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FOREWORD

In recent years the 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 simu-
lation. ‘Within this range are techniques that any agency—regardless of size or
research sophistication~—should find useful.

GERALD M. CAPLAN
Director
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PREFACE

The guidelines set forth in the volume are general and exploratory. Since they
are addressed to both administrators.and. researchers, they can deal only briefly
with the concernsof either, And 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 Jobn IJ.

- Henning for detailed critiques of the manuscript.

STUART ADAMS



CONTENTS

PART ONE. STATUS AND IMPACT OF EVALUATIVE RESEARCH

Page
1. INTRODUCTION e e e e e 3
A, Pressure for evaluation: historical note __ ... 3
B. Two key elements in evaluation .. .. ___ 4
C. Organization of the volume __._____ . ____ . __ —— -5
2. STATUS OF EVALUATION IN CORRECTIONS . 7
A, Nine reviews of evaluation ___.____ . ___ ... 7
B. Inferences from the nine veviews _____________________ U 9
C. Comparison with evaluation in other fields R
3. RESEARCH WITH IMPACT: SIX CASE STUDIES ___.___. ._._. 12
A, Six case studies of evaluative research impact ... __.___..___.__. 12
B. Characteristics of impacting evaluations . _______ 15
C. Discussion _._____..__ U S 15

‘ PART TWO. ROLE OF THE AGENCY ADMINISTRATOR
4, SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR'S ROLE _.________ 19

A. The administrative dilemmma in evaluation ____ . __ . ._.._- 19,
B. Evaluation-relevant roles of administrators ... e 20
C. Trapped and experimental administrators __._. ._.—...._.... .- 20
- D. An effective climate for research ._____________ B 21

5. RESEARCH NEEDS AND -PRIORITIES _ .. e 23
A. Agency mission —_ .. 23
B. Agency maintenance and 1mprovement ________________ SO - 24
C. Corrections as -a subsystem ____ . _____ - _________ e 26
‘ D. Experience as a definer of research needs .. ... __.... . 26
E. Role of theory in defining research needs _ ... .. ____ 26
F. Discussion e 27
6. STAFFING AND FUNDING THE EVALUATIVE EFFORT ._.____ 25
A, In-house research staff .. __ . ____ . 29
B, University faculty ol 30
C. Private for-profit research firms . _______. ___ 31
D. Private, non-profit research organizations ... . oo 32
E. DisCussion oo e 32
7. UTILIZATION OF RESEARCH ___ o 34
A. Basic questions about research utilization ___._____.__________ 34
B. Improving the utilization rate —_________- __________._____ 36
 C. DISCUSSION e e 38

PART THREE. RESEARCH METHODS AND STRATEGIES
8. DEFINITIONS, ‘CRITERIA, METHODS AND MODELS _____... 43

A. Definition of evaluative research ___;__,__,“_ _______________ 43
B. Making comparisons in evaluation _.____._ . CZlllo 44

C. Administrator comparisons vs researcher compansons [ 45 -

HISESS P




10,

11,

12,

13,

14,

15.

16.

17,

viii

Page
D. Conceptual models, standards, performance criteria e 45
E. Methods and models of evaluation . 48
F. Evaluation models - — s s s 48
NON-EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATIONS _. o e 53
A, Types and examples of non-experimental studies —...cc.o v 33
B, DiSCUSSION o e e e e e e e 58
QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES _. i . 60
A, Characteristics oo et e e e e e 60
B. Reasons fOr USIIE — oo e oo iims i et an e e 00
C. Quasi-experimental procedures . ..ieiievi v .. . 061
D. Uses of the quas:—expenment e e e, 03
E. DiSCUSSION oo e e v e e 64
CONTROLLED EXPERIMENTS .. o e 06
A, Background ... e e e e .. 66
B. Assessing the impact of experiments ...—......ice o immnnwe o . 07
C. Implementation of controlled experiments .........c.ccom... 68
D. Problems of experimentation ..o ... 69
E. Discussion _. ——— SSURADSRI )
COST-ANALYSIS AND COST—BENEFIT ANALYSIS . .. ..... 74
A, Cost analysSes o e e 14
B. Cost comparisons —..._ e e S
C. Cost-Benefit COmMPAriSONS o e 79
D. Discussion \ ——— e 82
OPERATIONS RESEARCH AND SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ... 84
A, Definitions e et e e 84
B. Operations research ..o P 84
C. Systems analysis _ e e e e e o et e e e e 88
D. Discussion ... e e o e e e e e e e o e 91
SIMULATION e 93
A, Definitions o e 93
B. Simulation in corrections and criminal justice . e 93
C. Single and multiple models 96
D. DiSCUSSION. oo 96
PART FOUR. LOOKING AHEAD

EVALUATION OF EVALUATIONS e 101
A, Assessment by results 101
B, Assessment by proposed objectives __. . ____.___ i e 102
C. Design and quality of research procedures - 103
D. Credibility of evaluative pesearch ..o oo 103
B, DIsCUSSION & e 106
IMPROVEMENT OF EVALUATION e L e e - 108
A. Ideas for improving evaluation . . 108
B. General plan for improvement of evaluation ..o 110
C. Diseussion oo o e 112
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS o i i i 114
BIBLIOGRAPHY o e 118
INDEX . _— e e e ot et et o s e 123

5.
i s A e o i

PART ONE.
STATUS AND IMPACT
F
EVALUATIVE RESEARCH




CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this volume is to give practical
direction to evaluative research in corrections. The
basic 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 impostance 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 tco 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 to 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 formulas for the application of
research to particular situations but rather general
guidelines. We also need larger quantities of opéra-
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 detaii later in- this
chapter.” As a preliminary to that discussion, it will
be useful to examine one of these 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 chaiged 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 mnotable 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.! 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-
thority. 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.?

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.® It served not only
as a stimulus to self-evaluation but also as a source
of new measurement procedures, particularly: cost-
effectiveness and systems analysis.* By 1968, dis-
cussions of cost-benefit analysis began to be heard
at the major correctional conferences.®

The late 1960s and the early 1970s saw still more
pressure for evaluation in corrections, particularly
from the field of criminal justice itself. 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-

! See end of Chapter for Notes,
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ning agenmes 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, infermittent 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 1973

We now see that an evaluation task of ma;or
proportions has been set for corrections by state
legislatures, by rising professxonal standards in
corrections itself, by LEAA and by public expecta-
tion. State Correctional Agency (SCA) . -adminis-
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,
primarily to two:

e The organizational support that is required

to facilitate evaluation and to utilize its

results;
e 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 -

the present volume addresses itself
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one hand, and correctional researchers or evaluators
on the other. These two: audiences piay critical,
interrelated roles in the production and use of
evaluative research in corrections.

1. The Administrator. The correctional adminis-
trator or criminal 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 (LLCA), 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 produetion 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 . findingsi.Furthermore,
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.®

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 stress 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 (ost-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 evaluatdf‘ who
has been out of school for some time but has been
keeping up with the literature of evaluation method-
ology. In either case, practical guidelines - derived
from the spécial 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, following 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 noninvolv_ement.
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 megthods of meas-
urement—from cost analysis to simulation. Second,
there is the suggestion that the utility of research
may be more impoitant 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. Reseéarch 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

"2. Robert H. Fosen. and Jay Campbell,

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 mew concept, but the
practical approach to evaluative research suggests
that there is. more merit to the concept than has
been recognized.

4. Part Four: Looking Ahead. T he 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 yossibility 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
gvaluation: Where do we go from here? Several
possibilities are presented for consideration.
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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 iriore or less.steadily in corrections. The
bulk of the effort has been that of research divisions
in SCAs and L.CAs, with additional contributions
by university facuities, 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. Both®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 not yet been attempted, several efforts

to pull together and assess portions of the literature
have been made. We have had, thus far, several
small-scale “evaluations of evaluation.” Since these
undoubtedly contain some important lessons, the best
known will be summarized and some implications
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 the reviews are 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.! 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.in. .

empirical data, and b) a mampulated mdependent"
variable. ‘

The studies were evaluated on research design,
relative use of group ‘as opposed to individual treat-
ment, authontatwe or- nonauthoritative setting, re-

- searcherqualifications, 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 reliability,”

2. Correctional = Caseload Experiments (1967).
Adams reported on a review of 22 experimental
studies of probation and parole caseloads in Cali-
fornia.? 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 and local, and from the
School of Criminology, University of California at
Berkeley. The studies included all known reporis
of experimental projects carried on by these agen-

_cies within the subject-matter field.




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. i

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

3. Effectiveness of Correctional Programs (1971).
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 supervmon on probation
or parole, and e) whether to discharge from prison
or release on parole.® The studies, approx1mately
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.
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‘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 Rzgorous Treatment Evalua-
tions (1971). Martinson, over a period of several
years, assembled an extensive collection of published
and unpublished reports on correctional treatment
programs. 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

that “. . . there is very:l httle ev1dence in these stuches
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that any prevailing mode of ‘correctional treatment
has a decisive effect in reducing the recidivism of
convicted offenders.”

S. Implications of Negative Research Findings
(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.® Included in the treatise
was an assessment of evaluative research in correc-
tions generally. They noted that there has been a
lack of evaluative 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 conectlonal 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.® 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 enly “moderately definitive conclusion™ sug-
gested by these results, Speer asserted, related to the

methodological and empirical criteria for inclusion “age of the treated offenders. Of the 3 studies with

in the analy51s The author’s main conclusion was- :

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

H
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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.” 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-
mentals 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
freatment 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.® The projects wetre 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 final re-

ports as evidence of accomplishment. The reviewet-

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 tesearch in
California corrections over the past 15 or 20 years.®
The research covered the areas of group conuseling,
parole, halfway houses, community treatment and
psychotherapy. He noted that there were repeated

failures to demonstrate conclusiyely that positive
gains came from any of 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-
posed 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 correctlons 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 worthy of comment,

e A

since they give us some of our first insights into 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- factu’ll and . ob-
jective. The former emphasized the *
either correctional programs or correctional research,
saw some lack of candor on thé 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 their surveys or assessments.

2. Criteria of Inclusion. Some reviewers con-
sidered :studies that others omitted or failed to dis-
cover. Speer included the PICO project in his review
of experiments in psychotherapy.’® 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 Erperunkentakl Studies.: There. . ,,'W,‘ il

lnemcacyn of - e



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 expetiments 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 programis 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.

€. Comparison with 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 repoit
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 rtesearch projects eventually
paid off."* Boehm, in 1957, cited a Booz, Allen &
Hamilton survey of 120 companies which reported

- that two-thirds of all research projects fail to pro-

duce useful results. Failure rates ranged from 50
percent in some companies to 99 percent in others.*?
Kay, in 1965, quoted a vice president of research,
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development and basic engineering for Monsanto as
saying, “No one can know the precise figure . . . but
T'm sure that more than half the money this country
is spending for R & D is wasted.” ¥

A more recent statement comes from Blood, who
estimates that “. . . an average of four out of five
engineers and scientists work on projects that do not
reach commercial success.” ** 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.” 5

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 sensé, 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: SIX CASE 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 significant 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 ner 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 correctional 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 been no systematic study of im-
pacts, we now procgéd 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 ,r,)e'\:ii‘ews 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 next
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 useful 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-,Cuse 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.

1i 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 irterview schedules were devised to ob-
tain descriptive and judgmental information from
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
punchcard - 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.’ 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 legislative
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 1957. A few years later the
survey was. repeated, on a smaller 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,
about 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 CYA’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-
cu'rred at two-week intervals during the six-week
clinic stay and at two-month intervals at PSIL.

- The purpose of the panel interview data was to
trace the effects of the clinic and training school
experience 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.?

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.* 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
18-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 events, however, that decision might be expected
to lead to further major consequences. :

3. Cdlifornia  Youth Authority’s Community
Treatment Project, The Community 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.® The research component of
the project was funded by the National Institute of
Mental Health, R

The impact of CTP on the:correctional commun=
ity appears to have been appreciable, even though
difficult to specify precisely.” Since the first release
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of findings, there has been wide dissemination of the
resuits through project reports, by institutes 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
wag 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 Unit" Program, 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 resourges 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 influences.?

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
parolees in the community and saving the Depari-
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 peutlmpatmn led to dropping of adjudi-
cation.®

- The project made use of a quasi-expetrimental
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 fo match the participants.
showed relative up-grading in job status and earn-
ings. Both the recidivism and earnings_gains per-
sisted during a twelve-month follow-m""perxod

Economically, the project showed :benefit/cost
ratios of about 2 to 1, based on estlmates that pro-
jected recidivism and earnings bencﬁts about five
years into the future.’* The project:hds now become
part of the operations of the D,C:'Siiperior Court,
where it handles 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. Comumunity-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—i.e., a rapid upturn in recent months from
a gradually rising base.:?

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 population
and pressures for more constructxon——wnh poor
prognosis for rehabilitation,

The result, within six months, was two halfway

e

Participants also.
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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 these 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 come: from
the strongest design—the community..: “Treatment
Project (excluding the Preston Impact ‘Stidy, which
was a decision-posing rather than a people-changing
design). This indicates, tent'ttlvely, that strength of
design and magnitude of: impact were inversely
related or perhaps unrelated in these studies.

3. Emphasis on System Change The six studies
tended to emphasize system-changing rather 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 theé 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 prisoness.

This finding has one or more major implications.
It may imply that in the present state of the art, it
is 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 eflorts 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 entailed system change, Interaction with ot the
cooperation of other agencies is usually an essential
ingredient in such change. ’

6. Research sponsorship. The six cases of 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 résearch 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
exploratlon

C. Discussion

Considerinig 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 current 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. Tt 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 studies, 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. SIGNIFICANCE 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 instrurnent 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 liability to.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.! The 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 pIannmg~progmmmmg-budgetmg

. activities.?
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Not all correct10nal 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
i correctional agencies.? And in many states with such

units, the activity is of such limited scope that the
foregomg observations are of only academlc sig-

;i nificance. Even in such cases, however, and also

i 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 origindte 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 potentiality of discred-
iting an administratively sponsored program or of
undermining 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 how this works
out in practice. What is it that the administrator
does that makes evaluative research p"ty off? Does
he have to do more than hire a competcnt chief
of ‘research and delegate to him responsibility for
evaluation? o
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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 mnew correctional concepts 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. R

C. Trapped and Experimental Administrators

Campbell has sketched briefly two recognizable
" administrative styles in relation to the handling of
evaluative research. 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 the evaluation,
or he may simply shelve the research without com-
ment. This creates 2 problem for his research staff,
and it interferes with the orderly development of
programs in his agency.
The “experimental” administrator sees himself as
committed not to a particular program but merely

to:the concept of program or agency improvement. If
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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
gxposure 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 Uuse. These events are - :

to some extent self-serving, since they may stimulate
demand for a proprietary product. However, they
also enable management to deal with thg problem
of under-comprehension and under-utilization that
is evident in the majority of EDP installations.

Theie are as yet few comparable seminars in re-
search for correctional administrators, but thezy are
some precedents,® 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 your own boss.” ¢ 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 1 offender. change in institutional settings when the

to organize evaluative research on an in-house ba-.

sis, it is advantageous to train administrators to-

view evaluative research from the experimental levels;

‘rather than from the trapped or committed per-
4 spective. -
Glaser cites an example of a correctional agency

1.;hat has made noteworthy progress in evaluating
its programs because it operates under the experi-
mental rather than the committed strategy.

“The -California Youth Authority has

i been able to maintain evaluation research

without as much interruption as has oc-
curred in other . . . organizations, 1 be-
lieve, largely because 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
rigorously than is customary in correc-
tions, psychiatric teams for youth institu-
tions, diagnosis and prognosis by a per-
sonality inventory, intensive small unit
treatment for younger wards, intensive
short-term institutional treatment for older
wards, intensive differential treatment in
the community, special narcotic addict
counseling and nalline testing, intensive
reading instruction, job placement pro-
grams, small parole caseloads, community-
1{1v01\(mg parole centers, and other varia-
tions in treatment practice. Research staff
were involved with operations personnel in
planning the trials so that their conse-
quences could be measured. It is also
noteworthy that these projects were not
launched with great fanfare, and they were
;:gllte}cliatei%eriments or trials from the start,

ere was n i
‘ strable eﬂectiveness.’97pr0mlse of demon-

These remarks are encouraging in that they dem-
onstratc? the ability of a correctional agency to set
up an in-house research and evaluation unit, well-

staffed,' and operating under experimental depart-
-, ment directors, which carried out a vast quantity of

rigorous research—in effect, “evaluating its own

i boss.” By pr'dﬁnary standards, the Youth Authority
{: research division has set enviable records in the
; amounts and quality of ressarch accomplished.

. These rem.arks also have their doubtful aspects,
since they give added weight to experimental de-

- Sign at a time when there may be reason to re-

teyaluate‘ ?he role of this research design’in correc-
f1ons. This Kdoubt may carry over as well as to the
act that so much of the CYA research focused on

p;xmary need of the day may have been system
change, at both the institutional and community

D. An Effective Climate for Research

A correctional agency will have taken an im-
Portant step toward an effective climate for research
if thfa administrator starts with or soon adopts a
genuinely 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 adage will have lost its validity, to the extent
that i.t ever was valid, andan 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 t.he research unit as an essential part of the or-
ganization, giving it responsibility for major under-
takings, and valuing its efforts or products fully,
':Research reports will be objectively assessed, and
ff they point to action, plans will be made accord-
ingly. If the reports are negative or inconclusive
open discussion and rational action rather thani
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 research program with continuity.
Heavy responsibility 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 for the evaluative activity, and the persist-
ence of climates and structures in which able persons
with appropriate training can perceive worthwhile
career opportunities in.correctional research.

Agencies which maintain an open mind toward
evaluation, which encourage interchange between
their own research units-and those of other agencies
are more likely to attract and develop effective rei

search staffs and to increase the utility of research
as ‘an instrument of management. They are also
more likely to be exposed to new and 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 as a consistent, long-range policy
openness appears to be the most sensible procedure.

The development of an experimental, research-
yaluing, 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 the
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manner of staffing an in-house research unit if the:
decision is to proceed in that manner, ?lbopt the
funding of research, and about the utilization of
research. These concerns are taken up in the pages

that follow.
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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.! 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
of achieving worthwhile social objectives.
Under such circumstances, it should be easily

. possible for corrections to make important practical

gains by using research and developmient 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

+i3 important—that reform his clients, improve his pro-
-] cedures, increase the overall productivity of his
i agency, and help him function more effectively in

relation to larger systems of agencies. Since all such
; Tesearch needs cannot be met simultaneously, they

. must be given a ranking—most important first.
However, areas of greatest need are not necessarily
; areas 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-
s flect both perceived needs and perceived possibilities
1 of achieving practically important results. How are
; decisions about these matters arrived at, and by

- whom? . :

There are several potential sources of definition
of_r.esearch needs, probabilities of payoff, and pri-
orities. One of these is the mission of the agency.
Another is agency requirements for self-maintenance

CHAPTER 5. RESEARCH NEEDS AND PRIORITIES

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
clues 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 corrections 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.? If this
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is a widespread occurrence, it would be premature
to drop treatment evaluation to a low priority.

It would also be premature to give low priority
to treatment evaluation if there are promising treat-
ment procedures or structures that have not yet been
tried and evaluated. Since there are good ideas that
need to be tried, there is still reason for planning
to use some research funds in the evaluation of
programs based on these ideas.

One of the options open to the correctional ad-
ministrator at the present time is that of focusing
on his present programs and trying to improve the
quality of research as a step to upgrading 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—changing . the. behavior ‘of his charges.
This is a rationale that needs further scrutiny, al-
though it is already supported by two or three bodies
of evidence.® There is one further rationale for fo-
cusing on systém change: the evidence from our six
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 ex-
tensively studied by correctional evatuators. This
neglect may have resulted in part from an intensive
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 acknowledged. 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 possibilities have been dis-
cussed in the correctional literature, but systematic
analysis of punishment and penalty applications in
corrections has not yet occurred in any real sense.
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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quite obvious in some cases, as when an offender

shows a “propensity” for injuring others; its necessity
is not so obvious in other cases, as when long prison ‘-
terms are served for some “yictimless” crimes. A .
long term in some of these instances appears to be -
a very irrational use of community resources. Studies
of incapacitation, possibly by combinations of cost-

benefit and behavioral analysis, may deserve con-

siderably higher priority that has hitherto been ac- . -

corded them.

B. Agency Maintenance and Improvement

The administrator of a correctional agency has a
recognized obligation to operate it effectively and to .
modify its structures and processes as the state of the
art improves. These obligations imply that the ad-

ministrator will strive for some form of quality con-
trol and that he will seek to keep his agency abreast
of development in the field—resources permitting.

1. Quality control, or maintenance of standards,
involves routine or pericdic evaluation. This can be

cither judgmental or in the form of statistical moni-

toring on relevant indicators. The alert administra-
tor will know what his return-to-system rates are, .

for example, and whether his yearly admissions are
getting ‘tougher” as the years go by.

For small departments, or departments with budget
problems, there may be no research unit and no in-
formation system on punch cards of in-a computer.

In such cases, staff will have to monitor its effective-

ness by judgment or intuition unless an administra-

tive staff, member tabulates from samples of file-
cards some minimal data on intake and departures. !

and returns.

