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of Justice. Established in 1979 by the Justice System Improvement Act, Nil builds upon the foundation laid by 
the former National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the first major Federal research program 
on ~rime and justice. 

Carrying out the mandate assigned by Congre~,s, the National Institute of Justice: 

o Sponsors research and development to improve and strengthen the criminal justice system and related civil 
justice aspects, .with a balanced program of basic and applied research. 

o Evaluates the effectiveness of federally-funded justice improvement programs and identifies programs that 
promise to be successful if continued or repeated. 

o Tests and demonstrates new and improved approaches to strengthen the justice system, and recommends 
actions that can be taken by Federal, State, and local governments and private organizations and individuals 
to achieve this goal. 

I') Disseminates information from research, demonstrations, evaluations, and special programs to Federal, 
State, and local governments; and serves as an international clearinghouse of justice information. 

o 1!ains criminal justice practitioners in research and evaluation findings, and assists the research communit) 
through fellowships and special seminars. 

Authority for administering the Institute and awarding grants, contracts, and cooperative agreements is vested 
in the Nil Director, in consultation with a 21-member Advisory Board. The Board recommends policies and 
priorities and' advises on peer review procedures. 

Nil is authorized to support research and experimentation dealing with the full range of criminal justice issues 
and related civiljustice matters. A portion of its resources goes to support work on these long-range priorities: 

o Correlates of crime and determinants of criminal behavior 
o Violent crime and the violent offender 
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o Career criminals and habitual offenders 
o Utilization and deployment of police resources 
o Pretrial process: consistency, fairness, and delay reduction 
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Institute's standards of quality, but it signifies no endorsement of conclusions or recommendations. 

James L. Underwood 
Acting Director 

II I 

" 

, 
cdl 

'c<' 
I 

i 
" 

U.S. Department of Justice 84405 
National Institute of Justice 

;~:~o~o~~:e~t ha~ bee~ ~epr.oduced exactly as received from the 
in this docu~enlZt atlOntohrtgrnatrng It. Points of view or opinions stated 

n are ose of the authors and d t . 
~'Js~~~~nt the official position or pOliCies of the Na~i~~al ~~~~~~~rt~ 

Permission to reproduce this ~1'rj~~led material h b 
granted by as een 

PlJbJ; c Doma i n 
~ationaJ Tnst. of Justic~e ____ __ 
to the Nalional Criminal JUstice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduclion outside of th NCJ 
sion of the ~"owner. e RS system reqUires permis-

Basic Issues in 
Corrections Per'formance 

Gloria A. Grizzle 
Project Director 

Jeffrey S. Bass 
J. Thomas McEwen 
Deborah M. Galvin 

Ann G. Jones 
Harriet D. Mowitt 

Ann D. Witte 

July 1982 

U. S. Department of Justice 
Natio:1allnstitute of Justice 



• 

r j 

-

NationSillnstitute of Justice 
James L. Underwood 

Acting Director 

This project was supported by Grant Number 78-NI-AX-0130, 
awarded to the Osprey Company by the National Institute of 
Justice, U. S. Department of JUstice, under the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. 
Points of view or opinions stated in this document are those of 
the authors and do not necessarily represent the official posi­
tion or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. 

The National Institute of Justice reS6r~es the right to repro­
duce, publish, translate, or otherwise use and to authorize 
others to publish and use all or any part of the copyrighted 
material contained in this publication. 

Copyright~ 1980 by Gloria A. Grizzle 

. 
" 

~--.~.~ --~?-"--~--~-----~---..,....-." .. --.~ .. -.--~.---. ' 

\ 

,0 

" 

\ 
-~" ' 

t 

I 

" 

·l~ 

U~· -, ' 

FOREWORD 

This document is one of four produced under the National Institute of 
Justice's Performance Measurement Program, a long-range research program 
to improve performance measurement practices in criminal justice 
agencies. Like its companions, it entails a review and synthesis of 
performance and measurement concepts for the purposes of conceptualizing 
the general problem and of developing an agenda for future performance 
measurement research. 

Each report deals with performance in the context of some function of 
the criminal justice system: police, Prosecution and Public Defense, 
Courts, and Adult Corrections. "Performance" is therefore discussed in 
terms of the objectives and activities specific to that function as well 
as in terms of the general definitional and measurement issues 
frequently raised in the context of public accountability and 
administration. The result is a balance between the concreteness of the 
daily realities of quantitative management and the abstractness of 
measuring an elusive concept called public agency performance. 

The volumes don't advocate a host of new measures, a "bottom line" or 
formula for improving the administration of the police function. So 
many measures of performance have already' been proposed that agency 
managements are faced with the prospect of expensive automation in order 
to produce an over-abundance of statistics. Rather than promote that 
kind of expenditure, the Institute embarked upon this effort to sort out 
perceived measurement needs and to crystallize competing perspectives on 
performancr=. The fact that each volume in this series offers a 
different perspective on the subject affirmed our assessment that we are 
still some way from mechanical application of measurement schemes. 

