanding of the roles 
of individual and system in the origin and main­
tenance of crime.4 

15. The likely emergence of new goals in criminal 
justice and corrections and changing relationships 
at the criminal justice and community levels places 
a premium on flexibility in the use and development 
of evaluative research. Some assurance of flexibility 
can be gained by continual assessment of the pro­
cedures and results of evaluation. This assurance 
can be enhanced by sharpening administrators' 
awareness of and skills for meeting their responsi­
bilities for evaluation. It can be further enhanced 
by raising the qualifications of evaluators through 
selection, Ilpecial in-house and workshop training, 
and by provision of exemplary case materials and 
guidelines to evaluation. 
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from improvements in rehabilitation and reintegra­
tion as from the development of better systems of 
socialization and control in the larger community. 

The possibility that the latter course will be the 
more productive might be inferred from the relative 
rates of offender change and system change in cor­
rections today. If~tl}is conclusion is sound, we must 
then ask what directions we should take in seeking 
out and setting up the new systems that will cope 
more adequately with the crime problem. 

There is some competition here between the 
theorists, the methodologists and the pragmatists. 
Thus far the latter rna)'. nave the best claim to fur­
thering correctionaI-progress since most of what has 
been achieved appears to have derived largely from 
intuition and judgment. How much farther we can 
proceed on these bases is now a good question. 6 A 
reasoned judgment is that the task ahead requires 
a concerted effort in which pragmatists, methodol­
ogists and theorists all collaborate, each contributing 
where he can. 

RE!=ERENCES AND NOTES 
Some of the foregoing' conclusions and recom­

mendations are short-term and some are obviously 
long-term. No time table can be set for either group, 
The pace at which research can be conceptualized 
and implemented will depend on social and political 
climates, the press of criminal justice and community 
problems, and the existence of administrators and 
evaluators who can devise, try and assess new con­
cepts of program and system operation. 
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However, more is involved in reducing the cdme !: 
rate than discovering the arithmetic of recidivism. .,' •• ,' 
There is admittedly much' more to learn about the 
modification of offender behavior through treatment , 

~~c:~!~~:~n~st:~~::V~~i~~~e~~: r;~:b~:':~o:.eJj~ I, 
both institution and community, and marked reduc- j: 
tion in rate!> at which adult parolees are returned I: 
to prison. Nevertheless, we may still ask whether ~ 
in the long run crime rates will diminish as much I r 
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Recidivism rate, general, 58 
Research direction, 3, 115-116 
Research approaches 

methodological, 3 
theoretical, 3 
practical, 3 

Research, basic concepts, 43 
designs that "work", 6 
impact vs design, 15-16 

Research divisions, 4 
California, 4 
other states, 4 

Research improvement, 6 
through assessment, 6 
through theory, 6 

Research methods, 6, 43, 48 
l? esearch needs as defined by 

eXperience, 26 
methodology, 27 
relevance, 27 
theory, 26-27 

Research payoff, in 
corrections, 10 
courts' and police, 10 
industry, 10 
medicine, 10 

Research priorities, defined by 
agency improvement, 24-25 
agency mission, 23 
incapacitation, 24 
new programs, 25 
old programs, 24 
pUnishment, 24 
rehabilitation,- 23 
systems requirements, 26 

Research stages, 3 

130 

"effectiveness" stage, 3 
"managerial efficiency" stage, 3 

Research strategies, 6, 43-51 
"Robin Hooding", 30 
RODEO, 67, 73 
Routinizing Evaluation, 51 

Saginaw Project, 75-76, 79, 81 
San Quentin Prison, iv, 49 
Select Committee on Criminal Justice, 91 
Selection bias, 69 
Silver/ake Experimellt, 48, 67, 78-79;,80 
Simulation, 93-97 

definition, 93 
as commonsense procedure, 93 
correctional applications, 93 
examples, 93-96 
'single vs multiple models, 95 

SIPU, 50, 52, 68, 71 
Social Science model, 51 
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, 55 
Staffing the research effort 

in-house units, 19, 29-30 
university facully, 30-31 
for-profit firms, 31-32 
non-profit organizations, 31-32 

State correctional agencies, 4 
State planning agencies, 4 
Stark, Heman G., iv 
Street Gangs alld Slreet Workers, 65, 67, 77, 83, 102, 106 
Surveys, 55-56 
Systems analysis, 84, 88-91 

as common sense, 89 
as elaborate method, 90 
definition, 84, 88-89 
in parolee recidivism, 90-91 
in probation subsidy, 89-90 

Team policing, definition, 54 
Tealn Policing: Seven Case Studies, 54 
Technology transfer in innovation, 36 
Therapeutic milieu, 78-79 
Time series, 14-15,56 

U. S. Supreme Court, 61 
University of Southern California, 77 
Utilization of reseaIch, 34-39 

problems in, 34, 35 
improving utilization rate, 36-38 

Validity of experiments 
external, 69 
internal, 69 

War games, 93 
World Dynamics, 93 
Work release, 79-80, 87 

cost-benefits, 79-80 
disorganizing effect, 87 
prediction instrument, 87 

Yowh Cenler Research Project, 29, 67 
Youth Studies Center, 77-78 
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PRESCRIPTIVE PACKAGE: "Evaluative Research in Corrections: 

A Practical Guidel' 

To help LEAA better evaluate the usefulness of Prescriptive Packages, the 
reader is requested to complete and return the following questions. 
1. What is your general reaction to the Prescriptive Package? 

o Excellent 0 Average 0 Useless 
o Above Average 0 Poor 

2. Does this package represent best available knowledge and experience? 
o No better single document available 
o Excellent, but some changes required (please comment) 
o Satisfactory, but changes required (please comment) 
o Does not represent best knowledge or experience (please comment) 

Comments: 

3. To what extent do you see the package as being useful in terms of: (check 
one box on each line) 

Highly Of Some Not 
Useful Use Useful 

Modifying existing projects 0 0 ·0 
Training personnel 0 0 0 
Administering on-going projects 0 0 0 
Providing new or important information 0 0 0 
Developing or implementing new projects 0 0 0 
4. To what specific use, if any, have you put this particular package? 

5. In what ways, if any, could the package be improved? (specify) 

A. St~cture/Organization 

B. Content/Coverage 

C. Objectivity 

D. Writing Style 

6. How did this package come to your attention? (check one or more boxes) 

o LEAA Mailing of package 0 LEAA Newsletter 
o Your organization's library 0 National Criminal Justice 
o Contact with LEAA staff Reference Service 

o Other ___ _ 

7. Additional Comments: 
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8. Check ONE item below which best describes your affiliation with law en­
forcement or criminal justice. If the item checked has an asterisk (*), please 

also check the related level, i.e., 

o Federal 0 State 
o Headquarters, LEAA 
o LEAA Regional Office 
o State Planning Agency 
o Regional SPA Office 
o College/University 
o Commercial Industrial Firm 
o Citizen Group 

9. Your Name (Optional) 

o County o Local 

o Police * 
o Court * 
o Correctional Agency * 
o Legislative Agency * 
o Other Government Agency * 
o 
o 

Professional Associations * 
Crime Prevention Group * 

Organization or Agency ___________________ _ 

YJur Position _______________________ _ 

(FOLD) 1 
______________________________________________________ -------------------------______ 1 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
I.AW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20530 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 
PENAl. TY FOR PRIVATE USE. $300 

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JUS.436 

Director 
Office of Technology Transfer 
National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington. D.C. 20530 
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