If the department can procure one Or more e
search or statistical personnel, it can have the data -
on yearly releases, intakes and returns collected, - .
tabulated and interpreted. The addition of a punch-
card or computer-based record system would in-

crease the capacity of the research ‘and statistics

personnel. From such a unit the administrator could -

expect periodic information on general outcomes

(return to system, at least),

trends in outcomes, and trends in type of intake.
Such monitoring of outcome and intake is per-

haps the first priority of the agency insofar as gvalua-:
tive research is concerned. How extensive the anal-
ysis of data of these kinds should become as the’
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individual, type of offense, program experience, .
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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
betterment of old programs or in justification of new
programs, <

a. Modification of old programs can be done in
several ways: on the basis of administrative judg-
ment, with the aid of elementary research, or with
the aid of more elaborate studies including controlled
experimentation. Prior to the era of modern marn-
agement, administrative judgment was the only
method, and in most correctional agencies, this is
still the predominant:method. Research resources
are too scarce to use on most old programs, al-
though in a few instances we have seen costly con-

perimentation on parole caseloads in California
. during the 1950s and 60s is perhaps the outstanding
example of attempted program modification through
. research. ‘
From today’s perspective, the fifteen or twenty
years of parqle caseload research has not been as
productive as one might have hoped,* and there
seems to be no great incentive to perform similar
series of experiments on other old programs. Some

-, cases of research and development of ongoing pro-

. grams have undoubtedly worked better than others,
and systematic studies of old program modification

i might disclose which methods have proved more suc-
{cessful thus far.

b. The introduction of a new program is a logical

< oceasion for making an evaluation. The effectiveness

.of new programs is generally unknown, and it is

prudc?nt to plan for the retention of such programs
*?ﬁﬂy if they can be‘shovyn 10 be effective. Otherwise,
ithey may become established and persist despite the

,'éfact. that they contribute nothing to the overall ef-
fectiveness of the agency.

The practice of evaluating new programs is a

B ;I.theak‘ with tradition, since it has been customary to
‘ 210 roduc.e‘ them without planning for formal evalua-
‘tion. Prison colleges and halfway houses illustrate

- the traditional procedure. Prison colleges have been

. introduced into ' 1 : . ;
research staff and information - resources of ‘the at least 168 prisons since the first

agency increase is not clear. The payoff from suchiﬂ
research is hard to estimate, but th‘e’need for at:-

~ppening at Leavenworth in 1953, but it was not until

SO

1972 that the first rigorous evaluation of a prison

trolled experimental evaluation of old programs. Ex- .

college was carried out.® 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.® How differently corrections might have de-
veloped had there been intensive research and de-
yelopment on halfway houses in the 1950s is an
interesting speculation.

Tpe pretrial diversion movement illustrates a
Possxble new trend in program evaluation. Since the
maqguration 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.” This is a heavy em-
phasis on early evaluation of new programs, com-
pared with the prison college.-and. halfway house
examples. T

A%though pretrial diversion programs may be a
special case, it seems more likely that the concept of
prompt and early evaluation of new programs is
?atching on. The generally favorable results reportéd
in most of the studies—diversion from adjudication
anq lock-up, job status and earnings improvement
recidivism reduction, and benefits in excess o;f
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
cevaluation, 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 th(-;
studies and permit reinterpretation of the results.
Still -another is the possibility of striictural 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 requires reciprocal
behavior on the part of the other agencies or entities
concerned.
~ Research under these circumstances will include
increasing numbers of collaborative 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
foliowups. 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-
trol system will include all the institutions or agen-
cies of society. Not only the family and the school

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 and de-
velopment in the larger systems does not lie with -
the correctional administrator, As time goes on, !
however, he will become increasingly involved in .-
the definition 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 accumulation of ordinary experience, in the

form of casual information or hunches, will some- -

times spark recognition of a jumping-off point. An " (. eq experimentation?

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 a re-evaluation:

of the modified program.
intra-departmental, or they may be aided by re-

various dissemination processes.

E. The Role of Theory in Defining Research

Needs

On its face, correctional or social-behavioral - | research in a correctional agency pose some real

theory should have an important role in defining re- - issues for the administrator and his evaluative staff,
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 case 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.? :

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-

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,

i with theory and method filling in where they can.

. At some future date, theory may indeed d trat
These proddings by experience may be entirely - y ey e

; its key importance in making research productive.1o

{ In the meantime, the administrator should be wary

ported experiences in other agencies that arrive by . | 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

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.and the:quality:of-hisiouts =,

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 feasible. 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 all favorable. Since offender

change has thus far been an elusive goal of coirec--

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

- will 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

-1 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:ﬁ’,,is in many ways the best single
solution to the evaluative research problem if funds

~% can be budgeted and suitable personnel can be re-
i cruited. Since only about one haif 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 1eg1slature 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.! The California
Department of Corrections, with a budget over twice

1 as large as that of the Youth Authority, commits

only about 0.5 percent of its operating budget to

f;::-, research activity.? In 1971, the District of Columbia
15 Pepartment of Corrections allocated 2.4 percent of
.1 1ts operating budget to planning and research (in-

cluding data processing).® 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 Project,* the Youth Center Research Proj-
ect,” and the PICO Project.’

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 to 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, programmmg and
historic factors, How far to go beyond this is an
open question. Some observers have proposed that
rescarch staff be built to a level that requires about
5 perccnt of the operating budget for support.” 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 criminal 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 Faculty

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 studies
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
have one other advantage for the administrator: they
are present everywhere, With thousands of colleges
and universities dotting 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 a551stance in evaluation;

These difficulties might best be summarized through S
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,

- ported that it had experienced disappointment W1th :
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.? :

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,” °

Brooks, 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.?®

The latter point may help explain a remark made -

somewhat candidly by Berkowitz. She commented

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 | trust that they can learn by doing what appear to be
~definitely a technological problem.” **

If the problem with the academician is self-interest,
inexperience, or methodological rigidity, a slightly
different problem may arise with the for-profit con- L
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sulting organization. Roos notes that whereas the . - nite assurances that these expectations will be

S+ met,
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
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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.” *?

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
“consultant to apply his trained intelligence,

and give help based on the xnformatlon at
hand.” *8

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
found that the typical Ph.D. tends to be inflexible.
He usually wishes to keep on redoing his thesis}”
As a consequence, Abelson added, industrial firms
have - occasionally found it advantageous to hire

. persons at lesser levels of education and to finish

that her state planning agency has disbursed a large - training them within the firm’s research unit.

The typical correctional administrator ordinarily

i lacks the resources of the facilities to train his own
i researchers. Usually he must either contract with

university faculty for research tasks, or recruit one
or more relatively inexperienced researchers and

needed evaluations. If he adopts the former course,
¢ he will find it advantageous to specxfy quite clearly

what the agency expectations are in research ob-
jectives and the form of final products, and to obtain

¢ C. Private For-Profit Research Firms

A source of research products somewhat less

readily available than university faculty is the for-
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
range of specialists on their staffs, including social
scientists, mathematicians, economists, computer ex-
perts, 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
technique or methodology, and weak in correctional
knowledge and theory.

The performance of these firms rangcs 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 efficiency (measured by the Mean Cost Rating
method) twice that of the linear discriminant  func-
tion and configuration instruments. already w1de1y
known in corrections.'?

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 research 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
the possibility 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-
pertise, an interest in the client’s problem, business-
like methods, and a concern for doing work that will
be judged satisfactory by the ¢lieat. 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
i 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, ard they display a commitment to the
field. .

Although the evaluators in these organizations
often have training in the social or behavioral
sciences to the doctorate level, they are not usually
specialists. They sometimes make use of academic or
research firm consultants in evaluative studies re-
quiring high expertise. N

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 efforfs, 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 Qv
modest amount 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 o
and serving as pioneers in testing existing programs '
and evaluating new programs. When such programs f’
have been shown to:be effective, not only on the:
original site but also in new locations, they can then -
be widely diffused. This reduces the need for research s
staff and avoids wasteful duplication of evaluations .

at numerous sites.

f
A

The administrator who wants to participate in the

refinement of old processes and structures and the

testing of new concepts will need to consider whether -
to add research staff or to seek research services;

from the outside. Building a research staff takes time,

since budgeting, recruiting, and familiarization must
occur before research planning and implementation
can begin. Two or three years after the budget re-
quest has been submitted, the first evaluative research s
products may being to issue from the unit, and it may -
be longer before highly useful findings appear. The -
realistic administrator will keepin mind that only 2 |
very small percentage of research projects pay off.

The payoff is apparently higher from in-house units .

than from academic or consulting firm research, -
although the latter have the advantage of being |
easier to start up when there is a decision to go and . ~“_5"
easier to disband when there is no reason to continue i:‘,-':

further.

If the administrator decides to proceed with -
process or program testing, he will presumably have .
reviewed his research priorities to define important -
areas for evaluation. He will also have made pre-:.
liminary checks to ascertain whether other agencies
are about to finish '\vl_lajtf:he is about to start. One of
the unsatisfactory aspects of correctional research
is the vast amount of uncoordinated and duplicative -

effort that is currently underway. In the absence

of good channels of communication and definite : -
rules of procedure, muth 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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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 simply
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. :

The correctional administrator is, of course, not
responsible for initiating this process of coordination.
For the present, his primary concern may be only to
avoid starting an evaluation project that.some other
agency has already completed in a competent man-
ner. In time, however, the administrator whose
agency is heavily involved in evaluation will come
to appreciate the need for more effective coordina-
tion of evaluative studies between agencies.

If the administrator’s evaluative ambitions run as
far as making dramatic changes in his agency, or in
the criminal justice system as a, whole, the staffing
requirements and related actions’ are much harder
to anticipate. Changes on the larger scale tend to be
political as well as administrative and scientific.
While research can precipitate ‘the change, it may
play only a small role in its execution and in the
maintenance of the new state of affairs. Furthermore,
changes that go beyond the boundaries of the agency
will inevitably involve other agencies and interests,
so that initial planning for such change will involve
put?lic relations, education, and possibly political
action. ‘
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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
ptoblem 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 nonutilization 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 prablem appears complex. One aspect is
the low payoff in research whatever the field. If
research in high-technology is successful only five
percent of the time, the researcher in corrections
who wants more than one hit in twenty tiies may be
quite unrealistic, Another aspect is the doubtful
quality of research. If it is Berkowitz’ research con-
tractors (p. 30) who complain about nonutilization
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, andé
the operationalizing of new, even though tested |

concepts, increases the difficulty -of their position,
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. Bosic 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 suggest 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 nonutilization
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. 1t is .
possible to have two contrasting perceptions of
change in corrections. One is that the basic structure .
of contemporary corrections, which is anchored to &
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. - : '

A i

Fither 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 believed
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,
1 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

=i 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? . ‘

iy 2. Nonutilization of Research. There are some

clearly established instances of nonutilization or

EFEITRIIRE I

?ro_vo Experiment is a vivid illustration of the re-
Jection of scientifically significant and operationally
useful findings in youth corrections.® The rejection
process, initially documented by the authors, has
: been commented on by Glaser.*

. Another instance of nonutilized résearch concerns
© 2 highly efficient method of selection for work re-
- lease developed for the District of Columbia Depart-

2 Sk B

© .1 ment of Corrections in 1971.% This prediction device,

even rejection of correctional research findings. The

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.

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 staff, the reorganization implied

‘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 nonutilization of a research product by its own-
ers or immediate purchasers may react adversely
upon the process of technology transfer.

How extensively nonutilization 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 agfeed 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 two 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
rescarch which has not been put to use. An explora-
tion of some of the 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 evaluative 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 illuminating, but they do not give us
general principles. Consequently, to avoid the sim-
plistic controveisies 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 relevant here.” 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.” 8

The primary inflience 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.

Tdeas for innovation appear to originate in discus-
sions about needs. These are followed by searches
for the technical nieans to meet the needs; Basic
research does not appear to be significant as a direct
source of innovation, Utterback points out. Its pri-
mary role is in the production of knewledge. 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 i
organization come from outside that organization, ; -
Even in the case of “research-rich” du Pont, 14 of , -
25 major product and process innovations within .
company originated entirely outside the

that
company.

Several aspects of Utterback’s analysis are ofAk'_
interest here. One is his identification of the “market '
as the primary influence on innovation or .

place”

technology utilization. Another is the stress on or-

ganizational needs as a generator of ideas that lead to

7
i
3

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 althowgh 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 problems.

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 ' ;

evaluations.

tions.

B. Improving the Utilization Rate

Since we do not have the kinds of information i
on correctional agency innovation that Utterbackz:"
pulled together on industrial innovation, we are not::

in a position to make strong recommendations on:

how to improve utilization. We can, nevertheless,i.—f

offer some tentative suggestions.

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

This would reduce considerably the
need for conjecture as to how research products are -
channeled toward utilization or rejection in correc-: -

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
prganizational 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 should 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 survey 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 latter problem is sometimes
described as a failure to make research accumula-
tive,

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

N

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 publications; and specialized
groups that try to accumulate reference materials
on particular programs, such as the Newgate Re-
source Center.® ;

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 prohlem 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.” Such an inventory would provide a
clearer framework for organizing hypotheses and
tested = generalizations than has hitherto 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 appeatrs 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 National 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.’® 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
barrier to research utilization.

5. Linking - Research 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 procedure should increase the rate of

utilization of research. It is of interest that Utter-k)
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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.” 1

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 CYA 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, should 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 published and disseminated, Had
it been disseminated, it probably would have had
less influence on other youth agency staffs since its
success in the California 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 courls when
evaluative staff reported the project to be a behav-
ioral and economic success. The DCDC narcotic-
involved offenders proposal experienced easy going
through the Disirigt of Columbia and Congressional
hearings because the DCDC researcher-planners had
preceded with extensive staff work and provided
ample documentation at the several hearings.

It appears, then, that utilization of findings has
its best likelihood of cccurring 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 are !
paying off at the present time. :
Researchers claim that their efforts are 1gnored
but it is difficult to take this claim seriously. It
appears that the primary reasons for nonutilization |
of research are poor quality, irrelevance, fragmen-v :
tation, incomprehensibility, nonaccumulativeness and |
inaccessibility. We need to add to this the fact that |
research staff are increasingly becoming outsiders - |
as the demand for evaluation grows, and outsidersfﬁ
face special problems in comprehending what s ¢
relevant, in carrymg through on recommendatlons'
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

I

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 responsl-
bility with researchers.

Since utilization is desirable on 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
utjlization, evaluation results need to relate to of-: :

fender change, system change,
reduction, since corrections seems to stand out as
one of the most inefficient of all social agencies. Al :

and perhaps cost .

these are important goals of correctional adrmms- P

trators.

To the extent that any of these goals prove elu-
sive, as is alleged to be the case with oﬂ’.ender
change, it may be strategic to increase empha51s

on the other goals. The apparent roadblock on of- f
fender change may be only temporary, and im- L

i

proved research strategies may discover ways of
changing offenders that are major improveme_:nts
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,'* 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 situation 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 procedures. In
this chapter we look at definitions of evaluative re-
search, methods of making comparisons, standards

and criteria, and methods and models of evaluation.

' A. Definition of Evaluative Research

As used in this Guide, evaluation is considered to

© 7 be an aspect of scientific method. It is applied re-

-+ search; it may be qualitative or judgmental, although

. ¢ itis more likely to be quantitative. It is largely de-

: scriptivc, although it occasionally includes inferential

j é or explanatory 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
i the case of the controlled experiment, hence, it may
- be useful to consider a more elaborate definition.
-1 Suchman quotes from the American Public Health
Journal (February 1960) to offes the following: *

“Bvaluation; The process of determining

the value or amount of success in achiev-

ing a predetermined objective. It includes

at least four steps:

¢ formulation of the objective,,

o identification of the proper criteria to be
used in measuring success,

® determination and explanation of the
degree of success, (and)

¢ 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,- Furthérmore, 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 evaluatien
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 dorie 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 probation practices
were compared with concepts of practice as set forth
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-
cejved ideal or some “superior” concept. The Pres-
ton Impact Study traced the development of juvenile
delinquents in the PSI facility and compared the
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 standards
were augmented to some extent by the deliberations
of the Special Study Commission. The comparative
wmeasurements” that were set forth in the survey
report were both quantitative and qualitative.

3. “Before” Status versus “After” Status. Persons,
processes, and structures or systems may be com-
pared at earlier and later times, Differences noted
between the two 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 werc observed. The comparison may be
in cither qualitative or quantitative terms.

4, Program Persons versus Non-Programi 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:

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

e A random sample of all prisoners,

e All prisoners who left the prison in a
previous year,

e A “norm” group, on whom performance
data are already available from other
oceasions

The comparisons may be either qualitative or

quantitative. The comparisons in these cases will be
rough and errors in interpretation will be easily

passible, 1{ more is desired, more exact comparison

procedures may be used.
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5. Program Persons versus «Similar’ Non-Pro- |
gram Person. This procedure compares the per- |
formances of program participants with those of ~
persons who are ‘dentified as “similar” to the par- 5
ticipants by use of special selection procedures and b
verification techniques. These similar individuals
comprise 2 “comparison” group, which is presutned

to be a reasonable approximation of the participant / ¢
group on essential characteristics. A comparison of t: ]

this kind is a “quasi-experiment.” !

6. Program Persons versus “yery Similar” Non-

of eligibles and randomizing eligibles to experimental |

:

t

:

I

!

Program Persons. By establishing a group Of “pool” ; i
and control statuses, a more precise basis for meas- a4
3

1

ki

urement of difference can be established. This

procedure is the basis for the controlled experimental - g

design, in which controls and experimentals are A

processed through essentially the same correctional *

experiences except that an “gxperimental” treatment .

3
kt

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 Vversus Expected Qutcomes. .

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. «

Techniques such as linear discriminant analysis, .
configuration analysis and direct search in mathe- -

matical space will identify meaningful predictor: "
variables and provide scoring weights for the varia-

bles. Scoring tables associated with expected out-:

comes can be constructed. T hese 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 g
new program Or experience in addition to the usual: |
or traditional program, the difference between €X-i::
pected and actual outcomes may be interpreted a5
the result of the new experience. G

8. Comparison of Agency Reactions t¢ Partici-;,_j‘i

pant and Behaviors. This procedure focuses not on::

the behaviors of persons but on agency actions such:

ceration. Instead of seeking psychological test scores’
or descriptions of overt behavior of individuals, the.

researchers seeks data on agency actions against the: -

T . SRR of ini
ndividual. Agency actions an d agency records att administrators than from the empirical and theo-

taken as reasonably useful indicators of internal andi;x_,‘

overt behaviors of offenders. .

9, Participant Costs versus Control Costs. Com”

as parole revocation, arrest, conviction, and incar |

£

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 cofrec-
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 compatison 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
Qvalu‘ator. If quick action based on ‘relatively un-
certain data is considered adequate by the admrinis-
trator, .comparison types 1, 2, 3 and 4 may be used.
;f efﬁc‘:lency 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 strategie‘s may focus
on the two ends of the list.

C. ;\dmmistrafor Comparisons versus
esearcher Comparisons

th;f;l:stliirc;vement of coFrectional agencies over
PR ades has been.prlmarily an administrator-
e p.r%cess.. The influx of significant innova-
e » especially since th¢ middle of the century,

resulted more from the judgmental evaluations

et .
Cetlc:al evaluations of researchers, We have, as a
on i
oo l:tesque’nce, more or less rapidly developing move-
s such as halfway houses, prison colleges, work

.

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
tfasted, developed, and pronounced ready for opera:
tional use. This suggests that administrators are
capable of some rationalizing of the correctionél
system, with a moderate amount of pressure from
and assistance by the humanitarian and managerial
traditions in this society.?

This proposition has at least two implications for
the researcher. One is that the administrator is able
tf’ act on the basis of limited or uncertain informa-
tion. He has been acting thus for decades, frequently
to good effect, and it has yet to be demonstrated that
researchers can improve markedly on this process.
Qonseq’uently, 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 information 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

?as uncertain but possibly promising information, it
is appropriate for the researcher to discuss such
information with the administrator. The discussion
can take several directions. “Here is some interestirig
qurmation, and it can either be developed further
or it can be acted on as a trial, Here arc some
action alternatives, Here are some research alterna-
ti'ves.” 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 inferior 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-
Elatesl little to the process, while administr:ators, us-
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 be made more
readily if the researcher develops facility in operating
with both uncertain and certain data rather than
looking only for increasingly certain knowledge.

D. Conceptual Models, Standards, and
Performance Criteria

Comparisons or measurements in evaluation pro-
ceed from baselines such as concepis, written or

=
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spoken standards, and indicators of performance.
Administrators and researchers may form concepts—
conceptual models—of innovative programs in brain-
storming processes, letting imagination run free. Or
they may deliberate about an existing program 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 were
processed through CYA’s Northern Reception-
Center Clinic and Preston School of Industry ar-
rived at a conceptual model of a better alternative—
treaiment 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 professional or
service organizations, - these - standards provide a
more objective basis for judging or ‘comparing pro-
cedures and structures. To the extent that written
standards derive from conceptual models, the use of
standards as bases for evaluating programs is not
markedly different from the use of conceptual
models, One practical difference is that standards
carry some authority and the innovation that is
proposed on the basis of the standards is easier to
defend.

Indicators of performance become important as
bases for comparison or measurement when the
focus of interest is offender 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
judged against thesc concepts and standards.

In practice, the offender-judging process fixes
upon a number of aspects of performance such as
obeying the law, cooperating with officials, and
meeting one’s responsibilities as a citizen. Eventually,
these arcas of performance come to be represented
by “criteria of performance,” which are accessible
and measurable behaviors or indicators of behavior.