Each volume contains an integrated, thoughtful assessment of some key 
performance issues, yet there is little redunda1ncy. We encourage 
researchers and practitioners to read all four conceptualizations in 
order to familiarize themselves with the range of perspectives that can 
be taken. We hope that the studies will encourage others to refine 
their thinking on this difficult subject and to make other contributions 
to this critical but as yet under-developed aspect of criminal justice 
administration. 
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James L. UnderwyJd 
Acting Director 
National Institute of Justice 



PREFACE 

In 1978, the National Institute of Justice organized and funded a 
consortium to develop criminal justice performance measurement theory. 
Edwin Zedlewski has ably guided and assisted the consortium as the National 
Institute's project manager. This report summarizes the work of the correc­
tions team in that consortium. Other teams in the consortium, and their 
project directors and institutional affiliations, are: 

Criminal Justice System 

Courts 

Police 

Prosecution and 
Publ ic Defense 

Stuart Jay Deutsch 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Thomas J. Cook 
Research Triangle Institute 
Research Triangle Park, N.C. 

Gordon P. Whitaker 
University of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill, N.C. 

Joan E. Jacoby 
Jefferson Institute of Justice Studies 
Washington, D.C. 

We profited from the interaction with these other teams and thank them for 
their reviews of our work, suggestions, and sharing of their drafts and 
working papers. 

We are grateful to the many corrections administrators who permitted 
uS to visit their agencies during the course of this research. In exchange 
for their frank d'iscussions about goals, objectives, and activities we have 
guaranteed them anonymity and so cannot thank them individually here. 

Several practitioners and researchers gave generously of their time to 
review working papers and/or drafts of this final report: Martha R. Burt 
and John Hall, the Urban Institute; Marilyn C. Slivka; William R. Blount, 
University of South Florida; Peter C. Buffum; Alvin W. Cohn, Administration 
of Justice Services, Inc.; Simon Dinitz, Academy for Contemporary Problems; 
and Robert M. Carter, University of Southern California. We also appreciate 
the comments and suggestions of the anonymous reviewers whose services were 
obtained by the National Institute of Justice. 

'iv 

. 
. , 

.;. 

1 
1-

1 

ABSTRACT 

This report outlines a framework for assessing the performance of,adult 
cOl"rectional programs in prisons, jails, probat~on, parole, and commun1ty-based 
facilities. The framework addresses the follow1ng issues: 

the correctional program whose performance will be measured; 

who is asking what questions about the program's performance; 

what use performance information will have; 

which and whose informational needs the performance measurement 
system will serve; 

the likely consequences of not serving some informational needs; 

the benchmarks against which performance will be compared; 

what the program does and how it goes about doing what it does; 

what effect goals have on performance measurement design; 

what theory guides one's choice of what to measure; 

how to interpret measurement; and, 

how to construct measures. 

Because of the diversity of program activities and the ~omplexity of 
correctional goals and objectives, it is concluded t~at no slngle se~ of per­
formance measures can be appropriate for all correct10n~1 programs~ 1n general. 
The emphasis for future research, the~e!ore, is on the 1mplementat10n of a 
framework for the measurement of spec1flc programs. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Measuring Corrections Performance reports on the first phase of a long­
range performance measurement study. The purpose of this first effort is to 
define the many problems and issues which face those who want to assess the 
performance of corrections. It is anticipated that the audience for this work 
will be primarily criminal justice researchers and practitioners. To respond 
to the diversity of corrections goals, objectives, programs, and environments, 
as well as the multiplicity of performance measurement users and uses, the 
following chapters suggest a comprehensive framework, or approach, to the pro­
cess of measurement. The framework does not recommend a unique set of defini­
tive measures, but rather a set of guidelines for deciding what to measure and 
how. The framework seeks to help people interested in measuring corrections 
performance define their own measurement needs and develop a set of performance 
measures appropriate to those needs. 

To introduce the proposed performance measurement approach, this chapter 
offers the following background information: 

• definitions of the performance measurement terms; 
• identification of the users and uses of performance comparisons; and, 
• review of how the proposed approach builds on past corrections 

measurement work. 

This background information identifies the terms, the audience, and the history 
of the pElrformance measurement framework. 

To conclude the introduction, we summarize the major concerns or questions 
to be dealt with in this book and outline how the book is organized. In this 
final section, we review the contents of each chapter and explain how each 
chapter contributes to the development of a compreh~nsive framework for per­
formance measurement in corrections. 

DEFINITIONS OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT TERMS 

Performance measurement means obtaining information useful to someone in 
assessing how well an organization or program is doing. This general definition 
is based upon two concepts about measurements. First, one cannot measure an 
organization or program itself. Measurement is always of some quality or attri­
bute of the organization or program (Thorndike and Hagen, 1977: 9). Second, 
the act of measurement is the process of classifying data and rel~ting it to 
those qualities or attributes of performance identified as being important 
(Carmines and Zeller, 1979: 10). Before measurement can take place, then, it 
is critical to be clear about which attributes or qualities of an organization's 
or program's performance are important. 

In discussing performance measurement, a distinction first needs to be made 
between performance measures, performance measurements, and performance compari­
sons. A performance measure is an instrument or indicator .that can be used to 



describe how well programs or organizations are working. For example, lithe 
percentage of offenders in a community-based residential corrections program. 
who complete the amount of restitution agreed upon" is a measure of one attrl­
bute of a community-based residential corrections program. A performance 
measurement is the i nformati on or quanti ty ascertai ned for a specifi ed program 
for some specified period of time by obtaining data and relating it to the 
attribute the measure addresses. For example, "48% of offenders in the Kanmo 
Restitution Center during 1980 completed the amount of restitution agreed ~pon.1I 
Judging how well a program is working requires comparing the measurement wlth 
either measurements for other programs, measurements of the same program made 
at previous points in time, or some standard, goal, objective, or target set 
for the program. An example of a comparison with other programs would be, 
liThe Kanmo Restitution'Center's 48% restitution completion rate is 8% higher 
than the average rate for all restitution programs." An examp~e o~ a compari~on 
made with some previous point in time would be, liThe 1980 restltutlon completlon 
rate for the Kanmo Restitution Center is 5% lower than its rate for 1979." An 
example of a comparison with a target set for the program would be, liThe Kanmo 
Restitution Center's 48% restitution completion rate exceeds the target set for 
it in 1980 by 3%. 

To assess how well a program is working, one must have all three tools-­
performance measures, performance measurements, and performance comparisons. 
Performance comparisons are not possible without first having performance mea­
surements, and performance measurements are not pos~ible without first hav~ng 
performance measures. It is the performance comparlso~s, howev~r,.upon WhlCh 
judgments about performance, in con'crast to nonevaluatlve descrlptlons, are based. 

USERS AND USES OF PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS 

It is worthwhile, when thinking about performance measurement, to have in 
mind the uses to which performance comparisons are likely to be put. From the 
perspective of correctional administrators, tasks that could be aided by using 
performance comparisons include those listed below: 

• estimating demand or need for a program 
• deciding who shall be served 
• setting priorities among programs 
• assessing the sources of and level of program support 
• deciding how much money to request to operate a program 
• justifying staffing requests 
• justifying the total budget request 
• allocating resources among competing programs 
• deciding to expand, continue, or discontinue programs 
• deciding on future studies, projects, and pilot projects 
• accepting or rejecting a program strategy or approach 
• making objectives operational 
• providing incentives to attain objectives 
• developin~ workload standards 
• schedul i ng work '" ., 
• diagnosing operational problems that hlnder attalnlng obJectlves 
• monitoring conformance to fiscal, policy, and product constraints 
• negotiating collective bargaining contracts 
• determining the appropriate skill composition of program staff. 
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Not all. us~rs. of performance ~nformation .share the managerial perspective or have 
respo~slbllty for the ma~agenal tasks llsted above. Users taking other per­
spe~tlves t~ward correctlons p~rformance measurement can be expected to develop 
thelr own llst.of tasks for WhlCh performance information is needed. For example 
a researc~er m~ght w~nt perform~nce information in order to test some theory about 
th~ relatlonshlp belleved to eXlst between some mix of program activities and their 
effect upo~ su~h cond~tions as the future crime rate or the stability and cohesion 
of the famlly ln Amerlca. 

Who is likely to want information about the performance of corrections pro­
grams? Many peo~le3 rangin~ from th~ gen~ral public to the individual employee 
and cllen~, are lnterested ln some dlmensl0n of corrections performance. A list 
of p~tentla~ users of p~rformance information would include, at a minimum, the 
publlC, legls1ators, chlef executives, agency heads and administrators, program 
managers, planners, and budgeters. 

No single set of performance comparisons is appropriate to all users. Some 
res~archers a~sume that the kind of information desired is stratified by decision­
makl~g level,ln a~ organization and that the importance a person places upon a 
par~l~ular d~mensl0n of performance depends upon that person's location in the 
declsl0n-makl~g ,hierarchy (Anthony, 1965;.Weiss, 1972; Wholey, et al., 1970). 
Based upon Welss work, for example, one mlght expect that information interest 
would vary as follows: Top policymakers would be interested in information about 
a program's overall effectiveness, whereas the program director would focus upon 
overall e~fectivenes~ plus kno~ing which features of the program are most essential 
to effectlveness. Dlrect-servlce s~aff would want to know the specific techniques 
that could best be used when operatlng the program and upon which techniques to 
concen~~~te. Funders and scholars would want information allowing them to test 
propos;~l~ns about pr~gram effects. The public's concern would focus upon the wise 
and ef~lclent use of lts tax dollars. The client would be interested in judging 
effectlveness from the perspective of the client's own values (Weiss, 1972: 14-15). 

In the public sector, however, there are several factors that make it diffi­
cult ~o compartmentalize different types of performance comparisons in terms of 
w~o wl11 .u~e the~. Among these factors are diffused authority, policy mixed 
wlth admln1stratl0n, and the efforts of chief executives, department heads and 
program managers to bu~ld c?alitions a~d ~upport for their program. For example, 
as any obs~rver of legls1atlve approprlatl0n hearings is well aware, legislators, 
as top pollcymakers, cannot be confined to questioning corrections agency staff 
member~ about m~tters of overall program effectiveness. The literature on public 
~udgetl~g cont~lns many examples of the operational detail and program minutia 
lnto WhlCh leg~slators are fond of delving (Anton, 1966; Turnbull, 1967; Wildavsky, 
19?9). For thlS reason, the approach taken in this book is not to prescribe cer­
taln types of perform~nce information for some users and other types for other 
users. The approach lS to help users of performance information select perfor­
mance measures, measurements, and comparisons suited to their own needs however 
they choose to define those needs. ' 