The success of evaluation of offender change is
determined to a large extent by whether valid cri-
teria are identified and properly used. Following arc
some of the criteria that have been employed in cor-
rectional evaluation, listed without regard to quality
or uscfulness; '

e QObserved behaviors and attitudes -
- » Personality inventory scores
‘e Attitudinal inventory scores
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Probation or parole agent ratings
Revocations, technical or new offense
Arrests

Time till rearrest

e Type (or seriousness) of offense

e Conviction

s Length of sentence

e Time served :

e Costs of apprehension; court costs

e Supervision costs (probation or parole)
s Incarceration costs

e Criminal career costs !
e Personal or social adjustment —
® Job status and earnings improvement ‘ ( g
o Benefits from pretrial diversion g
e Benefits from recidivism averted

e Benefits from welfare costs averted
e Benefits from health costs averted
-e Fducational status improvement

Not many of these criteria are in general use in
evaluation. Some are unreliable, some require costly

bl

i

data collection procedures, some are not valid meas- i+

ures of behavioral change, and some are not highly
regarded by persons who control budgets. i

Following are.several of the performance criteria
that have been: widely used or are beginning to be
used extensively, with comments on some of their
essential characteristics:

1. Arrests. Arrests have both good and poor char- |
acteristics as criteria. They are official, they get into
the record where they ¢an be found years later, and-
they are usually the first “hard” evidence that the |
offender is not performing well in the community.i
On the other hand, many persons who are arrested ;

do not go to trial, or are not convicted. Furthermore, * '} . o
‘ . . . '} munity, partici :
arrests tell us little or nothing about the quality of s ¥ P pant parolees and comparison parolees

the alleged offense—whether it was a traffic viola-
tion or a heinous murder. Finally, arrests and the -
presumably more valid criterion, convictions, may £
give discrepant indications, ‘as in the case of th
Lorton Prison College Project evaluation (Item 4
below). : 4

2. Type of Offense. Because of the weakness 0
arrest as a measure of performance, it is important: =

to have supplementary information such as “offenst ¢ for at le

‘ | ! X : ast three r : i

charged.” If one wants to judge the quality of per: . indications in the :szr?: s.oﬁrlet, t'thebehow dl‘f:fefenj

formance of a group of ex-prisoners at three to sXi- { criteria, with arrests show%ng n?) lgilt]ferznégzndhard
. con-

months after release, arrests by offense charged are |
a better indicator than arrests alone, *Collection of
the offeriss data may take appreciably more time i
some systems, but they make clear the seriousness

the failure in performance. They are also a necessity

when a seriousness-of-offense scale is pait of the
research design. ‘

3. Time till Arrest. Since one of the goals of
offender rehabilitation is to reduce further involve-
ment with the law, effective rehabilitation should
reduce frequency of rearrest and increase time till
next arrest. Consequently, it is useful to add time
till arrest to the criterion “package.” We say “pack-
age” because it is important when possible to use
more than one critérion. By choosing a balanced
group of performance indicators, one can compen-
sate the weaknesses in some by the strengths in
others. Also, the use of several criteria provides a
broader and probably- more valid picture of per-
formance levels and performance differences.

4, - Conviction. This criterion is one of the more
plausible indicators of performance in the com-
munity, Adjudication has presumably screened out
the more “invalid” cases resulting from questionable
arrests. Some “valid” cases may have been screened

- out also, so that conviction, too, is an imperfect

criterion, although it is probably more valid than
arrest for most measurement purposes.

Weeks or months may pass between arrest and
conviction, hence, the latter is a delayed measure
of performance. The researcher who wants an indi-
cationiof performance within a few months may
hav_e to.use arrests alone, or arrests and charges,
or include whatever convictions have occurred by
the cut-off date for the measurement. This will
leave some cases with charges pending, which
creates problems in interpretation.

'This problem is illustrated by a quasi-experimental
evaluation of the Lorton (DCDC) Prison College
program in 1972. At six months time in the com-

each showed arrest rates of about 30 percent. How-
eye;r, conviction rates were 7 percent for the par-
ticipants and 19 percent for the comparison group.
There were 12 pending cases for participants and 3
for comparison group members.?

At 12 months out, the arrests were still even
(30.5 versus 20.4 percent), but the pending cases
Wwere now cleared, and the conviction rates were 18
Percent versus 25 percent.* These data are of interest

victi i i i
tions showing appreciable differences; second,

’ gley suggest that arrests are less valid than convic-
" dl;;l S as a criterion; third, they disclose that the
erence indicated by convictions shifts dispropor-

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

S. Length of Time in Lock-up. This criterion has
about the same relation to conviction that serious-
ness of offense bears to arrest. Persons.mha. 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 reconfinement 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 costs after
release from treatment are useful measures of 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
eatlier (p. 295), costs and benefits wére 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 costs 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 appear 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 and ob-
jective inquiry into an area of experience to increase
knowledge or to facilitate problem solving. The
variety of methods is great, and to avoid some detail
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” instead of
“method” for some of our categories; others might
regard some of our methods as clusters of methods
rather than a single method. These are issues that
neced not be taken up here.

Six of these methods or groups of methods will
be discussed in Chapters 9 through 14.

F. Evaluation 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 “gutcomes” model, Still others focus on
the characteristics 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 ot 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 |

comparison 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.® 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 the

cost analysis, systems analysis, and simulation.
By the same reasoning, Wwe have also under

methodological models the quasi-experimental, the
experimental, the benefit-cost, the operations re- e

search, the systems analysis, and the simulation

non- .
experimental model, which is a catch-all that includes {
several dissimilar research methods. It is distin- |
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-
marily to traditional methods of evaluation. It does °

not include such contemporary methods as benefit-

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 model, -
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 B

have ‘been provided.

The outcome model is perhaps the best known of :

the subject-matter models. It seeks to ascertain how

taining its goals. For the correctional  administrator
these goals may include reduction of recidivism, re-
Juction 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.

P U— —
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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 activ-
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 working
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 use in
tl}e evaluation of a multifunctional entity than a
smglle-'function project or program. As seen by
EFZIOHI, users of the system model are concerned
with several kinds of activities: the achievement of
gpals and subgoals; the coordination of organiza-
tional or system subunits; the acquisition and main-
tenance of necessary resources; and the adaptation
of t'he organization to its external environment and
to its own internal demands.® By conceptualizing
the possibility of various levels and combinations of
these several activities, the system modeler can ask
Fo vyhat degree the organization can achieve its ob-
Jectlst under a particular set of conditions.
' It is obvious that the system model views the sub-
Ject of evaluation in large outlines. For the correc-

= Egna.l evaluatfar, this model has its ultimate applica-
+ tlon In assessing the entire correctional agency. For

-+ the criminal justi
. : . b justice evaluator th i e
effective or efficient an agency or program 1s In ate - e ultimate application

i "
ncludes the police, courts, corrections, the penal

F Cftode, ’and related entities such as the public de-
.1 fender’s office and the bail agency.

T )
here is an even larger system, which includes

-1 the agencies of socializati i
: ization—the family, the neigh-
i borhood and the school—as well as the criminal

st )
justice system and other social systems. The task of

N

applying the system evaluation model to this “super-
system” is as yet only vaguely conceptualized. At
some future date, however, the maximum payoff in
f:rlminal justice system evaluation will come when
it is possible to examine, with adequate theoretical
a'nd. 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
yvhether 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 we can
sweep out all the dark corners of society; then we
can talk about reforming the prisoner.” !

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 capable 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—Iecarning which will
gradually be lost, g

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 ma'stcryi
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
and master them before they go on to more
sophisticated techniques. In general, the
guide believes that 4 well-done, but rather
simple-minded solution fo a rcsc_zfrch or
evaluation problem, is much more hke.ly 10
haye impact on agency polif:y than a highly
sophisticated  solution Wthh.ih? ag@ncy;
personngl have almost no likelihood of
understanding. o
*Ihe guide comes into the situation wflh
4 reportoire of approaches that are in-
tended 1o get the agency involved in utiliz-
ing rescarch and evaluation to help bring
about major improvements. To the extent
possible, the guide assists the agency in
selling priorities and carrying out a st
quence of projects which 'addrcsscs the
agencey's  problems i'\t}c‘()rdfng to these
priorities, As cach project is unficrtaken’,
(he guide primarily with questions and
suggestions, stimulates the ageney person-
nel to move systematically through the
stages of solving the problem.

A variation of the apprenticeship model has been
{ried, with considerable success, in zhg Cahfurmzt
Depariment of Corrections and in the Lms Angch’m
County Probation Department Echorc the crea-
tion of the present research upits In those agencies.
Research of considerable importance was qndcr-
taken under this model, notably the SIPU fmd SI%O
experiments in the Department of Corrections. dl]?
level of achievement was heightencd, m@oubte ¥,
because some of the participating “Qpcr?ilotlzll per-
sonnel” were treatment stall members with gra’dllmtc
degrees. These individoals fo}md the rcsearch. role ta,
gratifying one and, with assistance from university
statisticians and behavioral scicr}tnsts, were able to

: ate projects of major significance.
im’}{gzt ‘:\i\z?ccimy modc{ has been discnns:scd b)é
Guttentag (1972) as o pc)ssiilzlc answer. t(‘)ostg)mc 2f
the weaknesses of the meuonal n‘md‘cl. ‘u‘e
these wenkngsses is that the agency is sometimes
presented  with 2 “highly snphxst:cmed solg;\clufx
which the agency personnel have wmost no h‘ c;-
tood of understanding,” to use ,Fimnch s’ph?s:. [n
e ndvoesey madel, not only will the findings L;n

the cvaluation be presented but :xl:soé when m] -l.,
cated by the findings, mcamtnen‘dauqns fm*1 m}pr:r
mentation will be made (:Smd possibly even plans 1c
action will be formulated.

\;l;‘;gs“xlzoﬁul is visible in the work that led to the
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outcomes. Client behavior may improve more in
some managerially “inefficient” agencies than in
“well-run” agencies. This means that managerial
efficiency does not usually predict client outcome,
which is the primary concern of the agency. Con-
sequently, effectiveness in terms of client behavior
generally takes priority over managerial efficiency
as a goal of evaluation. This gives a second level
in the evaluation hierarchy.

Effectiveness at low cost is better than equivalent
effectiveness at higher costs, Consequently, eval-
uation eventually asks about both behavioral out-
comes and cost outcomes. What is desired is that
good behavior be maximized and that costs be
minimized. Analyses that lead to this goal are cost-
effectiveness studies, or benefit-cost studies. They

probation Subsidy Act, the Community Treatment
Project, and the Narcotics Treatment Admmclistra. A
tion. In each case, the researcher m?t only made an
evaluation but wrote reports that included recom-
mendations for action, and either alone, or In col-
laboration with others, wrote proposals for the
ing out of the action.’ - b
carlrzl?tﬁs model, the researcher, by being willing to
promote actively a program or system that appears . .
o be indicated by the findings of a study, reduces | -
the “utilization gap” that exists be.tWeen product‘we
research and traditional operations in many agencies,
The traditional evaluation model does little to close :
thl?[‘ﬁzpoadvocacy model calls for rt.asearc;he}rls \r\::sh :
ch1>ctcncc in resear{chilvur;cgi;ztcﬁi?srtgig ;ger:c;, and: are obviously of considerable importance to the
sion and structure ol the desirable new al- . administrator since they enable him to achieve the
a capacity to .dct.’me and promote ed there may be’ i most rehabilitation for a given amount of resources.
ternatives, This 115 gl}a(rgeﬁaﬂtlig rao?e. Furthermore, This is, in the present state .of the art, the third and
few PCfSO“S‘aV’a‘ abcCe fective primatily in agencies highest level in the evaluation hierarchy.
such T S xperimental administrator anda ' : 3. Broad S frategy Models. Exp}oratxon, tnnova-
wherc.&herc 1s an cxp oo Tn‘ other situations, the tion and adjustment are three kinds of activities
receplive Operations stait. d most of his e in which evaluation is used, generally in quite
researcher might b"“’e o f"‘?ﬁ "o wrations stafi  Gifferent styles. Exploration is a search for leads or
ergy in instructing Or in sc]mtg . {?0 Follow - ideas, using non-experimental methods in critical or
on lines of ﬂCElOn ;h;} “;;sre ‘;;agoal of evah;ation * promising arcas, with receptiveness to the possibil-
' . ] s Sy 4 1t * yy g
is ?0 giZZi)\gi‘ws):f;criofoizﬂeciix:ezwess or efficiency in 1tylt’111:;v§;ror:::t?snn§ n;e:z};gm up.” d testing of
, ; ‘ systems. An effectiveness . | o n g up and testing of new
prf}grams, processes or L marily with whether ¢ ideas in the hope tha.t‘ they can 'bc 'developed into
oriented model is concern ]dp bettér bchavior than be}t'er modes of meeting the objectives of the or-
a process Orf str.u?ture yiel ;ted model may focts ganization than previous modes. Innovation may
anotl?er. An eﬂlcw:ncy orie v or on cost returs © | use non-.expenmental methods, or a mixture of
on <:’1thcr managerial efficier ythc efficiency model: .+ methods in sequence, as it moves from exploration
efficiency. In the formezn‘:(iassi,ruéturcs are according | to consohd'ation 9!:’ an idea. It will usually organize
asks \vb.cthct processes < *tand'irds and working a5 1 its efforts in prgcct f.orm. When it has arrived at
to specifications, up 10 S 'l‘asks’ whether the new - SUCCEss, the project will become a program and fu-
planned. In lhfi La:ttz;e(s:aier’c lyielding‘ high improve: | ture l\ci:vgluatlons of the activity may be of a monitor-
rocesses or Str ‘ ' + % ing kind,
glent in behavior per unit cost. - Adjustment is the process of making shifts in
‘ves form a hierarchy of eval s the p g
These three alternatives al cfficiency . programs to effect improvements that are suggested

ot nanagerlt . Py . . L.
uation, At the first le.vel, ! " difclose whether thee” 1 by special evaluations or by gradual increases in in-
spection of the operation W formation through observation or routine evaluation,

is a structure which is operatmg_alb plai?i‘;i(ia iré Routinization of evaluation is important for estab-
staff members aboard .m all essentia po; » 1 n‘ef-: lished programs since it provides a relatively eco-
their qualifications suitable? Are proce urcsd be.;' inomical yet dependable means of watching over
fect? Ts there a record system? Are the records %% jihe effects of programs and accumulating the in-

intai der - . :
ing properly maintained? Are procedur'es un ", formation needed for oecasional refinements of pro.
stood? Are they written down in accessible form

Is the process going smoothly? Are clients bel
processed in the prescribed manner? Are lh:r?
procedures for effective resolution of problems: -

Managerial efficiency may not accurately reﬂed"

¥
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Innovation is necessary for creative change, and it
becomes especially necessary at times when the
agency is badly in need of improvement. Routini-
zation is necessary for efficient management, but it
tends to be difficult when the forces for innovation
are working strongly. Over time, the history of
corrections may be viewed as a swinging of the
pendulum. from innovation to routinization, with
either of the activities diminishing somewhat when
conditions favor the other,

The recent appearance of Glaser’s Routinizing
Evaluation highlights this interplay of the two ten-
dencies.** Contemporary corrections is in ferment,
if not in a state of revolution, and a call for the
routinization of evaluation may appear like swim-
ming against the tide. On the other hand, the cor-
rectional scene is crowded with new concepts, wait-
ing to be adopted and developed into functioning
programs. From this point of view, a call for rou-
tinization of evaluation may be extraordinarily good
timing,

6. Academic and Industrial Models. One final
perspective on models is the broadest of all: We
can draw a contrast between an “academic” or “so-
cial science” model and an “industrial” or “policy
science” model, The social science ‘model consists
of principles and methods that include a search {or
increasing certainty, concern for theory develop-
ment, hypothesis testing, and high regard for con-
trolled experimentation. The ‘industrial or policy
science model features operations research, systems
analysis, simulation, and cost-bencfit analysis, This
model is somewhat atheoretical, although it is will-
ing to make use of relevant theory; it is pragmatic,
seeking practical results rather than knowledge for
knowledge’s sake.

Correctional cvaluation has thus far been guided
primarily by the socjal science model, but it is now
beginning Lo borrow extensively from the industrial
model. This trend will presumably continue more
or less gradually until the advantages that inhere
in the industrial model have been largely exploited
by correctional evaluators.
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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 make com-

' parisons and indicate preferences that are related
ston, Leonard Savitz and Marvin E. Wolfga.ng (eds.),
The Sociology of Punishment and Correction, New . ¢ -

to policy formulation, they are in part evaluative.
There are several reasons for careful considera-

- most numerous of the several major categories of

of his sample of 100 correctional evaluations were

i experimental designs.® In Berkowitz’ sample of 38

- evaluative studies, about 13 percent were controlled

. experiments and another 13 percent were quasi-

; experiments.® 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.®

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

i 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

- 1s easily the most numerous.

i A second reason for giving this type of study
careful attention is that it seems to carry a heavier

--dmpact for corrections than experiments or quasi-

.experiments. This was suggested in Chapter 3,

‘?‘whe‘zre it was noted that two surveys of county pro-
. ;bation had had a more profound effect on court and

correctional practice than the controlled experimen-
Fal Community Treatment Project. Such evidence
Is sketchy, but it supports the belief that non-ex-

» perimental studies have been the basis of the most
x;mpf)rtant research-induced policy changes in cor-
,- fections in the past two decades. ‘And there is no

'CHAPTER 9. NON-EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATIONS

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 result, 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 can 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 or
burden to operaling 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 unrcliable and uncertain data
in their decision-making processes and they are
more accustomed to acting on such informaltion,
though often with questionable effect,

A. Types and Examples of Non-Experimental
Studies

Following are brief discussions of several of the
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more common types of non-cxperin}ental .:studxcsd.
Some of the types, purlicu‘larl;f the txmc-scnes aph
before-after studies, are occasionally grou?cd w:}t‘
guasi-experiments, They are shown here in app 1';
cations or forms that are 100 L}nct)ntrollod ‘,t[o r?cr:
an experimental or quachicpcnmcmal oIassu ica 1‘or£
1. The Case Study. This type of stud;{ alms 2
a relatively intensive examination of a ‘case ————fl
person, group, place, event, program, or cxpenle}nog.
It fooks at the subject broadly or 'dccgly or ott.
colleting and interpreting }nformatxoo in a varicty
of ways 1o learn what exists, what is hflpp'er?‘r:'i,
and possibly why, When it is purely dcscnp.: 1
the case study examines its’ sub;cf:t fmd reports in "1
non-judgmental manner, When it is e‘va‘lua{}wc{h elr
brings in concepts, Sfﬂl]tjafds or studies of o
sases for comparison and judgment. . -
Campbell and Stanley refer to the Onc-Sh?L,?a‘?{f
study™ us the "weakest but most come'non ’LY‘I“UA
tive design, * Tt should be noted tfmt w’cakc.sl‘ ?s
used here refers to standing in a hierarchy of sluc};
design charaeteristics, It does not rcfcr‘to’ -S()'L,‘h‘l‘
pulicy impact, where the case s}udy S()l}‘éumi’. ‘r:ms
“steong” in its capability for mﬂucx}cmgt‘po fcy. :
A recent example of the use of tlzas c{cmgn is tl;g.
study, Team Policing: Seven (.'ose :Slc.{dws; rc‘comd}
relensed by the Police medn(mn‘,“ It reports I‘ml
ings In a twosyear cx:.xlminu.tir.m of the team approach
trol by police. o
i %'Eé?épiﬁguse okfy‘ Izhc case studies was 'to moumr
whether team policing achieved the ob‘)ccuvos (')l
community and police bcll’cx" than cmwcnflom
pulicing patterps. In brief, was it }mtt‘c‘:r to b&‘:‘ Lo?-
cerned, service-oriented and invisible” than tough,
enforeement-oriented and visible? ® ‘ .
"The concept of team pmicin{; has been mﬂu’cnui)lg
pulice department thinking sinee World \\ ar T
with isolated instances of npplmtmn becoming le.s-
ible in various localities. Follo\‘fmg a rccommeoda-
tion by the President’s Commission on L.:\w“ En-
forcement and the Administration of Just.rcc in 11967,
several Amerean cities have been trying out the
uﬂ\;f;‘.i 1tcum poliving case study was u‘ndcrtakcn in
a number of eities simnlmncous}y‘ Each case st}xd);
deseribed the site city and police depurtn'wm fmt{
notee] the structure and upcrntimm\l‘cxpairmnces:i o
the pacticular team program in that cu;, "lhe‘ h‘1~u~1 1:s
were reportorial, not in-depth, and some subjective
assgssments were made by persons on thc‘ scine. ‘
Fllorts at & “more scientific evaluation wgr‘u
made in some of the sites by the police departments,

but in no case did the efforts at evaluation‘ approach ;.
the controlled experimental method. And In no case o
did the team projects include an evaluatlon com& v?
ponent (o measure th? amount of seal crime an He and his staff made a prompt decision to support
apparent crime change in tt}zlzarg?;oings on police ad- the plan for an experimental test of the two treat.