REVIEW OF HOW THE PROPOSED APPROACH BUILDS ON PAST CORRECTIONS MEASUREMENT WORK 

This study builds on and reacts to previous and on-going corrections measure­
ment work. For example, there have been numerous evaluation studies designed to 
measure the success or failure of particular corrections procedures or treatments. 
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The oft-cited work of Lipton, Martinson and Wilks (1975) reviews 231 such studies. 
Although these studies provide numerous measures, none of the studies--singly or 
toge~h~r--provides a ~omprehensive measurement approach. Each study concentrates 
speclflcally on certaln correctional practices and their impacts., The measures 
are primarily outcome-oriented. Lipton et al. 's seven categories of outcome 
measu~es addr~ss the followin~ issues: "recidivism, institutional adjustment, 
vocatlonal adJustment, educatlonal achievement, drug and alcohol readdiction 
persona 1 ity and attitude change, and community adj ustment. II (Lipton et a 1. , ' 
1975, 12-14) In our work, we attempt to expand the definition of performance 
mea~urement beyond the impact-orientation emphasized by the treatment studies 
revlewed by Lipton et~. Outcome is included as an essential part--but only 
a part--of the comprehensive approach to performance measurement. (See Table IV-l.) 

. Two recent methodological studies focus upon corrections outcome measurement. 
Mlchael Maltz (1980) concentrated upon the problems and issues surrounding one 
?utcome measure--recidivism. Robert Willstadter (1979) developed and tested an 
lnstrument to measure another outcome--community adjustment of ex-offenders. 
Both of these outcome measures fit into one dimension in our approach to per­
formance measurement. 

Finally, Jack Reynolds (1979) has recently completed a manual for probation 
and parole agencies to use when assessing program effectiveness. The measures 
suggested focus on the process of case management as well as program outcomes. 

Two works that provide more comprehensive approaches to corrections perfor­
mance measurement are: l)the standards compiled by the American Correctional 
Association (A~A, 1976 and 1977); and 2)the prison/parole monitoring project of 
~he Urban Instltu~e (Bur~, 1980). The ACA approach is all-encompassing in that 
lt presents what lt conslders to be an exhaustive list of activities in all correc­
tional alternatives (prisons, probation, parole, jails, and community-based pro­
grams) and standards by which those activities may be judged. ACA standards are 
primarily process-oriented. Measures derived from the standards concentrate for 
the most part on the immediate product of the corrections process--such as number 
of hours spent counseling, types of therapy (or supervision) provided, number of 
clients.served/per corrections officer, and so on. The longer-term results of 
correctlons programs, such as treatment success or failure or client behavioral 
modification (social adjustment, drug/alcohol rehabilitati~n), are not included 
as concerns of ACA standards. 

The Urban Institute, on the other hand, emphasizes outcome--in both the 
shor~- and the long-term. As pointed out in its final report, the Urban 
Instltute recommends measures that address the following goals of prisons and 
parole: security; humane treatment--life and safety; humane treatment--health; 
humane treatment--programs and services; and post-release success. Areas of 
performance that are covered by this selection of measures extend from the 
assessment of routine prison conditions (overcrowding, safety, prison atmosphere), 
to ~he measurement of prison treatment results (basic skills, vocational skills 
medlcal and mental health services) to the evaluation of post-release success 
(employment, recidivism). 

Our work combines the process-orientation of the ACA and the outcome-approach 
of the Urban Institute. Starting with the activity level, we attempt to link 
the activities to their potential outcomes over time. Measures are then proposed 
for each activity and impact. The measures are chosen based on what people want 
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to know about performance and what activities are selected for anal'ysis. Chapter 
IV outlines in detail how the scope of performance measurement can be defined 
and how the appropriate questions about performance can be identified. The 
most important feature of the proposed performance measurement framework is 
its adaptability to a choice of performance dimensions. The dimensions selected 
depend on one's measurement-information needs. 

MAJOR CONCERNS TO BE DEALT WITH IN THIS BOOK 

A major concern of our performance study is that the proposed framework 
be utilized. As one anonymous reviewer of our work stated, lIif the users shun 
a serious attempt at developing and utilizing effective measures of performance, 
this study and the ones to follow will have been almost wasted. II To ensure that 
the approach is accepted by potential users, this reviewer suggested that potential 
measures of performance: 

• be stated in words and concepts that are understandable to 
practioners.* 

• not use a lot of staff time to accumulate necessary data.* 
• be a positive aid to making good resource allocatiun decisions. 
• have the ability to give clues not only to the question 'what 

works' but also 'what works, for whom and under what conditions'. 
• look at quality of performance.* 
• look at outputs in such a way that assist and not complicate 

analysis of evaluation both before and after implementation. 
• sort out programs that although may be efficient, are not very 

effective.* 
• are timely -- taking into account that users are often under 

constraints to make program and budget recommendations with 
comparatively short time horizons.* 

• allow for meaningful program comparison across a variety of 
measures.* 

• are compatible with measures of performance from the rest of 
the criminal justice system allowing for meaningful systemwide 
studies.* 

• fit in with established or developing decision-making/resource 
allocation systems. 

• appraise categories of programs. 
• operate well under changing circumstances and uncertain conditions. 
• assess a range of effects -- for example, criminality, cost, and 

community adjustment measures.* 
• focus on results, not activities. 
• assess not only program costs and benefits but how they change at 

the margins.* 
• not be costly to use.* 
• are effective under the pilot program study conditions. 
• are designed both for monitoring day to day performance, and 

for evaluating programs. 

These criteria are guidelines for the designer of performance measures to 
fo~low, in orde~ to guarantee the usefulness of the product. Those criteria 
WhlCh are asterlsked (*) are ones that we specify in our "typology of 
measures" (Table IV-l) or "criteria for assessing proposed Measures ll (Table IV-2). 
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The ul timate concern of this book i.s to respond to the mandate of the study, 
as outlined by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
(1978: 9): 

... identify key functions and factors within each agency 
and place them in a broad measurement framework ... review 
the range of practices that currently exist within the 
criminal justice system to create a framework flexible 
enough to accommodate different styles of operation 
throughout the country ... 

The study of c~rrections per!ormance measurement, as outlined in the following 
chapters,.cont1nually emphas1zes the fact that a comprehensive approach to mea­
surement 1S the goal. In the section on how this book is organized, below, the 
response to the National Institute's mandate is described, chapter by chapter. 

HOW THIS BOOK IS ORGANIZED 

For the newcomer to the criminal justice field, Chapter II describes what 
corrections agencies are and do. The ideas about performance measurement dis­
cussed in the chapters that follow are based upon the picture of adult corrections 
painted by this chapter. Chapter II p~aces adult corrections within the context 
of the larger criminal justice system, describes the organizational patterns 
popular in the United States, and summarizes the roles played by the various 
actors in the corrections subsystem. 

Chapter II also discusses goals and the stages of organizational develop­
ment--t\'10 characteri sti cs that affect the performance measures that woul d be 
appropriate for a given adult corrections program. The bulk of Chapter II describes 
what corrections agencies do, i.e., their activities or functions. As one reads 
the ~e~criptions for c~mmun~ty-based programs, probation and parole, and prisons 
and Ja1ls, the great d1vers1ty of adult corrections activities and the diffi-
culty of capturing this diversity when developing performance measures becomes 
apparent. 

Ch~pter III considers a number of issues confronted when thinking about 
COt'rect10ns performance measurement. These issues are organized within the 
major tasks of establishing the scope and focus for the performance measurement 
system and developing performance measures. Among the issues that need resolu­
tion when determining the scope of the measurement system are the following: 
what effect will goals and theories have upon system design, should the system 
measure only what corrections agencies can control, and should the measures 
that both affect and describe performance be included? When developing per­
formance measures, one must consider how one decides what to measure what 
dimensions of performance should be measured, whose measurement need~ should 
be served, how one decides which mE!aSUres to include in a performance measurement 
system, how measures can be combined to summarize performance. 

Chapters IV and V suggest more advanced procedures for corrections perfor­
mance measurement than those considered in Chapter III. Chapter IV raises 
~ssues co~fronted when using performance measurements--how the problems of 
1mplement1ng controlled experiments ought to be resolved, how measurements 
ought to be interpreted, and against what benchmarks performance ought to be 
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judged. Next it discusses models that might be used to describe different 
dimensions of a program's performance. Finally, Qhapter IV presents theoretical 
and statistical models for identifying the effect of corrections programs upon 
outcomes of interest, such as post-release criminal activity and employment . 
Chapter V concludes this exploration of corrections performance measurement 
theory by laying out an agenda of issues that merit future research. 

In summary, this book sets forth a comprehensive but flexible approach to 
performance measurement. It does not prescribe a list of measures for judging 
the performance of all corrections programs. Indeed, we assume that there is 
no single set of measures suitable for all users, uses, and programs. Instead, 
we provide a framework that individual users can adapt to serve their particular 
performance measurement needs and priorities. 
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CHAPTER II 

OVERVIEW OF CORRECTIONS AGENCIES AND PROGRAMS 

The purpose of this chapter is to pro~ide ba~kground.info~mation on 
correctional agencies and programs along w1th the1r relat1onsh1ps to the 
performance measurement concepts discussed in the r-emai~der of the boo~. 
Corrections can be divided into five programs: pro~at1~n, parol~, pr1so~s, 
jails, and community-based programs. Each of these 1S 91scussed 1n turn 1n 
this chapter, with an emphasis on the process of probat1on and ~arole an9 the 
programs offered by pri sons, jail s, and community-based correct1 ons. ~Jh1 1 e 
it is impossible to describe adequately all correctional processes and pro­
grams, there are key foundations that can be developed and related to the 
material in subsequent chapters. 

The chapter is split into two major parts, with the first part cove~ing 
topics of general applicability to corrections and the second part cov~r1ng 
each of the five programs. The first part covers the,g~als ~f c~rrect1ons, 
the relationship of corrections to the rest ~f th~ cr1m1nal Just1ce system, 
typical organizational structures of corr~ct1on~ 1n the states, ,and the roles 
of persons in corrections. These are tOP1CS ~h1Ch must be cons1dered when 
developing a performance measurement system a1med at ~ow well an agency or 
program is doing. The second part of the ch~pter def1nes,ea~h program, a!ong 
with giving information on key processes, cl1entele descr1pt1ons, and ref1ne­
ments of the programs. Throughout the chapter, concepts about perf~rm~nce 
measurement are introduced which will be examined in much more deta1l 1n sub­
sequent chapters. 

One word of caution is advisable when reading this chapter. The IItypical
ll 

correctional agency or program does not exist, as there are so many local 
variations in the correctional field. Practitioners and research~rs wh~ read 
this chapter will recognize many activities which they hav~ seen 1n ~he1r 
experiences and perhaps some that they have not seen. It 1S not cla1med that 
anyone agency program has all the activities described in this chapter although 
an attempt has been made to include the major activities. The point is that 
performance measurement techniques must be suffic~entl~ flexible to adapt to 
local considerations and the subsequent chapters 1n th1S book offer several 
alternatives for such adaptation. 