‘T'hc effect of the Caiet_kfe enyd of project first phases { | ment types. In this case, the researcher’s credibility
ministrator d‘c‘:cxs‘lons aau,, for a number of reasons, | | Was high,-evon though tl.xe c'iata presented. t‘o staff
was usually 'qmteh?n; claimed to know, intuitively, | | were qualitative and sulo;ectwe. The adonmstrator
First, the police ¢ e ff reported to him. Second, | ; and staff had heard nothing new, except in the spe-
what the case-study sta g dibility, with the :-. cific details. Intuitively, they were aware of the gen-
the evaluators often lacke ;:lreTh‘ dy,the admin. eral content of the anecdotal materials ang the con-
chief.or the d ?p artmertlt Of/hzct)lt]e.r tolrtérminate the clusions that had been drawn. Now that a definite
istrollvs decision as 10 \t hase was influenced by . ; action was proposed, they were ready to support
project or go on to a ne)f( Ift) s,” so that the eval- '+ i the recommendation. Hence, the Preston study had
many “outside political factors, nly one of sev- - full impact and its recommendations were adopted
ua;or’s inpot, credible or not, Wasin(:o ){he decision- even though the study had started as nothing more
eral potential ejements entering than an exploratory investigation undertaken by a
making process. ) curious researcher,

Since the Comple“}:"’st;’fg t:smgriﬁtiztsuizv:ygc:z: Quick Case Studies. Cose study procedures vary
team pO!{C’ﬂg researc rdeéts in some cases build- | 25 widely.as the many subject matters they are con-
ahcad with phase two ponjentS’ 2nd working toward || cerned with, Some are Ioose_ly structured and pro-
ing in cvaluation comvp f the team policing con-; : duce highly subjective narraive reports. Others are
more credible assessmcntls 0 t h:xs ot impacted%‘ . formal, highly Systematic, and seek to present struc-
cc;})}S, ?f thncy c\f;z?bliuﬁ?xnr:z}:orthcr(c remain forther | tu(rjed, objective materials along with opinions and
olicy in a ¢ manner, . . judgments,
gppo}:wﬂfﬁes for such studies to make impacts. o J gne example of the latter type is described by a

The Preston Impact Study was a simpler, Sf“_a],!er; | set of procedures develc d by the Special Act]
. £ a case study. It was a rescarcher-initiated = - p & develope _ Y the Specia cxction
nstance of a ¢ hs passing through Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, The method is
follow-up of a group of youths e o oL Av | described in SAODAP’s publication, Quick Evalua.
a CYA reception ccnter[ and[htcml;r(;;sgchan g d an tion Methodology, as a “short, systematic framework
tention was centered on u;wthc rocess of imstity for‘assessing a variety of drug abuse treatment
why as they went th(;'oug tinucg over a period of | | PrOgrams.” ® It “enablos an average treatment pro-
ugnahzatxon..'lzhc i;l;cé’ Z(;nfour days a month for; | 87am to be evaluated by two people in two days, in-
a year, riiql.llmt‘hg frst two nlonths, and in alter-. - cluding one day spe‘nton-sxte.”.
ﬁcld W10rr1kth;n t’hccrcafter Tape-recorded interviews: ;. SAODAP's “quick evaluation methodolegy” s
nate mo : ‘

. . d: -, One more ilfustration of the fact that necessity is the
.. : veral areas of clinic and: ! 4 S
collected information on se ‘ ntion, even in research. With several

. .. mother of .inve
training school experience, re?efélonszl?“a;}:jossg f}i(e L hundred drug-addiction treatment programs now in
periences, and perceptions of the tXistence and new opes being proposed every day,
future. . . scrints provided a basis fori 150me means of making prompt assessments was
The }n.tervlegv 323:1; pmenlz:il process, and the! | needed to avert chaos and permit some semblance
.Sumn:a:::mg rtt:afed was ixrgely negative. An alter of manageria] control. X . ,
image (hus create Jopmental process graduall The case study technique that was devised is at
native concept of dev?«(:p o 0‘f violence, reduction:” 191¢e speedy, comprehensive, and useful for the
emerged, featuring lower c?};i{eci criminal lore, fewe ,Lédeoxsxon-maker. It is built around ten analytical crij-
in pcerﬂpre'slsm; :c:;)(t)src axid milder patterns of €& Wgtena, Several types of descriptive data, and a plan
i-authori Pis, )
:l](;tativc be)k:avior. This conﬁgu‘ratio.n ‘was secnn;::é
possible primarily in 2 non-résidential commu el
treatment center, Consequently, the test of Coseﬂ
munity versus institutional trcatment was propose

to CY A exccutive stafl.®

Unlike some of the team policing case studies,
the Preston Impact Study had an immediate and
direct impact upon the departmental administrator.

decisions:

® Whether the program should continve to be
~ funded

A

® Whether similar programs should be ap-
proved for start-up

® Whether technical assistance should be pro-
vided

The effect of the quick evaluation case studies on
the decision-making process at SAODAP head-
quarters and their implications for existing and
proposed drug treatment programs remain to be
seen. Since it is an in-house’ effort, the problem of
credibility may be minimal, What its ultimate effect
on structure, process and outcomes will be is a
matter for conjecture,

2. Surveys, Surveys are procedures for syste-
matic collection of data of similar kinds from sey-
eral sources. The usual purpose is to draw conclu-
sions about the combined sources rather than about
any one source or individual,

The data collection methods are highly varied,
Telephone calls may be made to al] the prisons in
the nation to ask about the presence and charac-
teristics of post-secondary educational programs in
the prisons. A questionnaire may be mailed to di-
rectors of SCAs to ask how prisoner grievances are
handled. A form may be distributed to all the cells
in a prison to ask about interest in prison college
courses and whether the jnmate would like to en-
roll in a college program. Questionnaires and inter-
views may be combined to obtain extensive bodies
of data on processes and structures, operating prob-
lems, and staffing ratios in several correctional sys-
tems of a selected type,

Surveys can be either descriptive or evaluative in
purpose, although in the latter casc they may still
contain much data that is primarily descriptive.
When used for evaluation, surveys may follow
either or both of two procedures. First, the re.
sponding units may be grouped together and the re-
Sponses in various categories may be averaged or
otherwise summarized, This value may then be com-
pared with standards or baselines for interpreta-
tion and possible action, Second, the responding
units may be examined Separately, their differences
noted, and “better” units may be compared with
“poorer” units, The better units thus provide the
standard for comparison and they may also be-
come -a model for the next phase of the develop- |
ment of the units,

Procedure one was followed by the California
Special Study Commission when it examined the
summarized responses to its survey of probation in
California. Its evaluation of the responses led it to
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recommend g sipte subsidy program for the 60
county probation departments.

Procedure fwo turns each of the responding units
into a case study, in effect, and the survey proce-
duse becomes a multi-case study, The result will
be similar to what the police team cases studies
achicved when they made the between-city com-
parisons to see which procedures were better,

Sometimes a survey is conducted to provide an
unofficial standard against which self-assessments
can be made. An SCA director who feels a need fo
document his arguments for increased budgetary
support may survey a number of adjacent SCAs to
learn the level and range of services provided in
some type of correctional effort, He can then com-
pare his own agency's practice or capability with
the survey result, If he s well below "average” or
below some value that scems appropriate for his
situation, he may use this discrepancy as an argu-
ment for inereased support.

Survey results can also be used as a possible de-
fense ngainst criticistn, SCA  administrators who
feel they are criticized improperly for “unfavorabie”
escipe rates, recidivism rotes, costs per man/year
or other indices of performance may conduct sur-
veys (if relevant data is not afready published) to
aseertain whether the criticism is warranted. I the
critivism s warranted, then the survey results pro-
vide the ndministrator with a baseline against which
he con measure his status and make plans for
change. The interpretation of such baselines is often
a diffieult task, especially if the survey was quickly
and informally conducted by relatively incxpe-
rienced persons. Actions based on such interpreta-
tions need to be carcfully considered, preferably
with the help of technical assistants or consultants.

3. Time Series. Time series are based on meas-
urements of events at periodic intervals and thus
provide 4 picture ol trends over time. They show
increnses, declines, breaks, displacements, fluctua-
tions and stabilities, Prison, parole or probation
populations provide data for one type of time series.
Prison administrators often anticipate their space
needs by extending o time series line into the fu-
ture, perhaps adjusting the estimates for the next
two ot three years for factors such as impending
ehanges in Inw or changing crime rates,

One example of o time serics that led to a recom-
mendation for action was the study of narcotic-
involved offenders in the D. €. Department of
Corrections. This study, like the Preston Impact
Study, arose out of researcher curiosity, The de-
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partmental administrator asked for information o
how many drug offenders there were in the inst.
tutions, and the information was obtained on a com
puter printout, name by name with supplementd
data. This answered the question. 4_
In thinking about the numbers involved, a e}
search staff member became interested in the dates|
of intake of the prisoners and the times of intake|::
were tabulated. This disclosed an exponential}
curye—gencrally flat in earlier years, but breaking}
sharply upward in the last year or two. This could} "
mean a number of things: narcotic-involved of.}::
fenders were beginning to come into the depart.| -
ment in greatly increasing numbers, or the curve!
was misleading, or there might be other explana.} '}
tions. If the curve was misleading—spurious—it| !
could be reflecting the fact that most narcotic ofs
fenders stayed in prison only a year or two while i
no more than a few served long terms. To check!
against the possibility that this was the reason for!
the apparent upturn, a second body of data was
obtained from the departmental admissions records, |
The admissions data showed the same form of
curve—only higher up on the chart—hence it was;
concluded that the department was facing a new:
environmental condition, the rising use of drugs,; :
which bad very unfavorable implications for space’
requirements. The time series that described this’
trend was evaluated as “bad.” :
Research staff, in reporting its findings, recom: i’
mended that the department consider establishing ™
community-based centers for the handling of nar-:
catic-involved offenders who did not appear to be:
a menace to the community.’® The centers could i
try any of the several treatment modalities that were,
being tried in varions metropolitan areas: thera-
peutic community, methadone maintenance, nar--.
cotic antagonist. The departmental administrator{’
approved the plan, the city government and a con-;

O s

gressional comimittee concurred, and within seven| s

months of the completion of the research report, the |
first community treatment center was being opened.
This was the first of many centers that eventuall
opened in the District, first under the Departmen
of Corrections, then under the Narcotics Treatmen
Administration, which was formed to organize an
speed the effort.™ ;

Not all time series are evaluative. The great ma- -
jority are primarily descriptions of trends—routine |-
accumulations of data that help administration 10}
monitor its operations and make year-to-year plans |
to handle relatively minor changes suggested by the | ;

data. Occasionally, however, there are signals in
the data, either suggesting or forcing the considera-
tion of alternatives to present policy.

4, Cohort Analysis, Cohort analysis is & process

q oot developing a special kind of time series—the

record of performance of a group over time. Co-
horts ‘are artificially constructed groups that share
some experience such as being born in the same
year, being admitted to a hospital in the same year,
or being released from prison in the same year.
Correctional administrators may want researchers
to provide data on the performance of admissions
cohorts, program cohorts, or release cohorts.

The most familiar cohort in corrections is the
release cohort, The most common research use of
the release cohort is to record its performance at
specified intervals of time back in the community
and to make comparisons with various baselines or
standards to ascertain how well the cohort is “per-
forming,” This information may be taken as a
measure of how well the department, a particular
program, or a particular type of offender is doing.
In working with release cohorts, the usual grouping
is in yearly releases. Sometimes six-month or three-

< month cohorts are used to sharten the time re-

quired before the first data on performance are fed
back.
One way of looking at release cohorts is in terms

| of how many have “returned to the system” by the
; end of the first year, second year, or nth year after
% release. This can be elaborated to ask whether the

return was for a new offense or for technical vio-
lation of parole, The total cohort can also be broken

; down into offense types or program types on which

identification is available and the return information
can then be made specific to the type. Comparison
of returns by type provides data that are useful

.1 for some kinds of planning.

One of the SCAs that has been most active in

| developing and maintaining information on its re-
+lease cohorts is the California Department of Cor-
1 rections. California Prisoners, an annual publication

that is prepared by the statistics division of the De-

partment, has been appearing for nearly thirty years.

‘Several aspects of cohort performance are prac-
tically relevant; performance pattern, performance
level, performance distribution, and comparative
performance,

The performance pattern of release cohorts is

ioften shown as a rising curve of arrests or returns

to the system. The curve climbs rapidly in the first
few months after release, then slows and levels off

after three or four years. Some observers have de-
veloped rule-of-thumb cstimates, based partly on the
California cohort data, that half the failures occur by
the end of the first year, 75 percent by the end of
the second year, and 90 percent by the end of the
third year,'* There is considerable variation from this
pattern of values in many instances so the patiern
may be of little practical value at present,

The shape of the pattern, aside from its value at
specific points, is often useful in evaluating the in-
fluence of external events, In 1968, cohort perform-
ance curves of DCDC releasees 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 fall 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.’® The most visible effects came on curves
that were beginning to level off after the second or
third year. The result was that some DCDC perform-
ance curves now show clearly two periods of rapid
rise; one at the time of release, the other at the time
of the 1968 disturbances. The ultimate performance
levels (expressed in “failures™) for these “double
rise” curves will be considerably higher than might
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 montbs than is usual for the institutional re-
leases. In some instances, however, the sccond- or
third-year rates are back to “normal” for relcascs
from the institution, Any evidence of benefit from
treatment has disappeared. Two notable instances of
this effect are the Fricot Project and the Case Project
of the California Youth Authority and the National
Training School for Boys, respectively.'® 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 cconomy,
In each instance the pattern of performance of the
treated - cohort suggests an “erosion of treatment
effeet,” or, in a different frame of reference, that
“the street is taking over.”

The performance level of a release cohort depends
on the length of time it has been out in the com-
munity, the types of persons in the cohort, and the
types of environments in which reintegration is being
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attempted. In some instances, the correctional ad-
ministrator could add a fourth factor: the treatment
experience that the releasees have received or are
receiving. Persons who have graduated from the
Community Treatment Project (in selected personal-
ity types) or from the Provo Experiment or from
the PICO Project (in the “amenable” category)
are members of cohorts that have significantly lower
failure curves than would otherwise be expected,*

Since many 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-probationers, Talk about recidivism
makes sense only to the extent that the length of
time after release, offender history, kind of person,
treatment experience, and intervening social environ-
ment are made clear,

The performance distribution or “array” of a co-
hort is a pattern of differential performances that
appears when the cohort is analyzed on several
criteria of performance. At three years out a cohort
may show a high rate of arrests but a low rate of
convictions that entail sentenges of one vear or more.
The following tabulation shows the array of per-
formanecs noted in the total release cohort of adult
males from the DCDC reformatory in calendar
19657 The length of follow-up was three years,
The releasees totaled 432 in number,

Pereent “Failed" at
36 Maonths

60 to 805k [estimated)

Performonge Criterion

Arrested by potice

Booked into DCDC Jail 4655

Booked and held for further hearing 419

Booked and fined or sentenced 6%

Booked and senteénced to 1 day or 34
more,

Booked and sentenced to 30 days 326k
Or more.

Booked und senlenced for 90 days 306
or more.

Booked and sedtenced to 360 days 18%
armore,

We see here o release cohort with a return-to-
system rate as high as 46 percent and as low as 18
pereent at the end of three years after release, de-
pending on which of the seven criteria we choose.
Sinee there are many other criteria that could also
be used to represent quality of performance in the
community, it Is obvious that the planning of‘an
evaluation that involves offender cohorts requires
some urbiteary decisions about a eriterion or criteria,

Performance comparisons between- cohorts have
already been touched on in the discussion of “ero-
sion”™ of trestment effect and performance levels,
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Performance comparisons may become ngorgus in
some types of evaluation, such as quasi-experiments

and controlled experiments; they may be rough ia -

other types of evaluation, as in some forms of op:

erations research. Hlustrations of these types of com- .

parisons follow later in chapters 10, 11, and 13,

5. Before-After Studies, One way of evaluati.n‘g a
correctional treatment is to ascertain the condition ; -
or status of a group of clients before involving them o
in the experience and again after they have been i
through the treatment. Changes from before to after;

ent may be interpreted as a possible conse- : ; '
oo ) b ; understood by operations personnel, and economical,

i

guence of the treatment. How confident this‘intt?r-?
pretation will be depends on whether other potential

i visualized as sources of part or all | | :
e e o e i, ator. Paradoxically, they need to be implemented by

the observed change. '

An illustrative example comes from a.pretnal
diversion project that was set up recently in Dadg
County, Florida, Two hundred and five youths were

accepted for admission into the Dade County Pre
trial Intervention Project during the year endmg’;;
¥

3

January 19, 1973, They received counseling, jobi

placement, educational ptacement, and in some cases
psychotherapy, The following tabulation shows

and January 19, 1973;

Status At Eniry
Unemployed, not in school 77 1
Attending sehaol 32 34
Employed 68 93
Altending school and employed 21 42
In vocational training 2 20
In armed forces i 9
Receiving psychotherapy 4 47
Referred to narcotics rehabilitation 0 38

The members of the group showed notable

changes in status while involved in the program,

particularly in leaving the unemployed category and

entering psychotherapy. To what extent the group :4 DT Campbell and J, C, Stanley, Experimental and

11993

might have been influenced by factors other than .

the program is not clear. The project report did nol’ -
253, Lawrence W, Sherman,

speculate on other possibilities.

The before-after study is used frequently in cor ;
rections, possibly more than the case study, al
though there are no definite data on this. One of i

most extensive uses i in connection with psycholog:

ical i ’ involve:
jcal tests, given before and after program in L, ©
s 4 Mary . Toberg, Lee I, Dogoloff and Michele M.

ment, This type of measurement is casy to arrang

but its ability to make an impact on corrcction‘ﬁ‘!,';

practice is not readily evident.

B. Discussion

Non-experimental studies include a variety o

-6, Ibid, P X,

i8. Stuart Adums,

techniques that are usually considered exploratory
in nature and rough in the nature of their indications,
They are not highly regarded for their precision or
the certainty of their findings. They tend, neverthe-
less, to exert strong influence on the decision-making
process in 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,

These methods are good for exploraticn, well-

. adapted to quick discovery and quick action, easily

. They have the disadvantage of requiring good judg-

ment and wide experience on the part of the evalu-

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-

ploratory investigations and for suggesting innova-
tions than they are for later quantitative validation
i and- developmental work, Consequently,

i
£

' bave their greatest uiility in times of change,
status changes that occurred between time of entry !

they may
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CHAPTER 10. QUASI-EXP‘ERIMENTAL STUDIES

Quasi-experimental studies include several varie-
ties.) The one to be discussed here makes use of 2
participant group and a comparison group to
measure the effects 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
*“true” or controlled experiment in quality of in-
formation yielded. In practice, however, there is some
overlap in quality. Well-done or well-situated quasi-
gxperiments can provide more valid information than
poorly implemented true experiments. Furthermore,
quasi-experiments may be conducted in situations
where true experiments are for various reasons diffi-
cull or impossible. In many instances, therefore, the
quasi-experiment is the method of choice. And
whether by necessity or preference, it is used more
frequently than the true experiment, as the data from
Berkowitz and DCDC indicate.?

A. Characteristics

For present purposes we define the quasi-experi-
ment as n study in which a treatment 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 perform-
ance in the community. The choice is not random
sclection. Rather, it consists of going to a file of
records on persons in the correctional population
and sclecting cases that resemble, at least roughly,
the members of the treatment group, If the first
selection is rough, the comparison group members
niay Inter be sereened more-carefully, by hand or by
computer, to insure closer similarity to the treatment
group on key characteristics.

In addition to the similarity of the two groups,
the quasi-experiment requires that both are to have
had essentinlly comparable experiences in the cor-
rectional system except that the treatment group
underwent the special program that is being evalu-
ated while the comparison group did not. Any
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The manner in which the comparison group i
selected in quasi-experiments sometimes creates a.

problem of interpretation when the program is one!

that is entered on a volunteer basis. Ways of dealing;

with this problem are discussed below under pro- ,-},:':

cedures, Section C.

This research design is used when a ‘“‘rigorous”
evaluation is desired but the controlled experiment

is not feasible. The latter may be ruled out fory.

several reasons:

s Objections to “denial of treatment” to
control group members,

¢ Operational conditions too complex
for a controlled experimental design,

» Treatment program no longer in exist- i

ence, ‘
» Decision deadline too near to allow for
a true experiment.

o B

live out their lives suffering from a deficit that as~§j>

signment to control status was responsible for.

8
o

The ethical argument is sometimes disregarded, -

on the ground of the greater good of mankind, and;:

treatment will be available to the controls at a latef;:

date, after the scientific objectives of the experimed! ’
have been attained. If the administrator is peri
sistently opposed to “denial of treatment,” howeveh
the quasi-experiment is a feasible alternative metho o
of measurement since its “controls” would nd @

otherwise have gone into treatment,

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

differences in performance that are later detected by - “disparities between experimentals and controls may

the measurement process are then interpreted asaj -

possible consequence of the treatment experience. | oV . roc
-1 the quasi-experiment. In such cases, it is preferable

¢ to use the operationally easier quasi-experiment.

become so great that the randomization process is
no improvement over the equating process used in

3. Capturing Historic Events. Some correctional
events that occur only once may be candidates for
rigorous measurement because they appear to have
had profound effects upon the prisoners or correc-

-1 tional clients who experienced them. The Gideon
B. Reasons for Using the Quasi-Experiment;
1 release of 1,252 Florida State prisoners before their
1 normal discharge or parole dates. The prisoners

Decision (U.S. Supreme Court, 1963) brought the

were indigents who had been charged with felonies
and tried without counsel.

The Florida Department of Corrections in 1965
became interested in the possible effects of such a

+{ method of release and conducted a quasi-experi-
-, mental study to measure the results. A sample of

110 of the early releasees was matched in consider-
able detail with 110 full-term releasees and both

.. groups were followed up for 28 months after dis-
-1 charge. At that point in the follow-up, the Gideon

(1.4 releasees showed a 13.6 percent recidivism rate,
1. Denial of Treatment. The controlled exper-}-

ment, which randomizes treatment eligible subjecls
into experimental and control groups, is frequently;
objected to on ethical grounds. Tt is regarded as im- b
propet to withhold presumably beneficial treatment; -
from eligible subjects, since they may now have o} -

while the full-term releasees showed a 25.4 percent
recidivism rate.?

Although the interpretation of these results may
pose problems, the results have important practical
and theoretical implications—and the results could

1 not have been obtained by means of a true experi-

ment.

A different kind of reaching back into history
occurred in the research office of the Los Angeles

X ) " 1 County Probation Department in 1964. It collected
also on the argument that treatment is available for: .

only a portior: of the eligibles and must be denied
to some anyway. There is also the argument thal}-

from the record systems of the Police Department,

; the Probation Department and the California Youth
; Authority old data on the criminal justice experi-
. ; tnces of three troublesome juvenile gangs. The gangs
- had been selected as controls and experimentals in

[ . - . »
a8 "natural experiment,” using information from

area studies in the files of the Probation Department
to .fmd comparable groups from earlier years. The
main objective was to supply “experimental evi-

[IaE . . i
i dence” in a short time for an urgent policy decision:

Should the Group Guidance Program (street work
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 was highly cost-
effective. The cost-benefit findings were supported
by personal history narratives from ex-gang mem-
bers and by the criminal justice data, globally
interpreted.*

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 groups 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. Depart-
ment of Corrections since 1969 has, in conjunction
with the Federal City College, operated a prison
college program for inmates. In 1971 it conducted a
quasi-experiment to evaluate the college program.’
A true experiment was not feasible because program
staff objected to denying the college cxperience 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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community on parole at least six months prior to the
time of cut-off in the community follow-up.

2. Personal-Social and Criminal Characteristics.
In the absence of randomization to insure compara-
bility of the participant and comparison groups,
great care must be taken to insure comparability by
other means, One way is to make a detailed charac-
teristics 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 adequalely reported in the case
folders of the participants, Consequently, these 11
characteristics, shown in the list below, became the
profile categorics on which matching would be
attempted:

Age ‘
Scholnstic achievement test scores
1Q

Education completed

Prior juvenile commitments
Prior adult arrests

Prior adult commitments

Length of sentence

Marital status

History of drug use

e 9 © % ¥» & & ¢ % 9

3. Identifying the Comparison Group. The com-
parison group members in the prison college quasi-
experiment were sought among inmates who had
applied for the college program but had been re-
Jeased from prison or were otherwise diverted before
being admitted to the program. The names were
Joented by scarching the applications file for names
of men who had not been admitted to the college
program, then selecting those non-admissions whose
cases showed no prejudicial reasons for non-admis-

sion. Generally, thess were men who had been

paroled. carlier than first expected, who entered
alternative programs while waiting and did not want
to drop them, or who changed their minds while
walting.

It was considered highly desirable, if possible, to
draw the comparison group members {rom men who
had volunteered or applied for the college program.
This. would insure comparability between partici-
pants nnd comparisons on existence of motivation to
enter the program. It would probably not insure
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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.

v

Since participant groups tend to be screened af: |
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 programs, and |

the DCDC 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 tol.

both the motivation-to-enter criterion and the formal ;

qualifications criterion. _,
4. Testing and Adjusting for Participant-Con

parison Differences. Since quasi-experimental studies =
often involve small numbers, and the sources of}

comparison group members are often quite restricted, |
participant and comparison groups may occasionally i .

look quite dissimilar on some of the key characteris-|
tics chosen for matching purposes. These dissimi-| -
larities should be eliminated if possible in the initial | -

selection and sifting of comparison group members. |

If little or no sifting is possible, differences in traits|

may need to be studied for possible effects.
One procedure is to examine each trait difference: -

for magnitude and direction of effect. If the differ-|
ences are small and the direction is random, there;
may be no bias in selection so far as the visible:

characteristics  are concerned. .

If significant differences or large differences sug |
gest the possibility of biasing effects, tests for the
effects of bias may be made and adjustments intro-
duced if necessary.

5. Comparing Performance. Performance com-
parison in quasi-experiments and experiments alike

T i SR s S e

is a difficult domain. In PICO I, a very well-designed
true experiment, the researchers examined outcomes
and reported no differences worthy of note.® A
year later, different researchers examining the same
data found scientifically important and operationally
useful results.” 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.® 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

No systematic information is available on the

extent of use of the quasi-experiment. The three ex- -

amples cite,d above are relatively well known because
they have been published or their original reports
have been widely circulated. Some additional appli-
cations of the method that are beginning to receive
aftention are in pretrial diversion.

Of the 30 or more pretrial diversion projects now

i In operation or under trial in the nation, at least

fifteen have been the subjects of evaluation, pri-
marily by means of quasi-experiments. Nine of the
Projects have been grouped into a cluster evaluation,
with all the elements in the cluster being evaluated
by the same research team and reported in a single
feport. This means, in essence, seven evaluation
projects, six of them singles and one a cluster.”

Of the seven projects, two were initiated as con-
trolled experiments, with eligible cases being ran-
domized into project and non-project statuses. The

other five studies, because of either 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-
ciable 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 experiméntal 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
practically 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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segments of powible benefis when caleulating
benefit/cost ratios.

One reason {or the poor quality of the research
designs and ¢xecutions was the faet that evaluation
tended often 10 be *tacked on,” with a part-time
consuliant brought in after the start of the project
1 “gonduct an evaluation.” Whatever the full set of
teastns, o fair rating of the “credibility” of the
seven studies might consist of no “high,” four
"moderate,” and three “low” judgments,

The fnet (hat the studies tended to be generally
moderate 10 low in credibility suggests that the
eviluation of pretrial diversion progrems still has
some way 1o go before there can be confidence that
& good first-round measurement has been achieved.
Beyond the siill-needed first round of rigorous evalu-
ations there also lies an indeterminate number of
desired studies whose purpose would be to develop
or refine whatever pretrinl diversion  procedures
appear 10 be promising,

Despite the poor quality of the rescarch, the
practice of pretrigl diversion has been widely opera-
nonalized, first ot the sites where the marginal re-
search” wag performed, and also at sites where the
procedure has been accepted cither on its “reputa-
tion™ or on faith, The haste to adopt the procedure
curriex @ moral for the researchers who feel that
administrators are reluctant to wtilize research, or
that they Ignore rescarch findings. In actuality, ad-
minisirators will innovate, in the absence of reseurch,
on the bagis of pooar rescarch, or with good research.
One of the administrator’s problems is that good
researeh, usefully timed, is almost non-existent. How
much the administrator himself is responsible for
this non-exlsience is a perplexing question,

As a final comment on the quality of the research,
it is pertivent  add that the best of the several
studdies, if o {air judgment can be made, was a quasi-
experiment. The two controlled experimental studies
fell somewhere in the middle of the range of credi-
bility. In vieww of the fluid and chaotic natuce of the
arrest-omd-ndjudicnte processes, there is little reason
e believe that controlled experiments will have
fewer valudity problems in such o setting than quasi-
experdments. There may have been o valuable lesson
in the mingling of the 1wo 1ypes of research method
i the pretral diversion studies. This gives o better
chance (o observe both metheds in operation on
similar problens, and it moy help clarify some of the
issues relatiog 1o the capabilities and shortcomings
of the two metheds, ‘

E. Discussion

Although the quasi-experiment is little used iy
corrections, it is apparently more commonly used :
than the true or controlled experiment. This greater § -
frequency of use may increase relatively in the next ;|
several years, The convenience, flexibility, speed of |
application, immunity to the “denial of treatment” |
charge, and other characteristics give the quasi-i"
experiment several advantages over the true exper. | |
ment, The latter is superior in precision of measure- 1"
ment and in documentation of possible causal effects, |
but these are less important to the administrator{

than to the researcher,

Some of the distavor with which the quasi-experi- | |

ment is regarded probably arises from our tendency

to focus on form rather than on results: the cop-
trolled experiment is a more perfect and more |
prestigious device. Some disfavor arises from the i
fact that quasi-experiments frequently are applied in /-
slip-shod manner. The circumstances of their use [
often make them look worse than need be. Given |
equal care in design and implementation, there is ;.
no reason why the quasi-experiment cannot perform |
significant tasks in correctional evaluation, carrying i
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 i
role of the quasi-cxperiment, 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- |-
tion) is not clear and also perhaps not critical at |

this time.
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CHAPTER 11. CONTROLLED EXPERIMENTS

The controlled e¢xperiment may be losing ground
to the quasi-experiment as the “work horse™ of
tigoraus correctional evaluation, It is also being
criticized by the “exploratory holistic” school of
evaluptors as unproductive.t This does not neces-
sarily mean that this research design is “through™
as un aid to information-testing and decision-making
in corrections, It does mean that it s time to re-
consider its role and potential in correctional evalua-
tion, We need to review its characteristics, accom-
plishments, strengths and  weaknesses, and its
possible future,

A. Background

The controlled experiment, which assesses a
freatment experience by measuring differences in
response by “treatment” and “control” groups who
came randomly out of a pool of treatment-eligibles,
has been used extensively in corrections since the
early fifties, The Department of Corrections in Cali-
fornia attracted much attention with its SIPU proj-
ects, 195364, in which many thousands of parolees
were involved in a four or five-stage experiment on
the cffects of caseload size, parolee-agent matching,
base-expectancy differences, regional differences, and
other variables. It used the same design in more
elaborate form in the PICO Project, 1955-61, in
which 1,600 older youth prisoners were involved in
a test of the eflicacy of individual interview therapy
on “amenable™ and  “nonamenable”  personality
types.

Faually ag mussive but less well publicized were
the Department’s experiments with group counseling
in o prison, with parole cascloads varied by parolee
service needs, with treatment and supervision of
narcotic offenders, and with a number of offender
management processes of other Kinds.

The California Youth Authority also conducted
experiments on the effects of parole caseload size,
randomizing several hundreds of youths into regular
and small caseloads over o period of about three
years in one of the Iarger counties. Tt conducted the
Comgnunity Treatment Project, in which, during a
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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 CYA 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 dur- | -
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 :
examined § -
regular probation, probation with indigenous aides -
as part of the probation supervision team, and!

through Expansion of Opportunity),

county camp placement as treatment alternatives.

Although no counts have been made, it is 2
- reasonable conjecture that the controlled experiments ;"
by these three state and local correctional agencies}
" include half or more of the body of controlled ex- i
perimentation that has occurred in corrections dur- |
ing the past twenty years. If this is not true in} -
numbers of projects, it is certainly true in numbers | -

of subjects involved.

The outcomes of these numerous experiments in-
volving many thousands of adult and youth prisoners, -
parolees and probationers are difficult to summarize |
concisely. There have been both operational and 3
scientific gains, but undoubtedly in smaller measure
than was originally hoped. Some assessments of the!
entire array of experiments would, by implication; |
at least, judge them to be “inefficacious,” or “with-|
recidivism.” A} |
more objective judgment might see the experiments -
as paying off in some manner in perhaps ten 0

out deeisive effect in reducing . . .

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-
tions 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.

Experiment* Contributions Credi-
Opns.  Knowl. bility
Community Treatment
Project, Mod High High
C-Unit: Community in
Prison*. ‘ Low Low High
CYA 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: Parolé Work Unit
Project. High Low Mod
RODEOQ: Camp vs RODEO
vs Probation, Mod Low Mod
Silverlake: Therapeutic
Milicu*, 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

*University-based studies

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

Y

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 judges,
different ratings would be arrived at for some of
the experiments. Furthermore, space does not per-
mit review of such matters as accumulative or in-
direct contributions, variations in size and duration
of experiments, the possibility that low levgls of
contribution may be very important over time, non-
utilization as a barrier to operational contribution,
and so on.

With these qualifications, it appears that the con-
tribution of the controlled experiment to correc-
tional evaluation and correctional decisicn 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, exccu-
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 with 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 experiments 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 knowiedge or operations,
suggesting that “looking well” is an easier achieve-
ment 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 somiewhat 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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sibility, obviously, is the quasi-experiment, If taken
seriously and used with care, this method can reduce
appreciable the time and resource costs in some
areas of correctional evaluation, Another possibility
is operations research, and still another is simula-
tion, both taken up in later chapters,

Sceond, it is possible that the controlled experi-
ment can be made more useful in corrections, This
might come through fuller knowledge of its char-
acteristics and capabilities, and by analysis of ways
in which its eifects can be optimized, 1t is relevant
that six of the nine experiments shown above that
involve youth make a contribution to either opera-
tions or knowledge. Only one of the experiments
with adults makes a contribution, and this contri-
bution may derive more from operational wisdom
than from research findings,

There are undoubtedly some useful clues here,
Analyses of these kinds may help in clarifying re-
search prioritics and research strategies. They may
also turn up needed guides as to staffing, timing,
structuring, and utilizing experiments, :

We turn now to some aspects of the implemen-
tation of the controlled experiment and some of
the problems that are often encountered in imple-
mentation,

C. Implementation of Controlled
Experiments

The contralled experiment measures the effect of
u process by applying it to one group of subjects
while withholding it from an identical group and
observing what happens. It proceeds on the as-
sumption that if there is an effect, it will appear in
the behaviors of the treatment group but not the
controls,

The design of the experiment may be two-way as
in SIPU, or four-way as in PICO, or 18-way as in
CTP, The more claborate designs permit more
numerous inferences about treatment impact and
sbout interactions between treatment and the char-
acteristies of the subjects, In the PICQ Projeet, for
exumiple, it was possible to draw conclusions about
1) the vulidity of the umenability-nonamenability
¢logaifiention scheme, 2) the magnitude of the treat-
ment fmpact, and 3) reasons for differences in per-
formance of the treated amenables, treated non-
amenables, and the two varieties of controls, Some
of these conclusions were relatively certain and
some were relatively uncertain®

The major steps in a controlled experiment are
the definition of objectives, formulation of treat-
mient plans, definition of treatment eligibles, im-
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plementation and testing of a_randomization pro.}
cedure, application and monitoring of treatment | |
monitoring and collection of data, analysis of the{ :

data, and the drawing of inferences.

Most of these features are common to severy!
types of evaluation, particularly the quasi-exper.|
ment. Comments follow on the one feature that js|
different—the implementation and testing of the ]

randomization procedure.

1) Randomizing into Experimental and Contro| fﬁ
Statuses. The persons who are eligible to enter a}
experiment may differ from the total population i} -
definable ways, as in CTP (which excluded “dan.} :
gerous” and ‘‘unacceptable” youths), or they may! .
exclude no one, as in some parole caseload studies, |

which regarded all parolees as eligibles.

Once the eligibility criteria have been specified |-
and procedures for screening have been set up, s}
method for randomizing the eligibles to treatment!
and control statuses is needed. One method is to}
list the eligibles in alphabetical order and assign]
every other one to experimental or treatment status; | -
the rest automatically become controls, Another|
method is to work with a chronological or identifi- |

cation number file, taking every other one in order,

If an cven division into treatment and control s}
not wanted—as when the subjects must go pre-i:
ponderantly into treatment status because there ar |
barely enough eligibles to fill the treatment slots— |
every third or fourth in line may be designated con- |
trol and three-fourths or two-thirds will go into j;

treatment,

Taking every other one or every fourth one is |
“interval” sampling. It is a simple, mechanical pro-{ ;
cedure for creating an “identical” group whose |
performance will later be a baseline for measuring | ‘;
effect. Sometimes interval sampling is unwise be-{
cause it becomes apparent who is going into treal- | -
ment and control in the future and there are some |-
staff members who cannot resist putting a control
designee who “really needs treatment” into thei
treatment group. Many randomization procedures i ;
have been upset by “soft-hearted” staff members | "
who are in positions where they can manipulate |

the assignments.

This susceptibility of experiments to being st '}
riously affected or even invalidated by either acci-{
dental or deliberate biasing of the assignment pro-
cedure creates a problem. To counter the problem, | -
the researcher will need to employ a variety of [

monitoring, testing and adjustment procedures.

2, Coping with Biased Assignment. One proce-

PNIr

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 characteristic—for example, history of drug
involvement—are close, randomization has apparent-
ly worked.

If appreciable 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.* There was apparently a systematic bias in
favqr of the treatment group in this study, and the
outcomes (which showed the treatment group ds
being “helped” significantly by the pretrial release
program) were probably influenced to some degrec
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
PICO 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-
trease 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;

a

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.® 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 werc made
to deal with these by various classification or typing
procedures in SIPU III and IV (1956-64), Onc
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 experimental
design based on judged “amenability” to the pro-
posed individual psychotherapy. This procedure was
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at first nullified by an external event (change in
the feadership of the clinic that made the amen-
ability judgments), but a later reanalysis of the
data uncovered the “remasking” effect, When the
data were properly analyzed, the amenable-non-
amenable classification proved highly successful in
uncovering differcntial responses to treatment and
in showing that individual psychotherapy with
amenable older Youth Authority wards was signifi-
cantly and practically effective. This series of “un-
masking,” “remasking,” and “re-unmasking” cvents
in the PICO Project yielded valuable insights into
both the differential effects of treatment on diverse
general types of offenders and the difficulty that
may be encountered in establishing these effects.

The Community Treatment Project (1961-74)
carried the unmasking process still further, Appli-
cations of typologies were made to both clients and
parole agents, thus advancing beyond PICO in
comprehensiveness and beyond SIPU in the theo-
retieal sophistication of the typologies cmployed.
These advances by CTP resulted in both opera-
tional and scientific contributions well beyond those
achieved by cither SIPU or PICO.

Other projects have shown the utility of classi-
fying or typing procedures in evaluative studies,
although not to the extent evidentin CTP. One in-
formative though quite clementary application was
muade by the D, C. Department of Corrections in its
study of the effectiveness of work release (p. 86,
Chapter 13).

2. Contamination of Data. An important kind
of data “contamination” oceurs when experiences
of control groups do not follow plans. If subjects
in the control group become exposed to program
experiences that moy conceivably influence their
post-program behavior, even though it is not the
same type of program that is being investigated in
the study, the mensurement process may be in-
validated by n distortion of the comparison base-
line. In the Los Angeles Group Guidance Project
evnluation, a partinlly treated gang performed more
like the treated gang than like the control gang.
Had the partially treated gang been considered
merely another control gang, much of the difference
between treated and “untreated” gangs would have
been obscured,

A "Lroyion” of Treatment Effect, A very com-
mon though little-studied occurrence after treat-
ment is the gendual (or sometimes abrupt) disap-
peargnce of a performance supcriority shown by the
experimental group in early months after treatment,
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Reference has already been made to this effect iy §--
a living unit study and a behavior modificatio | |
study (p. 57). Numerous other examples couldj
be cited after a careful search of the literature |-
Still more examples could be documented if mor . ;
careful followups were made of experimental co. -
hort performance patterns in the weeks and months } |
immediately after termination of treatment. In some } !
cases, the onset of the erosion effect is so sudden i
that it may be missed or its significance be under. |-
stated if the first followup point after treatment}

termination is set at a year or more,

Why some experiments are followed by an oblit i
eration of an apparently early superiority in per |-
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- i
ble explanations for those instances in which the |
street does not take over. We would then be able |
to build into experiments “sensors” for the differ- |-
ence between a PICO, where individual psycho-
therapy created a performance differential that was
increasing at three years out and a Case Projecti .
where behavior modification created a differential |

that was obliterated by three years out;

Until this difference is better understood, it will {7
be difficult to know whether a specific treatment | ;
program is “inefficacious” or the deviance systemj
in the community has strongly countered an effective | -
treatment process. The practical effects may be the |
same, but the implications for theory and for long ||

range research planning are quite different.

4. Criterion Problems. Experimentals and con- |}
trols may show little difference on some criteria |
and significant differences on others. There has
been relatively little study of the criterion problem | ;
in correctional experiments, partly because many i
experiments have used only one performance cri- |

terion. The stimulus to thought that comes from

contradictory criterion indications cannot arise in |
such cases. Thus far, there has been too little rec- =
ognition of the importance of having more than one |
performance criterion in evaluating correctional |

programs.

At least three kinds of criterion problems can be
visualized: use of a single criterion, divergent read- |
ings on commonly used criteria, and conflicting read- |-

ings between a familiar and an unfamiliar criterion.

a. Use of a single criterion, particularly arrests,
to measure performance is a risky procedure. In
some cases it serves modest objectives; in others it

f

may invalidate 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
indicator 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 divergerce 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
college 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,” 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.® 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.” The study that used
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, the controlled experiment may decline in im-
portance.

6. Problem of Relevance. 1If 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 cascload size
reduction went ahead with little help from SIPU.
Caseload sizes went steadily downward, largely be-
cause of pressures from professional standards, al-
‘though possibly to some extent from a belief that
SIPU would eventually prove that small cascloads
paid off in lower recidivism rates. We must con-
clude that the results of SIPU were less releyant
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1o the administrators’ objectives than were the pro-
fessional standards on caseload size.