GENERAL INFORMATION ON CORRECTIONS 

Goals of Corrections 

Anyone familiar with the history of corrections in the United States ~nows 
that a wide range of goals has evolved as practitione~s, acade~ic~ans, P011CY­
makers, and other interested parties have struggled w1th what 1t 1S that 
corrections should be doing. The result has been that many goals have been 
articulated and conflicting goals can be found within a single state and even 
within a single correctional program. The following is a typical list of,goals 
for corrections that can be found in the literature. These go~ls collect1vely 
reflect the conflicts which have developed. However, as seen 1n later chapters, 
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it is necessary to be able to link program activities with goals and a subset 
of the following goals will be of benefit in a particular application: 

Revenge, in modern interpretation, is the retaliation of the state through 
incarceration, capital punishment, or some other form of payment by the indivi­
dual to the society for transgressions. 

Restraint may be defined as restricting the individual's freedom of acti­
vity. It may range from placing an offender in a small, narrow solitary con­
finement cell to requiring an offender to report once a month to a probation 
or parole officer. Probation and parole conditions place limits on the activi­
ties of persons under- their auspices. 

Punishment is defined as taking some set of the freedoms from the indivi­
dual, such as incarcerating an offender to remove him from society or requiring 
the offender to repoy't to a community-based facility, or a probation or parole 
officer. Note that revenge, restraint, and punishment are overlapping concepts 
with no clear-cut distinctions. 

Protection of Society includes activities for preventing crime and reducing 
the fear of crime. Prisons, for example, protect society by keeping offenders 
from committing further criminal acts. 

Enhancing Justice, for correctional agencies, has to do with bringing 
about the sentences which have been imposed by the courts or, in the case of 
diversion, the decisions which have been made by other parts of the criminal 
justice system. 

Restitution is the offender's paying society or the victim an amount off­
setting the loss incurred by the offender's criminal action, The payment may 
be in the form of financial compensation or work or service to the community. 

Reform changes the emphasis from revenge and restraint to treatment and 
rehabil itati on. Correcti ona 1 programs have reform aspects by provi di ng 
counseling, educational opportunities, and employment assistance. 

Reintegration seeks to bring about change in the offender and to stimu­
late outside community aid to support the individual in moving away from 
criminal behavior. 

In Chapter III, goals will be discussed from a slightly different view­
point in order to develop their relationship with performance measurement. 
Some of the relevant issues are (1) deciding whose goals should be recognized, 
(2) handling inconsistent goals within the same correctional program, (3) 
determining the actual goals of a program, and (4) relating performance mea­
sures to goals. 

Corrections Relationship to the Criminal Justice System 

One way to show the relationship of corrections to the criminal justice 
system is to depict the paths that a person may take through the various sub­
systems of police, prosecution, courts, and corrections. Figure 11-1, which 
is similar to the well-known flow diagram first presented in the 1967 report 
by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 
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FIGURE II-l 
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shows the relationships between the subsystems with emphasis on the correctional 
subsystem. 

There are several aspects between corrections and the rest of the criminal 
justice system that are worth highlighting. First, police, prosecutors, and 
courts to a lesser degree exercise discretion over initially accepting clients. 
Police can control to a certain extent the number of arrests they make while 
corrections, on the other hand, is the recipient of the decisions and actions 
of the other sUbsystems. It has little choice over the type and volume of 
clients received, although it may have input on placement (Goldfarb and Singer, 
1973), (Schrag, 1971). 

Second, Figure II-1 shows the many points at which a person can enter the 
correctional subsystem. The criminal justice subsystems are becoming more 
intertwined as the importance of their interrelationships are recognized and 
as information networks are developed. For example, the probation agency pro­
vides the courts with a presentence report. Correctional intake requires police 
and court data for inmate classification. Police need data from the courts and 
corrections to keep abreast of who is on probation, parole, or in a community­
based facility. New computer applications in criminal justice, such as PROMIS, 
OBSCIS, and OBTS, further emphasize shared information between sybsystems. 

Finally, each subsystem provides services to the other subsystems. The 
probation presentence report for the courts is one example. Another is the 
determination of standards for correctional facilities by the court in civil 
cases brought by inmates (Pri gmore and Crow, "1976), and another is the opera­
tion of jail facilities by the police in some states. These characteristics 
help to shape the selection of performance measures between the subsystems or 
at least an understanding of each other's performance measures. 

Organizational Alignments of Correctional Agencies 

The majority of states have fragmented organizati.onal s.tructures for cor­
rectional functions. For example, jails are operated at the city or county 
level in forty-two states. Thirteen states have locally operated adult proba­
tion departments and all of these have locally operated jails. Ten states have 
four or more different departments or agencies for providing correctional ser­
vices. Hawaii, for example, shows the following alignment (ACA DiY'ectory, 
1979) : 

Correction Service 
Parole 
Jails and Prisons 

Juvenile Probation 
Misdemeanant Probation 

Agency 
State Board of Parole and Pardon 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
Fami ly Court 
Local 

Appendix A gives information on the organizational structure for all states. 