PICO went through only one implementation
phase, although it experienced two analytical phases.
Significant scientific and operational information
came oul of the second analytical phase. Yet PICO
brought no operational changes of consequence,
Institutional programming continued as before,
ignoring the P1CO findings, although there was occa-
sional discussion of the “significant” results by exe-
cutive stafl, At the time of the uncovery of the
significant information——six years after the start of
the experiment-~PICO was no longer relevant to
the principal concerns of the Department of Cor-
rections, it would appear,

The Community Treatment Project went through
three phases that covered a span of 13 years. It
yielded very important information, both in opera-
tional and in basic science terms. However, this
project terminates in 1974 on a declining note—
overshadowed by such amorphous and nonexperi-
mental entities as probation subsidy, youth service
bureaus, and so on. For various reasons, the highly
successful CTP seems much less relevant in 1974
than it scemed in 1961,

Conspicuously less relevant was the study of
group counseling in a mens’ prison—~Prison Treat-
ment and Parole Survival®® Started in 1962, at
about the time that group counseling in California
prisons had reached its peak, the experiment re-
sulted in a final report in 1971, approximately nine
years after the information might have been useful,
Since the project yielded no useful findings—partly
because of an unproductive design, partly for other
reasons--it was in a poor position to impact de-
partmental policy, especially since interest in group
counseling had now been declining for several years.

The reason for the apparent irrelevance of many
controlled experimental projects at the time of their
conclusion is probably a complex of factors. There
is the possibility that in a rapidly changing field, an
experiment that takes five, ten, or fifteen years for
exceution falls far behind the central issues of the
field as structures and processes evolve, There is
also the possibility that the minor problems of pol-
fey that experiments are most suited to address are
likely to be of low relevance most of the time, par-
ticularly after an initial burst of researcher-gener-
ated interest recedes. For these and probably other
reasons, the controlled experiment has problems of
both relevance and significance, In devising re-
search strategies, these are matters of considerable

12

importance for both the agency administrator ang

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. 'ff»
tion design has had less impact on the field of cor |
rections than looser and “softer” research designs,
The experiment is perhaps more a researcher’s in i
strument than an administrator’s aid to manage | |

ment.

Whether the controlled experiment is destined for |
a period 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 the 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 re |
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 must |
eventually become the primary frame of reference |
in the cvaluation of processes that deal with offend- 1 -
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 play a 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 |

twa 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
been used to poor advantage over the past twenty
years raises a number of questions. What is the best
role for the experimental method in corrections?
Should it emphasize small studies such as RODEO
at the local level, or large studies such as SIPU at
the state level? Should it seek precision in measure-
ment, or should it stress theoretical issues and causal
inference? What has been the relative impact of
the experiment as compared with. non-experimental
studies? Of the several uses thus far made of the
experiment, which have had the most important
operational consequences?

There is 4 tendency on the part of some re-
searchers and administrators to assert that evalua-
tive research should make more use 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 the operational
results of experimentation in corrections over the
past twenty years and what next steps appear to be
indicated by a review of those results,
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CHAPTER 12. COST ANALYSIS AND COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

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

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

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

Furthermore, there is wide belief that institution-
alization of many and perhaps most offenders is not
only needless but also dysfunctional. Tt not only
does not help; it harms the offender, or his fam-
ily, or the community, or all three. Tt reduces the
offender’s economic status and potential directly,
and punishes his family and. community indirectly.

Finally, only a small percentage of crimes are
cleared by arrest and conviction of the guilty of-
fender, If incarceration is punishment for an offense,
it is a wasteful, dysfunctional and inequitable way
of administering punishment, The inequity is fre-
quently defended on the grounds of deterrence—
of the offender himself and also other potential
offenders, However, the evidence that deterrence
actually results from most convictions or most in-
carcerntions is not conclusive,

Consequently, corrections as now conducted ap-
pears wasteful, dysfunctional and inequitable. It
may be deseribed as an.ill-advised use of resources,
and the best way of understanding its lack of ad-
visedness is to study it in terms of resources ex-
pensled and returns received. Such a study is good
not only for understanding but also for action, Pol-
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icy makers sometimes find it easier to make de. |
cisions on the basis of economic loss and gain than |

on more abstruse considerations,

There are also technical or tactical reasons for |
using the monetary criterion. One is that it often |

discloses positive outcomes even when the behavioral

criterion indicates no gain. In the Silverlake Experi- i
ment there was no improvement in recidivism on the | :
part of the treatment group, but there was a de- -
cided economic advantage for the treatment pro- | |
gram. Another is that this criterion can summarize } |
meaningfully a mass of behavioral data that is sta- .-
tistically unmanageable as behavioral data. The [
monetary criterion provides a common denominator |
that translates behaviors into economic consequences | -
and permits easier summation and analysis. Finally, i
the monetary criterion permits valid choices be-
tween programs when the choice would be invalid
on the basis of recidivism rates alone or program i

costs per capita alone.

The monetary criterion is thus more powerful |
and more versatile than the behavioral criterion. {7
It may also be generally more useful. It speaks the |
language of the policy maker and the budget keeper |-
without losing sight of the offender behaviors that |
underlie the problem at hand, Because of these }:
qualities, the monetary criterion is likely to grow in { .
importance in corrections, We will consider some .,f.
of its applications, looking particularly at the cate-
gories of 1) cost analysis, 2) cost comparisons, and

3) cost and benefit comparisons.

A. Cost Analyses

Cost analyses as considered here are the operat-{ ¢
ing costs of attempting specified correctional objec- |
tives such as “rehabilitating a juvenile gang,” or |
“correcting 25 youthful offenders.” These studies |
trace the correctional or criminal justice actions or |
services involved in dealing with specific offender |
management tasks or processes. Each action or serv- |
ice is “costed” by applying business office or audi- }:

tor figures to each unit of action and service and

totaling the costs. This may be done for a particu- | ¢

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 ver year for the 24 boys or about $1,4Q0
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 Department.*

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 “treated” 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

N

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 worked out to
approximately $31,000 per youth, or about $3,444
per youth-year.? 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 Compurisons

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 familics of
prisoners.® Saginaw 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 compared with.similar dispositions
during an equivalent period before the expansion of
probation, v

The analysis of the project was by staff members
of the University of Michigan School of «Social
Work.* The results for the three-year period (com-
pared with'an equivalent three-year “before” period)
were as follows:

* Reduction in prison costs e $296,560
e Reduction in parole costs . .. 49,280
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s Avoidance of welfare costs ..o.... 78,594
Total savings $424,434

The reductions in costs were presumed savings
rmade on 88 dispositions that were estimated to
have avoided prison as a result of the augmentation

“of probation stafl. The staffing cost was approxi-

mately $100,000 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.
It should be noted also that jail costs, which in-
creased as a result of the reduction in prison terms,
were not explicitly accounted for in the costing
process. The rationale given was that some of the
jail terms were yery short, and persons who finished
jail. terms often did not receive probation super-
vision alterward, thus not incurring probation costs.

The cost comparison—3$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, il 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 preject was
the elimination of ¢xpensive institutionalization.

2. The PICO Project. The PICO Project ran for
six years (1955~61) and processed about 1,600
older Youth Authority wards through a four-way
controlled experiment to test the efficacy of individ-
ual psychotherapy with such wards.® During the first
two years of the project, an amenability-nonamen-
ability classification divided incoming wards into
roughly equal halves, The two types of controls re-
ceived the regular institutional program of academic
education and vocational training. The experimental
imenables and experimental nonamenables received
the regular program plus twice weekly individual
therapy, and some group therapy. One therapist
carried a caseload of 25 clients and worked with
them an average of -nine months.

The experimental results, as disclosed in a 33-
morith post-release followup, showed reduced re-
cidivism by the treated amenables and increased re-
cidivism by the treated nonamenables. In other
words, the nonamenables who were randomized into

experimental status performed worse upon release

than their controls. This apparently indicated that
the nonamenables were affected adversely, or dis-

organized, or harmed by the experiment.

Over the 33 months of followup that occurred in |
the study, the experimental amenables averaged 2.1
months back in California prisons, the control amen- |
ables 4.8 months, the control nonamenables 4.8 ;
months, and the experimental nonamenables 5.5 |

months.

The cost of the additional treatment, beyond the

regular institational programs, can be estimated

from the therapists’ caseloads and salaries. With g

caseloads of 25 that were carried for on average

of nine months, a therapist could treat 33.3 cases
in a year. If he were treating “amenable” cases, he !

would save his clients 33.3 X 2.7 or 89.91 months
of prison time over the first 33 months after re.

lease. If he were treating nonamenables cases, on | :
the other hand, he would increase their prison time |-
about 23 months over the amount expected.. He |

would thus be generating a loss for his clients and
for the correctional system.

The cost of a therapist-year of treatment and the [
savings or losses over a 33-month period for three |

types of caseloads can be summarized as follows:

Therapist's
Type of Salary 33-month
Caseload (Assumed) Savings Losses
Amenables $15,000 $20,964
Mixed 15,000 11,640 ... T
Nonamenables 15000 oo $24,324 1

The savings of $20,964 were arrived at by esti-
mating the cost of 89.91 months of prison at $400. |
per month and subtracting the $15,000 thera- [

pist’s salary from the estimated value, $35,964. ‘An-

other way of stating this is that the prison can either |
spend $15,000 per year on a therapist or an esti- |
mated 2.4 times that amount because it has not |
provided a therapist for its amenable cases. As for |
the nonamenable cases, the prison administrator | |
would be very well-advised to keep such cases out | ¢

of individuai psychotherapy.

1t should be noted that this presentation is rather |
elementary, disregerding the matters of discount | :
rates and marpinal costs. These are points - for later -
discussion. It will also be noted that this kind of |-
cost analysis does not include benefits from in- |-
creased earnings after release or other kinds of !
benefits apart from prison time avoided. A full ac- 1,;:“';
counting of costs and benefits would have required |
a broader range of data then were collected for I

the PICO Project.

T
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It may be concluded that the PICO Project dem-
onstrated rather definitively that individual psycho-
therapy in prison, with older youth (or young
adults), has a significant effect upon the “amenables”

" among such youth, and that the operationalization

of the project would have been advantageous to the
Department of Corrections in a monetary sense.
As matters developed, the Department failed to
discover the effectiveness of the project because of
a masking problem that appeared in the experiment
after the second year. The results were reported to
be nil, and the experiment was essentially written off

as “inefficacious.” In 1960 there was a reanalysis

of some of the data, the masking effect was discov-
ered, and the significant findings were reported out.
However, the opportunity appeared to have been
lost, and the individual therapy program was never
operationalized. Why this occurred in a project that

" was planned and executed by in-house practitioners

and that yielded outstanding results in performance

‘modification as well as attractive economic gains -

should interest all proponents of research utilization,

3. The Group Guidance Project. In 1965 the
Group Guidance program of the Los Angeles
County Probation Department was seriously chal-

lenged by the Police Department of Los Angeles,

which claimed that the program encouraged rather
than reduced delinquency among gang members.
The program was first suspended then -resumed
pending an evaluation. One evaluation was presently
underway in the Youth Studies Center of the Uni-
vérsity of Southern California under a foundation
grant. The YSC evaluation was initially planned as
an experiment, with control and experimental gangs
and areas; in its final form, it might best be de-
scribed as an experiment in which the gang under
Group Guidance served as their own controls.®

A second evaluation was undertaken by the Pro-
bation Department’s research office, on an emergency
basis, using a quasi-experimental design, and em-

phasizing costs as a criterion. For this evaluation,

three roughly comparable gangs were identified from
the Department’s area studies. One gang had had
full Group Guidance service several years previously,
another had had partial service, and the third had
had no service. The study was wholly retrospective,
and could be concluded as rapidly as the data could
be collected from the records and analyzed.

The data were abstracted from police, probation,
and Youth Authority records, Criminal histories
and criminal career costs of the core members of the
three gangs were reconstructed. The histories in

A

gach 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 treatment 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: o

Average Criminal Career Costs before
and During Treatment

Gang 3 Years Before 3 Years During
Untreated $2,934 $4,576
Partially Treated 3,695 2,601
Fully Treated 3,944 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 period as a re-
sult of the application of Group Guidance service.
For the 43 core members of the fully treated gang,
the exact amount comes to $139,263 over three
years, or a reduction of about $45,000 per year.
This reduction was achieved by the 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 salary 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.”
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It is of some interest here to contrast the cost
analysis with the behavioral analysis of the three
gang performances, If performances are compared
in terms of arrests, juyvenile hall detentions, proba-
tion supervision, camp stays, Youth Authority stays
and Youth Authority parole, the data distribute
over as few as 12 and as many as 36 cells, depend-
ing on how the performance categorics are grouped.
Data of this kind are virtually impossible to manage
for 100 cases under the conventional rules of statis-
tical inference. Judgmentally, they appear to show
“superior” performanee and higher levels of “free-
dom™ for the untreated gang in the before period
and a reverse of these conditions in the after period.
Monetarily, they show a marked increase in the
efficiency 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 rescarch, a word on this
matier is pertinent, Either or both of the studies
mity 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 ihe his-
tory of Los Angeles, In each instance, the quality

‘of the data, the data collection and analytical pro-

cedures, and the impact of historical or external
events could have invalidated one study without
invalidating the other. On the other hand, one or
more of these factors may have worked to the serious
detriment of both studics, Replication of onc or both
studies could help resolve some of the questions of
credibility that have been raised by the conflicting
findings.

Both studies could be correct since neither had
mnjor external validity. Only one street worker was
involved in the Probation Department study, and he
was recognized as a “genius™ in handling gang mem-
bers by even the Police Department, who wished to
see the street worker program disbanded, Since there
was wide variability in worker capability, two nar-
rowly focused studies could correctly report differ-
ent results by incorporating, on the one hand, effec-
tive street workers, and on the other, incflective
workers or dysfunctional study procedures, What
actunlly occurred in the two studies remains to be
ascertained, although it is of interest that the YSC
study concluded that its project design had inad-
vertently increased the level of gang delinquency in
the groups studicd.® ‘

As for the Probation Department study, the fact
that its street worker was an 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 findings. 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 menths 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 cascloads, rates of return to prison

gradually declined. The rate of return at two years j.

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
began.

Paradoxically, the large caseloads showed about
the same ‘drop in rate of return as the small case-
loads, suggesting that the significant factor may have
been neither caseload size nor “supervision need”
but the manner in which parole agent decisions were
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).®?

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.*®

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 ¢) relationship of arrests in

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 Silverlake rather than
through Boys Republic. Silverlake is thus a notable
example of a project in which there is a noteworthy
monetary gain even though there is no appearen*
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
place in the projects.

Approximate
Cost Savings per Kinds of
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: Mixed 12,000 Personality
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
d'ecisions by the court to place some men on proba-
t10'I1 who would in earlier years have been sent to
prison. There is no evidence that the savingsin any
Wway required a personality change or fundamental
behavioral change on the part of the offenders. In

the PICO Project, the nine months of intensive psy-

chotherapy ~presumably resulted in personality
changes in at least some of the experimental cases—
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favorable changes in the amenables and unfavorable
changes in the nonamenables. Thesc 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 changes 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 reductions 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 inmer city.®* 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-
demeanants 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 pericd 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-work-release-year and $2,023 per misdemean-
ant work-release-year. These figures do not include
benefits to the economy -or to the individual from
monies retained by the work releasee,

During Phase 11, 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 thc govcmment alone per man-year
in the program’ was $789 in Phase II. The average
return to government and community together was
$1,166 per man-year. With reduction in depart-
mental 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
onc-half by placing him on work release rather than
in an institution.

These calculations omitted any benefits that might
have accrued in the future because of increased
carnings 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 Projeci. 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 [uture, A full accounting of the
monctary values relating to such projects requires

-some consideration of future benefits: In the Group

Guidance Project, interviews with ex-gang members
yielded information about value systems and modes
of existence that suggested enduring continuation of
project benefits, The same tendency might be in-
ferred from PICO, but on different grounds: the
treated amenables showed rapid improvement over
their controls in avoidance of lockup during the
first year out, and a slower but continuing improve-
ment until the end of the 33-month followup period.
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This implies that here could be at least a modes |
expansion of the recidivism rate differential for ap |1
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 PICO differential was growing at 33 |
months; the CASE differential had shrunk to nothing |
at the end of three years. The Fricot gains wer |*
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.’* 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, severa |
months after the DCDC community-based centers ff
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 10,000 and 20,000 heroin addicts in |

the District.

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

cases, the benefits accruing in ome 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 beroin 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 speci-
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 1.12

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.** 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 11-year ratio would 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-

"1 version demonstration project in the District of

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 y |
unreported offenses. If addicts were responsible for | -
about one-half the property crimes, the realized i
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

Columbia courts was initiated in early 1968 and sub-
jected to evaluation a year later to ascertain whether
it was effective and efficient.® 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.e

Efﬁciency was measured by comparing the eco-
nomic benefits of the program, present and future,
with the costs of the program.!” 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

1 bercent, were as follows:

. Benefits from diversion ___ $104,994.77
Benefits from earnings —... 170,729.00

A

Benefits from recidivism .. 198,448.07
Total benefits ... 474,171.84
Total COStS o 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 camie to $194.38; the project cost per
adult participant amounted to $506.52,

Education benefits had been considered for in-
clusion in the benefit estimates but were finally

judged to be too small and also difficult to 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.*® 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-
talive 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 was made that that the increments
in federal income taxes paid annually by persons
finishing one, two, threc or four years 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 eachi of the programs, mul-
tiplying by 20 (years) and comparing with the cost
of cducating 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 rate that would generate the
gain in 20 years.

Prison Cost per 2G-yr Rate
College 100 Tax Gain or of
Program Prisoners  Increment Loss Gain
Ashland* 365,123 50,590 314,533 —9.4%
Minnesota* 326,742 480,760 154,918 1.9%
New Mexico* 36,156 247,880 161,724 5.4%
CGregon* 216,566 495,920: 279,354 4.2%
Pennsylvania* - 401,451 640,120 238,669 2.3%
Lonipoc 21,641 276,740 255,099 13.6%
1litois 33,945 376,520 342,575 12.8%
Texas 53,325 62,810 9,485 0.8%

“*NewGate programs

This approach to cost-benefit analysis probably
underestimates seriously the benefits that derive from
the college programs. However, the basic data re-
quired for other approaches are lacking, so this is
perhaps a reasonable strategy under the circum-
stances, The DCDC evaluation of its own prison col-
lege program showed recidivism rates definitely
favoring the program participants and benefits from
recidivism reduction alone approximately equal to

82

costs.’® With additional benefits from increased
earnings and lower claims against welfare and health _’f\':i
services, the DCDC benefit/cost ratio should be |

higher 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 the agency admin. . ,;~
istrator a more precise and more convincing lan- |-

guage for the 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- |-
positfons 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 across 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 a state of transition. It also makesil }:
especially useful to evaluators who are 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 are 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. OPERATEONS RESEARCH AND SYSTEMS
| ANALYSIS

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 such .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.*

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 perfiormance, costs, and
risks to aid the administrator in deciding how a
system should be structured and operated.®

If onc wished, he could incorporate operations
research within systems analysis, since both use the
same techniques, and botl: may employ mathematical
equations and computers, However, the concept of
operations research as stated here is more descrip-
tive of the needs of self-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 routinize its
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evaluation as proposed by Glaser,® while systems
analysis may be a more suitable strategy for an or- |
ganization whose philosophical orientation is toward |-

new ways of functioning. The two approaches are

illustrated to some extent by the research strategies |

of the California Department of Corrections and
the California Youth Authority, respectively.

While both of these approaches are frequently
defined in terms of advanced skills and methods‘;“:

such as mathematical equations, cost-benefit analy-

sis, computer applications, and elaborate statistical |

analyses, each also can be carried on in simple
forms. Each has its conceptual and arithmetical
examples as well as its computerized and algebraic
examples.

B. Operations Research: Elementary Forms fﬁ

In its broadest sense, operations research is con- | -

cerned with the measurement of input, process and

outcome and with understanding their interrelation-
ships for purposes of control and improvement. For'{ -
the correctional administrator, the primary inputisa &

heterogeneous mixture of offenders, varying over
time in offense type, age, socioeconomic and ethnic
backgrounds, previous involvement in crime, and
attitudes toward authority. The input also includes

physical facilities, staff, equipment, and supplies.

The processes include work, job training, education,
counseling, incapacitation, depersonalization, and
punishment. The outcomes, by intention, are law
observance, social conformity or adjustment, eco-
nomic productivity, self-esteem, and capacity for per-
sonal growth.

Operations research has the objective of measur-
ing and analyzing these quantities, qualities and
events to provide bases for decisions about con-
tinnation or change of the various aspects of agency
structure or procedures.

Such operations research as has been done in
correctional systems in the past two or three decades

has focused primarily upon outcomes. Both agency
staff and the general public show constant concerm |
about whether the correctional output is rehabili- |

R

tated. Much discussion of recidivism rates has been
heard, in public places, in legislative halls, and in
the executive offices of correctional agencies, and
this particular aspect of measurement has dominated
tesearch 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 the 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 are 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 California Prisoners
presents a comprehensive statistical pic-
Jure 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.” +
The areas of concentration of this 150-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

~

Y

Reinstatement

Felons discharged from parole

Felons returned to California prison

The work furlough program and the com-
mudity 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 all 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 personality 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 i3 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.®
Another was an analysis of the interaction of prison,
parole and offender characteristics in ‘Department
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of Corrections releasees.® Yet another was a study
of changes in prison admissions in California and
their implications for the correctional program.?
Still another simulated the California criminal justice
system on a computer to make corrections cost
projections.® Finally, there is an ongoing study in
which a simulation model has been developed to
aid in projecting the California prison population.®
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 eclaborate data sys-
tem first and a research capability later, the D.C.
Department of Corrections reversed this process,
TIn 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
- sométhing more adequate and begin to evaluate its

programs. In 1967 the department hired three re-
scarchers, two of whom were at the entry level, and
a systems analyst who had the task of building a
data system. In carly 1968 the analyst was replaced
by an clectronics 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
rescarch consisted mainly of small-sample studies,
aimed primarily at measuring outcomes of the total
relcase population and 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 rescarch strategy was in large part a common-
sense varicty of opcrations reseatch, seeking to- re-
late behavioral (return to system) outcomes and
cost oufcomes to process. Following are selected
items from the studies in these areas:

a. Post-Release Performance of Reformatory Re-
leasee.® A three-year follow-up of 432 offenders
released in 1965 from the major institutional unit
of the Departmen: showed 25 percent returned to
the system for terms 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-month rate was apparently distorted upward
by the inner-city riots of carly 1968.

b. Community Performance of Three Categories
of Institutional Releases.** When the 432 releasees
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of 1965 were separated into the release categories
of parolee, conditional releasee and expiree (or dis-

chargee), the return-to-system rates (for 30-day or .

longer terms) at 36 months were 11 percent, 26
percent, and 38 percent, respectively. At 12 months
the rates were 3 percent, 7 percent, and 12 percent,
respectively.

c. In-Program and Post-Release Performance of
Work Releasees® A total of 281 felon and mis- !

demeanant work releasees who entered the program

during the first 16 months after its inauguration in 5

April 1966 were traced through the program and

for 12 months after release from the program or

from re-release after in~-program failure. Of the 156

felony offenders, 32 percent failed during an 11-

week (average) in-program stay; and, of the 156, 26

percent were returned to the D, C. jail for detention
until release on bond or until trial during the first |

12 months after release from work release or re-
release after in-program failure.

The' 125 misdemeanant releasees showed an in-
program failure rate of 29 percent and a 12-month |

return to jail rate of 24 percent for the program

parolees and re-released program failures combined, Expirces (disch ) 5%
The 24 percent rate compares-with 15 percent de- }4 precs Klssaargees ’

tention at 12 months for reformatory releasees.

d. Quasi-Experimental Evaluation of Work Re- |
lease.*® After two proposals by research staff for an |
experimental evaluation of work release had been |-
disapproved by operations staff on grounds of diffi- |
culty and inconvenience, a quasi-experimental eval- |
uation of work release was carried out in 1970, |
This study compared the post-release performance |
of in-program successes and direct parole releasees
from the institution from which the work releasees |-

were drawn.

The work release participants and the comparison
group members were matched on several charac- |
teristics that were judged to be related to post |
release performance. A total of 120 work releasees | i
(WR) and 119 institutional releases (INST) were { |

compared.

To make the comparison more informative, the
two groups were subdivided into four groups each ;f‘
by classifying by felony and misdemeanant offense |-,
and by presence or absence of a problem (with
drugs, primarily, but including alcohol abuse and & Release,’s The study of work releasees in 1968 sug-
emotional difficulties). The resulting classifications |
—and post-release failure rates (return to the system

within 8 months by parole revocation or by sem :

tence of 30 days or more) were as follows:

Comparative % Superior
Failure Rate Gain Release
WR INST Modality
Non-Problem Felons - 8.6% 21.7% 13.1% Work Release
Non-Froblem Misdmnts 2.7% 143% 11.6% Work Release
Problem Felons 333% 47.4% 14.1% Work Release
Problem Misdemeanants 41.7% 39.1% 2.6% Inst. Release
Total 18.4% 30.2% 11.8% Work Release

e. Performance of Institutional Releasees by Re-
lease Category.** In 1971 the DCDC research unit
turned again to a study of post-release performance
of release types, this time separating releasees.into
five types as compared with three in the 1968 study.
The five types included the three release-from-insti-
tution categories "and two release-via-work-release
categories—the ‘successes and in-program failures.
The work-release in-program failures are shown in
the ‘tabulation below by their in-program failure
rates. The other four groups are shown by their 12-

;’ _ month post-release performance rates (return to sys-

tem for 30 days or more).
Release Group Percent Returned
to System
within 12 Mo.

Work-release (in-program

failures) 39% (3 mo.)
Conditional releases 26%
Institutional parolees 19%
Work-release graduates o 17%

The work-release in-program failure rate of 39
percent was calculated against the number of admis-

sions to work release. By 1971 this rate was several’

percentage points higher than in the 1968 study,
possibly because of a rise in drug-related problems
among the work releasees in the later study. Simi-
larly, the parolees of 1971 had a one-year return-to-
system rate of 19 percent, several points higher than
the 11 percent rate of the parolees of 1965—a rise
undoubtedly related to the drug epidemic.,

The failure rate for work-release graduates was
calculated against the number of residents who com-
pleted the work-release program. The disparate fail-
ure differentials for work releasees and parolees in the
1970 and 1971 studies presumably arose in part be-
cause in the latter study the two groups were not

- matched on performance-related characteristics.

f. A Prediction Device for Selection for Work

gested: that a sizable proportion of individuals ad-
mitted to work release were not likely to be aided
by the program, even though they appeared to need
belp of some kinds. A number appeared, if not

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 parolees. 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 techniques.?®

g. Performance of Successive Youth Center Co-
horts.'" 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:

36-Month
Return to
Released ‘System Rate

Cohort 1 (Early 1967) 56% Actual
Cohort II (Late 1967) . 63% Projected
Cohort III (Early 1968) 35% Projected
Cohort IV (Late 1968) 33% Projected
Cohort V (Early 1969) 29% Projected

In addition to these seven studies, four others
that were “operations research” in nature have al-
ready been discussed: the cost of correcting youthful

~ 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 trénds.

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
tommunity-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

¢ven 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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- which the experimental component is attached. These.

%z

Several of these studies had impact both within | that
and outside the department, even though many of i
them did not receive distribution beyond the crim- ? ;I;s,.:‘.ff-
inal justice and governmental agencies of the Dis.’ ' ;s 2
trict. Such developments, out of the first few years 3 syste
of operations research activities of a new planning o
and research unit in a correctional agency, suggest j systei
that even elementary forms of operations research . "
can play an important part in planning and opera- porz
tions in a modern department of corrections. © thed

Two further points concerning this operations re. ling!
search experience are worthy of comment. Firs, terns

the development of an unusually efficient prediction .

instrument in DCDC should have led to utilization =~ ..}
of the instrument in the department. The failure of = neigf
this to occur raises a number of questions: What - rané
were all the factors involved in the breakdown of the |
what would initially have been presumed to bea = i
clear pathway to utilization? Would a case study of .oy

gar s

this particular instance of nonutilization be of value . p4
in clarifying the general problem of nonutilization? = a4
Was the shift from an experimental to a more tra: = e

ditional administrative philosophy in the department.  jpaf
in 1972-73 a major factor in the disregard of the:
prediction study results? co

Second, the active role of research in DCDC dur--
ing the five-year period 1968-72 and the major im- -
pacts achieved by resedrch 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! - thy
impacts were time-series studies, cost studies, and! - de
quasi-sxperiments, in diminishing order. The de-‘i{'i de
partment’s one controlled experimental study, now: _ ser
in its fourth year, has as yet had no marked impacty mj

on general departmental policy, although it may}

have aided the survival of the operating program to: m

observations suggest that non-experimental studies:
of the contemporary variety—operations research;
and systems analysis—Tlike 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

T ey
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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:

36-Month
Return to

~ Released System Rate
Cohort I (Early 1967) 56% Actual
Cohort II (Late 1967) 63% Projected
Cohort 11T (Early 1968) 35% Projected
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Cohort V (Early 1969) 29% Projected

In addition to these seven studies, four others
that were “operations research” in nature have al-
ready been discussed:. the cost of correcting youthfi
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. a2 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 operatlons 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-
pott 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. Firs,

the development of an unusually eﬁiment prediction |
instrument in DCDC should have lecl to utilization |
of the instrument in the department, The failure of | ]
What |
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this to occur raises a number of questions:
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Was the shift from an expenmental to a more tra- |,
ditional administrative philosophy in ‘the department |
"in 1972-73 a major factor in the dlsregard of tha
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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-expeti- | |

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 1o

of correctional evaluation have taken in recent years.

Furthermore, the studies that achieved the heaviest {*} thoven has added a few qualifiers to this general
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quasi-experiments, in diminishing order. The de- |

partment’s one controlled experimental study, now 4

in its fourth year, has as yet had no marked impact
have aided the survival of the operating program t0
observations suggest that non-experimental studies

and systems analysis—Ilike 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

e
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that it is a comprehensive set of procedures for op-
timizing the results of an ongoing system. Similarly,
a shorthand definition of systems’ analyéis 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
systern elements or alternative systems.

This distinction is critically important in contem-
porary corrections and ctiminal justice because of
the high probability 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-and-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-

‘1 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
justice? ‘
'~ 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-

decision-making, “accurately described as ‘common
'y
sense.’” In addition to being used by decision::.

telfdlsmplma“y research program.” It is “nothing

more. than quantitative or enlightened common
which the experimental component is attached. Thes¢ | &

sense aided by modern analytical methods.” It does

. L ot require the use of computers, although if the

of the contemporary variety—operations research {1 data load becomes sizable, computers may be very

useful. Furthermore, this approach is especially

. oriented to selectmg a best course of action among
i1 several alternatives.

As a final comment, systems analysis has its ele-

‘{ mentary conceptual-arithmetic as well as its elabo-
| Tate computerized-algebraic forms. As in the case of
A shorthand definition of operations research i | §

Oberations research, which can begin with elemen-

N

! - | makers, it must be “fed with ideas by a broad in-.
on general departmental policy, although it may |-

A

tary procedures and be augmented by occasional
computerized analyses, systems analysis can begin
with “systems thinking” and common-sense, analy-

sis, adding more sophisticated efforts and productsj"f’

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 cotrections, and public safety), and in the
_growing insistence that much of the ineffectiveness
of criminal justice stems from its being a “non-
system’ rather than a functional system.*®

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,?

The probation subsidy program is described as
having four goals:

® More even administration of justice in Cali-
fornia,

® Reduction of commitments to State correc-
tional institutions,

® Increased protection to the public,

e 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 lTowest county 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 numbver of juve-
nile arrests in California since 1969, dropping 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.*

The example shows us a “system,” of 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-
riodic information 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 aca-

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 g
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.

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
such:analysis. This is a study that was done several
years 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.??

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
the probability that the ex-prisoner would return
to the criminal justice system for a future offense.

Since this relationship was susceptible to definite in- |
fluence by a number of factors, statistical controls |
- D. Discussion

were applied to selected factors in the analysis.
These included such variables as intelligence, edu-
cation, age, race, previous criminal record, and type
of crime for which sentenced. Mathematical models

or equations were then constructed to describe
quantitatively the relationship between time served |

and probability of return,

The analysis used several statistical techniques |
including discriminant analysis, response surface |
techniques, and multiple regression formulations. |-
The analysis was facilitated by use of a large-scale |
computer to which the Department of Corrections |:

had access.

R At St i, i,

The results of the analysis were presented to the
Select Committee on Criminal Justice of the Cali-
fornia State Assembly, where they might perhaps be
useful in the drafting of legislation relating to cor-
rections or to paroling procedures. The indications
are that legislator viewpoints were influenced but
no specific legislation has been drafted to incorpo-
rate the findings of the study.

4. Significance of the Examples. These two exam-
ples illustrate two approaches to Systems analysis—
one, the conceptual and arithmetic; another, the
computerized and algebraic. Thus far, it is clear
the 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
systems analysis. The principal point to be made
here is that systems analysis does not have to wait
for mathematicians and computers. There is possibly
another point. The benefits of using the simple ap-

proach may be considerable, and the correctional

administrator and the evaluator both need to be
alert to possibilities for productive systems thinking
and systems analysis at whatever level their staff
qualifications and information sources permit. They
shpuld not hesitate to use a simple concéptual
ar}thmetical approach to understanding and évalu:
aling 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
great advantage to working toward the more sophis-
ticated forms of systems analysis. Keeping alert to
potential instances of jts use, as well as the proce-
dures, conditions, and results of its use, may pre-
Pare an agency for successful implementation when
the occasion presents itself.

Operations research at both the common-sense
level and the computer-and-algebra level will play
Increasingly important roles in correctional evalua-
tion, planning and management. Administrators and
evaluators need some conception of what these re-
search approaches are, what their uses might be,

- and how implementation can be achieved,

_ For most SCAs, involvement in the more sophis-
tlcated_ forms of operations research and systems
tairxriysg fioes not appear desirable at the present
e s OF most such agencies, however, the use of

e Slmpler,forms of both techniques is a necessary

A

ele.:ment of good management. With continued ap-
plication of the simpler forms, there may come in-
creasing readiness 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,
modern information systems, and effective working
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
systems analysis an appropriate step at this stage
in the development of evaluation. =
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Broy recently pointed out that perhaps 10 percent
of the nation’s 500 largest corporations use some
form of computer simulation to aid their executives
in making decisions.® By 1980, he added, “Any con-
cern that wants to remain in the Fortune 500 will
have to use computer simulation just to survive.”

Departments of correction may have no difficulty
in merely surviving over the next ten years since
they must continue functioning, willy-nilly. 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 criminal 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 bging 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,
Iesource consumption and environmental pollution.?

Simulation 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 ta go.
It may be a logical process, in which agency staff
members with a body of facts and a number of as-
sumlptions about the department and about various
tnvironmental factors (laws, crime rates, budgets,
ec.) arrive at conclusions as to what will occur
under specific combinations of events. It may be a

CHAPTER 14. SIMULATION

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.

t

B. 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 learning continues. Heads
of SCAs and SPAs may anticipate various kinds of
simulations in their fields in the near future,

The mid-1960s saw 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. Preveniion 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.® 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.* 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 Population: Projections (1972).
Kolodney and Ryan have been working since about
1970 on a computer model for projecting the insti-
tutional and parole populations of the California
Department of Corrections,® 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
e OQutput 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
the model is a set of “flow eguations.” With all
these elements in order, the model is ready to be
exercised.

In the projection of populations for the coming
year, the present population serves as a base. Esti-

“mated new commitments from Superior Court are
" added, then operated on by the population move-
“ ment matrix. The result is a projection for the com-
"ing year, which in turn will become the base for re-

peating the process next year. These steps can be
repeated to obtain projections as far ahead as ten
years. ‘

When the model was used for the projection of
the last year's population, the results showed that
the model was “exceptionally accurate.” In project-
ing the three major outputs—prisoners, active
parolees, and inactive parolees—the maximum error
was 4.1 percent. The authors conclude that the
model brings together actual historical data, the ex-
pertise of corrections personnel, a simulation of the
corrections system, sound mathematical techniques
and knowledgeable analysts to produce “projec-
tions that an administration can use to support de-
cision-making.”

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.® CARES was designed 10
aid juvenile courts and probation departments if
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 ifs
proposed outputs. It will provide the probation of
ficer with a) a “natural language case summaty’
that is concise, integrated, and useful; b) a “syn-
drone analysis and problem summary,” which
uncovers developmental disorders and summarizes
potential problems in wards; ¢) “treatment or dispo-
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sition recommendations” suited to the needs of the
juvenile and compatible with available resources;
and d) “resources” information from the resources
data bank that will aid in the making of réalistic
as well as constructive recommendations for dis-
position or treatment.

Since 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
of SIMBAD, which failed to receive new funding
in 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 should 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.” 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 simulation model was defined by the research-
ers as “a representation of the system and its opera-
tions 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

s

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 itsclf primarily
to 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 defendants; 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 Computer Simulation Model of
the Juvenile Justice System (1974). The National
Center for Juvenile Justice recently announced
plans for the development of a computer simulation
model of a juvenile justice system.®2 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 crime 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 many
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
ufility.® The president of the company observed
that all utilities face a pumber of problems such as
1) lengthy lead times for 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.

These complex factors plus an unprecedented
demand for energy caused this particular utility to
turn to computer simulation to chart its growth
plans. It developed the following simulation pian-
ning models: ' :

¢ Rate and Revenue Model: This allows th
company to ask the “what-if” question con-
cerning the timing and amount of rate in-
creases;

s Operating and Maintenance Cost Model:
This model projects fuel costs and operating
expenses for the utility;

e Capital Budgeting Model: The function of

this model is to monitor plans and execution
of construction projects, examining alterna-
tives at appropriate points;

® Finance Model: This model is concerned
with the examination of alternative methods
of financing utility operations and construc-
tion.
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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 model.** 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 sacial systems
avoids the Jescription 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. Discussion

Simulation models are centuries old in some forms
but only about twenty years old in computer-based
forms. They have 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 that simulation may be-

come one of the most important evaluation’ models:f

in the correctional und 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
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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 entitics taken together as the criminal
justice system.
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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 hurriedi,’ag:_;iyon. The drive to apply unprecedented
amounts of funds to action programs, with 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
are produced. Another is by study of the internal
characteristics of the research procedures. Practical
Wisdqm. suggests that evaluation of research in terms
of its‘actual and intended outcomes is the generally
most satisfactory method. However, it is also im-
portant to examine the other alternative—the de-
sign and quality of the research effort. With appro-
priate designs and good quality, the probability
of useful results should be enhanced.

A. Assessment by Resulis

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 ascessment. However, the
practical - world has found it more satisfactory to
judge; efforts by their results rather than by their
adhereénce 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.

1. 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.* The Youth Studies Center experi-
mental analysis of the effectiveness 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.?

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. Ts it betause the time for decision
on gang management in Los Angeles was 1964, not

-719667 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”? ?® 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 thers 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.

One aspect of the delay is the time required
to effect utilization of an obviously important find-
ing or concept. The eight-year delay between the
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.

Some aspects of  evaluation are knowledge-
oriented rather than action-oriented.

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.*

B. Assessment by Propdsed Obé‘:ﬁves

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 their objectives as 2
first step. They propose to exarnine whether & pro-

gram has reduced 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
ob]ectlves, but in actuality successful research is not
followed automatically by agency utilization. The

This means |
that there'may be an application at some time in
the future. How much weight to give this aspect of
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1 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.® 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.

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;
a tabulation of objectives attained and failed along
with methodological deficiencies noted; and a sum-
mary of the major types of objectives attained or
failed and the types of methodological deﬁ01enc1es

* noted.

count of objectives attained or failed and deficiencies

noted. Chart 3 identifies types of objectives attained

or failed and types of deficiencies noted. The data in

Chart 3 are condensed from a larger chart that cross-
 tabulated project identities and types of objectives,
“outcomes, and types of deficiencies.

In Chart 2, projects 0601 and 0900 are multiple

projects or cluvters, and they are treated as eight

’ projects or six projects, respectively, when averages
or ratios are calculated.

This manner of assessment of evaluations can
serve several purposes. It makes possible compari-
1 sons between the general strategies, research de-
i signs and research outcomes achieved by different
1 SPAs. It provides one example of a procedure for
assessment of evaluative research in terms of its
Stated objectives. And, finally,. it is a preliminary
exploration of the “second level” of efficiency of
i tvaluative research; that is, the rate at which speci-

Chart 1 lists the projects, and Chart 2 presents a

a

fied goals are realized and methodological weak-
nesses are avoided.