A growing number of states have consolidated all corrections services 
into a si ngl e "umbrell a" department. Currently, the two most popul ar forms 
of umbrella departments are Department of Corrections and Human Resources 
Agencies. Departments of Corrections combine most state correctional services 
into an overall agency with the implication that corrections is unique from 
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other forms of social services or criminal justice activities. Human Resource 
Agencies include correctional programs as part of an overall mission to deliver 
social services. These agencies have labels such as "Human Resources II "Social 
Services," "Health and Welfare," and "Health and Rehabilitation." To'date, 
only Rhode Island, Alaska, and Vermont have placed all corrections services 
unde~ a s~ngle co~solidated agency. However, eight other states place all 
servlc~s l~to a slngle department with the exception of jails remaining a local 
operatlon ln four of the states and probation remaining local in the other four. 

Several states such as Florida~ Georgia, Kentucky, and Maryland have 
s~parated ad~lt and j~venile correcti.:.ms ser,vices into two departments. Juve­
nl!e correctlons serVlces are most likely·to be provided at the local level 
whlle adult corrections services are provided. by the state. 

The organizational alignment of a corrections agency has a bearing on 
performance measures. Whether services are fragmented or consolidated will 
affect the selection and use of performance measures. Fragmented structures 
probably pres~nt greater difficulties since it may be harder to gain a consensus 
of the selectlon of performance measures and to have a uniform application of 
the measures. 

Roles of Persons in Corrections 

While the organizational alignment of cQrrections affects performance 
m~asures, the roles and vested interests of the personnel involved in correc­
tlons also have a significant impact. The primary distinction in roles is 
between ~hose who set policy and ~hose charged with implementing policy. The 
per~o~s ln thes~ two groups ar~ ~lkely to have different backgrounds, education, 
t~alnlng, ~xperlences, and amblt10ns which shape their perceptions of correc­
t10ns and 1nfluence their ideas about goals, objectives, and performance mea­
sures. 

The policymakers, persons generally outside the corrections environment 
su~h as elec~e~ ?fficials and legislators, are primarily concerned with de­
ta11s of act1v1t1es and programs. When they appropriate funds for corrections, 
t~ey look for the overall results and at performance measures related to the 
hlghest level of goals such as the safety and well-being of constituents in 
the co~mun~ty. Policymakers often have influence over the selection of goals 
and ObJ~ctlves. By control mechanisms, such as funding levels, they can dic­
tate WhlCh goals should be attained and the priority of the goals. 

Policymakers also include others who are closer to correctional agencies 
and programs tha~ elected officials and legislators. Judges, researchers, 
educators~ 0~gan1zed groups such as ex-convicts for prisQn reform, the American 
Bar ASS?C1atlon, a~d churches have influence on the goals and objectives that 
correct10nal agenc1~s establi~h. While their influence is not direct, they 
can affect changes 1n correctlonal programs and policy. 

. The cor~ecti?nal workers, those responsible for implementing all outside 
pol:c~ ~nd dlrectlon, must be concerned with the day-to-day details of the 
act1vltles ~nd.programs. As a result, they tend to focus more on process mea­
sures that 1ndlcate how well services are being delivered. They are still 
concerned with outcome measures, because they must be accountable for the final 
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results, but their primary concern is with process. The correctional personnel 
generally adhere to specific job descriptions which prescribe limited roles with 
task-oriented functions. 

This description is obviously a simplistic explanation. While the dif­
ferences in perspective and concern with performance measures are clearest at 
the ends of the hierarchy (from elected official to line worker), the adminis­
trators, being in the middle of this continuum, must be capable of understanding 
and facilitating the perspectives and goals and objectives of both the policy­
makers and the corrections personnel. Correctional administrators vary consid­
erably across the country in terms of their education and experience. Some have 
nloved up through the ranks and their practical experiences influence their 
philosophy on correctional programs and on performance measurement. Different 
viewpoints can be found in administrators appointed from outside the correc­
tional system. 

Overview of Positions in Corrections 

Figure 11-2 is a listing from the 1979 ACA Directory of positions which 
can be found in probation, parole, jails, prisons, and community-based correc­
tions. Many of the position titles reflect t~e main responsibilitils of the 
position and for the interested reader, Ap~enaix B contains a more complete 
description of each major position. Figure 11-2 demonstrates the spectrum of 
possible responsibilities and duties in correctional programs as well as the 
fact that the same position can appear in more than one correctional agency 
type although the actual position responsibilities mayor may not be the same. 

All of the positions are obviously not found in all correctional agencies. 
For example, a small department will not have such specialist positions as 
grants coordinator, research and evaluation specialist, and litigation special­
ist. The agency or program activities will dictate the positions needed. Per­
formance measurement is primarily concerned with program activities and does 
not include the assessment of individual performance. The importance of these 
positions is that they are a primary data source for quantifying the level of 
activities in the agency or program and in many cases, the outcome of the 
activities. 

SPECIFIC DESCRIPTIONS OF CORRECTIONAL AGENCIES 

With this background, it ;s now possible to switch from the general over­
view of corrections to detailed descriptions of probation, parole, jails, prisons, 
and community-based corrections. The following sections are devoted to each 
agency type and include the primary functions, the type of clientele, and a 
description of the process associated with the agency. References are provided 
which contain further information on the subject and indeed, textbooks are 
available in each subject area. The aim of the following sections is to lay 
the necessary groundwork for the concepts of performance measurement which 
appear in later chapters. 