The next step in the CCCT 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 would 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. Still
another area of interest would be the character-
istics of the agency and community settings m which
an effect was achieved. '

C. Des.ign 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 still more 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 1. PROJECTS FOR PREVENTION AND CONTROL

OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY | Chart 2. 38 CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROJECTS .
* 0283 Juvenile Diversion Through Probation Counseling ' : GOAL ATTAINMENT AND METHODOLOGICAL DEFICIENCIES
*k 0289 Juvenile Diversion Through Drug Abuse Counseling Methodological
*¥ 0265 Delinquency Control Through Parental Education : Project Number Goals: Attained (+),  Failed (0) Deficiencies (—)
*E 0563 A Juv.e'nile.Dcy Care Center: Alternative fo Incarceration Xk 0283 IR
0259 A Residential Treatment Center for Youth *% 0289 g 00 -
0293 A Mulii-Service Counseling Center for Delinquency Prevention *k 0265 00 _
0591 A'Communify-Ba.sed Delinquency Preverwaiqn Project . *% 0563 4 000000
0601 Eight Youth Serv;ce’Burequs for Prevention & Control of Delinquency * 0259 ot 000 -
TRAINING FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONMEL * 0293 + + 00 -
0448 A Regional Criminal Justice Training Center 0591 ++ + > - '
PROJECTS TO REDUCE ORGANIZED CRIME | 822; (8 projects) : . 80000 it
0564 An Organized Crime Intelligence Unit I 0564 . 00 N
PROJECTS TO IMPROVE POLICE SERVICES AMND OPERATIONS ~ 0608 + 0 _
0608 Restructuring a Police Department 0900 (6 projects) + 0 - =
PROJECTS TO REDUCE A SPECIFIC CRIME ¥ 048] + 00 -
0900 Six Crime-Specific Burglary Projects gg;z ::: b 0000 _
SERVICES FOR EX-OFFENDERS 0505 + 0 : _
* 0481 A Halfway House for Ex-Offenders 0848 + + 0 -
0677 Coordinated Services for Ex-Offenders 0749 + + 00 -
ALCOHOLIC TREATMENT PROJECTS 1140 0000 -
: 0221 A Halfway House for Treatment of Alcoholics 0541 T+
i * 0505 Counseling for Probationers with Drinking Problems gj‘;i ot . 60 -
PROJECTS TO REDUCE THE DRUG PROBLEM 0443 - 00000 _
0848 Reducing Drug Traffic at the Mexican Border 0405 4o
0749 A County-Wide Narcotic Education and Enforcement Project 0158 000 L
1140 A Countywide Narcotic Enforcement Bureau - 0419 000 -
* ’ . .
' Oij] A Com.[l)rehenswe 3?9 Treafmim‘ .Prc;lfd D Ab Gouals Attained  Attainments  Deficiencies
0444 AFamily-Structured Treatment Project for Drug Abusers perProject  over Failures  per Project
POST-RELEASE SERVICES FOR YOUTH Experimental Projects (N = 5) 3.0 1.50 4
0474 A Project to Improve Youth Parole Services Quasi-Experimental (N = 5) 2.0 1.25 8
PROJECTS TO IMPROVE COMMUNITY RELATIONS Non-Experimental (N = 28) 1.3 25 2.6
0443 A Comprehensive Police Community Relations Project
*k 0405 A Values Instruction School Resource Officer Project
0158 A School Resource Officer Project.in Davis -
0419 A School Resource Officer Project in Ventura <

* Conirolled experiment

Quasi-Experiment
Non-experimental project
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1. Decreased recidivism
2. Increased diversion

1. Lack of control group

3. Insufficient data

Chart 3. MOST COMMONLY ATTAINED OBJECTIVES AND
MOST COMMON METHODOLOGICAL DEFICIENCIES

Most Commonly Attained Objectives

3. Improved cost-effectiveness

Most Common Methodological Deficiencies

2. Lack of standards for measuring impact

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.®

Other aspects of credibility relate to features of
design that anticipate problems of -data interpreta-
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-
cations. 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 refine-

ment of methods, better identification of proper
evaluation targets, more effective links between
evaluation and utilization, and higher probability of
impact. ‘

- As between reducing the trial-and-error quotient
“of evaluative research and maximizing the utility
of vesearch, the primary goal of research assess-

ment is probably the latter. This means tr,)fing, fory.
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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
effective.in 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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CHAPTER 16. IMPROVEMENT OF EVALUATION

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 formal derivation pro-
cedures. It draws from the work of 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. ldeas 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.t 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:

e There should be increased concern with out-
come studies,
@ The calibre of studies should be improved,
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e There should be more research by profes-

- sionally trained personnei,

e Research design should stiow increased rigor
and sophistication,

® Use of behavioral science theory should be
expanded.

2. Orlans (1969). Orlans, a senior fellow at
Brookings Institution, focuses on a number of prac-
tical concerns: *

@ Abler people should be involved in practical
research,

® More fragments of knowledge should be
pieced together,

© Research objectives should be stated more
clearly,

e There should be more independent evalua-
tions of government programs,

® Research should be focused on the more
significant problems,

® The utilization of research should be pro-
moted.

3. Ward (1973). Like Orlans, Ward, a professor
of sociology, takes a practical view of the needs
of evaluation:

s Many agency services should be evaluated
community-wide, with cost sharing and
agreed-upon objectives,

e Research should be centralized to secure
consistency,

¢ Evaluation should be restricted to a limited
number of programs, ,

e Research funds and staff should be concen-
trated on established organizations in prison,
probation and parole,

e Duplication of efforts between regions or
states should be reduced,

® Coordination . at state or mnational level%
should be effected,.

¢ Continued rephcatmn of studies by for-proﬁt
organizations should be discouraged,

o University faculty should be used in evalua-

tions of correctional agencies, thus reducing 3

i

conflict of interest and encouraging publi-
cation of results.

e Evaluation should be recognized as a means
of “keeping corrections honest.”

4. Glaser (1973). Glaser, correctional evaluator,
criminologist and professor of sociology, in a recent
paper placed strong emphasis on theory as a means
of improving correctional evaluation:*

e Theory is the key to good study design and
the formulation of proper research questions,

e Theory should be elaborate enough to ac-
count for the wide variety in types of of-
fenses,

e Theory should differentiate research subjects
not only by type of offense but also by
careers, life-styles and personality types,

® Research should be designed to evaluate
practice on the basis of theory rather than
on policy, .

e 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-
4 dations are primarily methodological:®

* A new “social experimentation” model is
needed for social action research,

e Evaluative experiments should contribute
to both knowledge and operations,

e The evaluative research model should be
in the format of “intervening variable analy-
sis,” )

e 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:

e There is need for evaluation staff with dual
.skills—to discover significant data and to in-
fluence decision-making,

o 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,

¢ 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,

e Evaluators should feel free to speculate
about alternatives to present programs,

e Evaluation should test ideas for alternative
programs in ‘“‘small-scale experimental proj-

ects,” @ .

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 methodological
models, and some focus primarily on organization.
These selective approaches would probably broaden
considerably if each of the observers were to be
asked to present 2 comprehensive plan for the im-'
provement of evaluation.

Although this haphazard sampling touches upon
a number of aspects of correctional evaluation, it
Jeaves 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
Utilizaticn 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

each topic 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

The 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 evaluatlve research in corrections is tied
to the eventui evelopment of desirable and
achieveable objectiv, “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
objectives, 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 structuring of direction and control.
There needs to be some centralization at the natjonal
level, with regmm] or local activity responding
to guidance from'the center. This permits much-
needed coordination, 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.

The relationship of correctional agency research
units 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

~will presumably benefit from findings through re-
i port dissemination, workshops and institutes, and
technical “assistance. '

The structuring of correctional, court and pohce

evaluatwc 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-
come a coordinator and possibly a controller of
research within the criminal justice system compo-
nents, However, not every SPA need become an
active participant in ‘'major evaluation projects that
are of national scope.

Part of the organization of research relates to use
of cluster analysis or simultaneous replication of
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
needless: duplication and reduce waste of research
resourceq Duphcatlon that is not productive—that

" is, not deliberately replicative nor intentionally ac-

cumulative—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 handied by consortiums or by a na-
tional agency or both.

4. Staffing and Funding of Evaluazzon 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
Orlans and Ward point out; it provides independent
measurement. However, there seems to be reason

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
from college campuses do not provide the con-
tinuity, the identification, the communications abil-
ity, nor the accumulated experience that is begin-
ning to show up in the superior performance of some
in-house 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 funding

for innovative projects terminates. It should also
diminish as agency evaluation moves to higher levels
of technical and professional demands, and the
ability of the casually. interested outsider to meet
these demands decreases.

Some outside sources of evaluative research—

- the private organization with expertise it 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 ome 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 apparent: ‘effect, 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
accumulates and research tasks become more com-

a

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- and long-
range strategies,

7. Methods and Strategies of Evaluatibn. 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 thé central 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. Reporting 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 of low certainty
but high interest to decision-makers, and keeps too
many “publish-or-perish” md1v1dua1s in the agency
research field.

Since technical reportmg 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 proféssional 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 mutually useful; it should also be helpful in
making the materials more applicable by future
users.

9, The Ultilization of Evaluation. Utilization of
research results is facilitated if researchers are also
capable of planning and development. Tt is facili-
tated when research is carried out by in-house staff.
It is facilitated in agencies 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-

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 the::

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 process and to
evaluation as a particuldr 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 about the worth 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. '

criminal justice has been an anarchic, trial-and-
error process, with little leadership and not much
serise 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 resuits of the effort will 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
developmernts:

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, analytical, 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 con-
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 payoft
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 evaluation in efforts that require special
methodological or conceptual expertise. Scme 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)! and in the institution (e.g.,
PICO and.the Youth Center Research Project).?
There has been less evidence of success in rehabili-

.

tating adult offenders, although some system changes
(e.g., the Parole Work Unit Program)® have demon-
strated remarkable reductions in return-to-prison
rates. The lesser evidence of success in rehabilitating
adult offenders may have several possible explana-
tions, including the lower level of research effort,
lower sophistication of research design, lack of suit-
able typologies of adult offenders, the irrelevance of
present treatment programs for adult offenders, and
lesser amenability to change in adulis.

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 spec1ﬁcally to the needs
of the correctional field. ,

From the present status of correctmnal evalua-
tion and the character of the dominant trends in
research, together with obvious assumptions 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-

i 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 restated

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; ¢) in time of rapid change, conditions are
not favorable for the use of strong research designs;
and d) correctional administrators 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 correctxonal
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 targeting, the
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 productivein 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 also.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 conjunction 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 evalvative 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.?

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, special in-house and workshop training,
and by provision of exemplary case materials and
guidelines to evaluation,

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.

The kinds of goals to set for either the immediate
or long-term effort cannot easily be specified. There
is some tendency at present to name offender re-
habilitation as the first priority of corrections. The
rationale for this was clearly stated in a recent re-
port by a House of Representatives subcommittee:

“Because probably two-thirds of all serious crimes
are committed by persons who have been in
jail, more effective rehabilitation would do more
than any other single factor to reduce the crime

rate,” -

However, more is involved in reducing the crime
rate than discovering the arithmetic of recidivism.
There is admittedly much more to learn about the
modification of offender behavior through treatment
or enlightened supervision. And we have well-
documented instances of juvenile rehabilitation, in
both institution and community, and marked: reduc-
tion in rates at which adult parolees are returned

to prison. Nevertheless, we may still ask whether.

in the long run crime rates will diminish as much

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. Ifsthis 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 may have the best claim to fur-
thering correctional-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.® 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.
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Group Guidance, 81
Saginaw Project, 81 )
Narcotic addiction treatment, 80-81
Prison college, 81~-82
Booz, Hamilton & Allen, 10
Boys" Republic, 78-79

" CASE Project, 57, 80
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Broad strategy models, 51
exploration, 51
innovation, 51
adjustment, 51

Burdick. Sen. Quentin, 14

C-Unit, 67

alifornia Budget Report, FY 1973-74, 33

California Bureau of Criminal Statistics, iv

California Correctional News, 92

California Councif on Criminal Justice, 9, 103

California Department of Corrections, iv, 4, 29; 50, 57, 84,
85, 90

California Legislative Auditor, 4

California Legislature, 89

California Prisoners, 57, 85

California Special Study Commission on Correctional
Facilities and Services, iv, 12, 21, 29, 38, 46, 55, 75, 84,
89, 90

California State Assembly, 13, 37

California Youth Authority, iv, 4, 13-14, 21, 29, 38, 46, 54,
57,75, 84, 89-90

Case study
definition, 54
“quick” case studies, 53
Caseload research, 7-8, 14, 67, 71-72, 78
Center for the Administration of Justice, 22
Co-correctional prisons (see Coeducational)
Coeducational prisons, 35
Cohort analysis, 57-58
definition, 57
performance comparisons, 58
performance distribution, 58
performance levels, 57-55
performance pattern, 57
Cohort types, 57
Community Treatment Project, 13, 27, 28, 29, 50, 53, 58,
68, 72
Compound interest rate, 82
Configuration analysis, 35, 87
Contamination of data, 3¢, 70
Contemporary methods of measurement, 6, 48
Controlled experiment, 66-73
in California corrections, 66
in Los Angeles County, 66
Correctional cost reductions, 8, 47, 75-82
Correctional evaluation, 3
history of, 3-4
Credibility of research, 67, 103, 106
Crime Control Act: 1973, 4
Crossroads Project, 14, 16, 38, 65, 81
Cost analysis, cost-benefit
analysis, 74-83
cost of a juvenile gang, 75
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cost of youthful offenders, 75
Cost comparisons, 75--79
Cost-reduction per therapist-year, 79
Cost-benefit comnparisons, 79-82

narcotic addict treatment, 80~81

pretrial diversion, 81

prison college, 82

prison college, Newgate, 81-82
Cost-effectiveness studies, 51
Criteria of performance, 45-48

general criteria, 46

monetary criterion, 47

return-to-system, 57

types in common use, 46
Criterion problems, 70-71

Dade County Pretrial Intervention Project, 58
Data instability, 69

Des Moines Community Correctional Project, 69
Direct search in mathematical space, 86
Discount rates, 76

Discriminant analysis, 31, 35, 87

D. C. Department of Corrections, iv, 14, 29, 31, 35, 53,

56, 57-58, 61~63, 75, 79-80
D. C. Reformaiory cohort, 57--58
D. C, Superior Court, 14
du Pont, 10, 11, 36

Eligibles, randomization, 68
Efficacy of institutional
treatment, adult, 8-10
juvenile, 8~10
Erosion of treatment effect, 69-70
“Evaluating one’s own boss,” 20-21
Evaluation “crisis”, 4
guidelings for, 4-5
key elements in, 4
new directions, 6
pressure for evaluation, 3—4
Evaluation, state of art, 7-10
history of, 7
in SCAs and L.CAs, 7
methods and models, 48-51
reviews of, 7-9
volume of, 7
Evaluation, improvement of, 108-113
Evaluation Symposium, Raleigh, 22
Evaluative research, defined, 43
as comparison, 43-44
real vs ideal, 44
real vs official standard, 44
before vs after, 44
program persons vs others, 44
real vs expected outcomes, 44
agency reactions, 44
cost comparisons, 4445
cost-benefit comparisons, 45
“Bxperimental” agency administrators, 20
Experimental studies as proportion of whole, 10, 88
Experiments, results from, 66-67
contribution to knowledge, 67
credibility, 67
operational consequences, 67
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thirteen experiments assessed, 67-68
Experiments, implementation, 68-69
problems of, 69-72
Expert-dominated research, 19
Exponential intake, 14--15
Ext¢rnal events, 69
External validity, 78

Factors in improving evaluation, 110-112
objectives, 110
organization, 116
coordination, 110
theory, 111
planning, 111
methods and strategies, 111
reporting and dissemination, 111~112
utilization, 112
assessment, 112
refinement, 112
Factors in innovation, 36
Factors in research utilization, 36-38
Federal City College, 61
Field-experimental model, 48
Florida Dept. of Corrections, 61
Fort Worth, 35
Fortune 500, 93°
Fricot Project, 57
Funding of evaluation, 29-30
Future benefits, 80

Gang studies, 61, 63, 67, 77-78
Gideon Decision, 61
Goal-oriented models, 50-51
effectiveness, 50-51
managerial efficiency, 50
Group counseling assessment, 8, 67, 72
Group Guidance program, 61, 70, 7§, 77-79, 80

Halfway houses, 25-28

Hardy, Kenneth L., iv

Heroin epidemic, 14-15, 87
Holton, Karl, iv

Honesty through evaluation, 9, 109

Impact of evaluative research
definition, 12
information on, 12
case studies, 12-15
factorsin, 15
Impact as function of
exploration, 15
interagency action, 15
offender change, 15
planning, 15
research design, 15
research sponsorship, 15
system change, 15
Industrial model, 51
In-house evaluation, 29-30
advantages and disadvantages, 29-30
quality of ¢ffort, 29
Innovation, sources of, 36
administrators as innovators, 34-35
innovation vs routinization, 51

iﬁventors as innovators, 38
Institutional treatment, effectiveness of, 8-9, 114_115
116-117

Judiciary Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties and
Administration of Justice (House), 116

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 4, 30, 87
Leavenworth, 25

Length of time in Jockup as criterion, 47

Lohman, Joseph D, iv

Los Angeles County, 75

L. A. County probation camps, 75

L. A County Probation Department, iv, 50, 61, 75, 77, 78
Los Angeles Police, 61, 77

Lorton, Prison College Project, 47

MacCormick, Austin H., iv
Management of narcotic offenders, 14-15
Marginal costs, 76
Masking effects, 69~70
in DCDC work release, 70, 86-87
in CTP, 70
in PICO, 69-70
in SIPU, 69
McGee, Richard A, iv
Mean Cost Ratings, 31, 92
Methadone maintenance program, 14-15
Methods and models of evaluation, defined, 43-51
Models, conceptual, 45-46
Models of evaluation
actor-oriented, 49-50
advocacy, S0
apprenticeship, 49-50
traditional, 49
broad strategy, 51
adjustment, 51
exporation, 51
innovation, 51
broad structure, 51
academic, 51
industrial, 51
policy science, 51
social science, 51
goal-oriented, 50-51
effectiveness, 51
efficiency, 51
managerial efficiency, 50
methodological, 48
nonexperimental, 48
quasi~experimental, 48
experimental, 48
operations, research, 48
systems analysis, 48
simulation, 48
subject-matter models, 48-49
input-output, 48-49
means-end, 48-49
outcome, 48-49
process, 48-49
system, 49
Monetary criterion, 74
general significance, 74
technical significance, 74

Monitoring, 4
Monsanto, 10

Narcotic offender intake study, 14, 56
Narcotics Treatment Administration, 50, 52, 56
Narcotic Treatment Center, 38
National Committee for Children and Youth, 16
National Pretrial Intervention Services Center, 16,.37-38
Nelson, Louis, 49, 52
New methods and strategies, 6
New programs and priorities, 25
NewGate program evaluation, §1-82
NewGate Resource Center, 37
Nonamenability, 76-77
Nonexperimental evaluations, 5359
prevalence, 53
reason for interest in, 53 t
weaknesses, 53-54
Nonexperimental studies, types, 53-54
case studies, 54-55
surveys, 55-56
time serjes, 56-57
cohort studies, 57-58
before-after studies, 58

“One-shot case study,” 54 ‘

Preston Impact Study, 13, 44

Quick Evaluation Methodology, 55

Team Policing: Seven Case Studies, 53
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, 4, 86
Office of Legislative Auditor, California, 4, 6
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, 4
Operations research

definition, 84

elementary forms, 84--88

in CDC, 85-86

in DCDC, 86-88

influence on decision-making, 88

similarity to systems analysis, 84

Parole caseload studies, 25, 66, 67

Parole Work Unit Project, 14, 67, 78, 115
Payoff of research, 10

Performance indicators, 46

Performance standards, 46

PICO Project, 9, 11, 27, 29, 50, 58, 69, 72, 76=77, 80, 114
Planning and development, 37-38
Planning-programming-budgeting, 4
Police Department, Los Angeles, 61, 77
Police Foundation, 54

Policy-science model, 51

Prediction instrument, 31, 35, 87

Preston Impdct Study, 13, 44, 54

Preston School of Industry, 13, 44
Pretrial uiversion, 25

Prison Treatinent and Parole Survival, 67, 72
Probation in California, 37

Probation subsidy, 12-13, 50, 89-90
Probation survey, 12~13, 44

Procedural standards, 46

Project Crossroads, 14, 81-82
Propositional inventory, 37

Provo Experiment, 27, 35, 58, 67, 80
Psychotherapy with offenders, 8
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results, adult, 8-9
results, juvenile, 8§-9
Public Systems Research Institute, 97

Quasi-experiments, 60-64
characteristics, 60
compared with true experiments, 60
Quasi-experimental designs, 64
Quasi-experiments, reasons for use, 60-61
capturing past events, 61
complexity of operations, 61
cthical considerations, 60
need for quick decision, 61
Quasi-experiment
as natural experiment, 61
in pretrial diversion studies
results of use, 63-64
credibility, 63-64
vesults compared with true experiments, 64

Railsback, Rep. Thomas, 10
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
Research 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
“effectiveness” stage, 3
“managerial efficiency” stage, 3
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Research strategies, 6, 43-51
“Robin Hooding", 30
RODEQO, 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
Silverlake Experiment, 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 faculty, 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 and Street Workers, 65, 67, 77, 83, 102, 106
Surveys, 55-56
Systems analysis, 84, 88-91
as cormmon sense, 89
as elaborate method, 90
definition, 84, 88-89
in parolee recidivism, 90-91
in probation subsidy, 89-90

Team policing, definition, 54

Team 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 research, 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

Youth Center Research Project, 29, 67
Youth Studies Center, 77-78
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PRESCRIPTIVE PACKAGE: “Evaluative Research in Corrections:

A Practical Guide”

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?

1 Excellent

1 Above Average {71 Poor

] Average

7 Useless

2. Does this package represent best available knowledge and experience?
[J No better single document available
] Excellent, but some changes required (please comment)
7 Satisfactory, but changes required (please comment)
[ 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)

Modifying existing projects

Training personnel

Administering on-going projects
Providing new or important information
Developing or implementing new projects

Highly Of Some

Useful Use
0
O
O
O
0

ooood

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. Structure/Crganization
B. Content/Coverage
C. Objectivity

D. Writing Style

Not
Useful

ooono

6. How did this package come to your attention? (check one or more boxes)

[ LEAA Mailing of package
[J Your organization’s library
[0 Contact with LEAA staff

7. Additional Comments:

[0 LEAA Newsletter

[0 National Criminal Justice
Reference Service

[J Other
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also check the related level, i.e.,

‘ ] Federal [ State [0 County 0 Local

o [ Headquarters, LEAA [ Police *
7 LEAA Regional Office ] Court *
{1 State Planning Agency (] Correctional Agency *
[ Regional SPA Office [ Legislative Agency *
3 College/University [] Other Government Agency *
{1 Commercial Industrial Firm [] Professional Associations *
M Citizen Group O Crime Prevention Group *

9. Your Name (Optional)
Organization or Agency
Your Position
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