Probation and Parole 

Many authors writing about corrections have provided their own definitions 
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FIGURE 11-2 

POSSIBLE CORRECTIONS POSITIONS BY AGENCY 

Position 

ADMINISTRATOR 
Director/Chief Officer 
Deputy Administrator 

HEARINGS/COURT COORDINATOR 
Hearings/Court Agent 

EXECUTIVE MANAGERS/DIVISION DIRECTOR 
Management and Organization Director 
Personnel Director 

Personnel Development/Training 
Coordinator 

Affirmative Action Coordinator 
Business and Fiscal Director 
Research and Evaluation Director 
Support Services Director 

Food Services Director 
Maintenance Director 
Public Relations Director 
Pre-Trial Release Director 
Contractural and Procurement Ser-
vices Director 

Grants Coordinator 
Physical/Mental Health Director 
Treatment Director 
Industrial/Agricultural Director 
Community Services Director 
Research & Evaluation Director 
Classification Director 
Security/Transportation Director 

:), 

Type of Agency 

Probation Parole Prison Jail 

* 
* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 
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* 
* 
* 
* 

* 
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* 
* 
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* * 
* * 
* 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 

Conmuni ty-Based 
Corrections 

* 
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Pos iti on 

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT DIRECTOR 
Court Services 
Field Services 
Case Flow Coordinator 
Criminal Justice Coordinator 
Diagnostic/Receiving Director 
Inmate Complaint Officer 
Litigation Specialist 
Volunteer Coordinator 
Visitor Coordinator 
Lawyer Coordinator 

SUPERVISORY ~1ANAGEMENT DIRECTOR 
Second Line Supervisor (Program Design 
Level) 
Security and Control Supervisor 
Support Services Supervisor 

Maintenance Supervisor 
Food Services Supervisor 
Clerical Supervisor 

Program Supervisor 
Front Line Supervisor (Program Opera-
tion Level) 
Field Services Supervisor 
Criminal Justice Servi~e Coordinator 
Case Management Specialist 
Team Leader 
Custodial/Correctional Officer 
Supervisor 

Counseling/Treatment Supervisor 
Receiving and Records Supervisor 

., 

FIGURE 11-2 (cont'd.) 

Probation 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

'" . 

Parole 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

, 

Type of Agency 

Pri son Jail 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 
* 

Community-Based 
Corrections 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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Position 

SUPERVISORY MANAGEMENT DIRECTOR (cant.) 
Industrial Supervisor 
Agricultural Supervisor 
Vocational Trades Supervisor 
Religious Supervisor 
Academic Supervisor 
Medical Services Supervisor 
Library Supervisor 
Recreation Supervisor 
Work Release Supervisor 
Pre-Trail Release Supervisor 

CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL 
Generalist 
Investigators 
Controls Specialist 
Assessment/Classification Officer 
Correctional Officer/Custodial Officer 
Service and Treatment Specialist 

Caseworkers/Social Workers 
Counselors/Treatment Staff Members 

Referral/Resource Specialist 
Employment Specialist 
Vocational/Educational Specialist 
Institution Adjustment Counseling 
Staff 

Psychologists 
Psychiatrists 
Group Counselors 
Community Adjustment Counselor 

Health Care Staff 
Nurses 

FIGURE 11-2 (cont'd.) 

Type of Agency 
Community-Based 

Probation Parole Prison Jail Corrections 
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FIGURE 11-2 (cont'd.) 

Type of Agency ,1 
Position Community-Based 

~ Probation Parole Prison Jail Corrections 
CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL (cant.) 

Nurse Practitioners 
* * * Paramedics 
* * * Physicians 
* * * Dentists 
* * * Dental Hygienists 
* * Medical Specialists 
* * Podiatrists 
* * * Gynecologists 
* * Lab Technician 

* * * * * Academic Specialists 
* * * I-' Teachers/Professors 
* * * ~ Vocational Trainers 
* * * Industrial Managers/Trainers 
* Laundry Manager 
* * Chaplain/Religious Leaders 
* * * Work Release Coordinator 
* * Volunteer Coordinator 

* * * * * Recreational Coordinator 
* * * Special Services Coordinator 

* * * * * Auxi 1 i ary ~~orkers 
* * * * * Secretarial/Clerical 
* * * * * Volunteers 
* * * * * Records Clerk 
* * * * * Statistics Clerk 
* * * * * Data Processing Specialist 
* * * * * 

CLIENTS 
* * * * * Residential 

* * * Non-Residential 
* * * 
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of probation and parole along with accompanying descriptions. For the purposes 
of performance measurement) the definitions by Solomon (1976) and Allen and 
Simonsen (1975) seem most appropriate. Solomon (1976) has defined probation 
as a program of the criminal justice system by which a person adjudicated or 
foun0 guilty of a crime either by verdict or guilty plea, is released by the 
court without commitment to a correctional institution, subject to conditions 
set by the court and to the supervision of a probation service. Allen and 
Simonsen (1975) have defined parole as a treatment program in which an offender, 
after seruing part of a sentence in a correctional institution, is conditionally 
released under supervision and treatment by a parole service. Definitions of 
probation and parole by other authors are equivalent, for the most part, to 
these definitions. 

There are both similarities and differences between probation and parole. 
For example, both are alternatives to incarceration. Probation is a sanction 
by which offenders are not placed in institutions but instead are supervised by 
the community, while parole implies that the person has been incarcerated in a 
correctional institution for some period of time before being conditionally 
released under 5upervision within a community. There are basic differences in 
backgrounds between probationers and parolees. Parolees are more likely to be 
repeat offenders having a history of association with the criminal justice 
system, while probationers include many first offenders. Probationers will 
usually not have committed as serious offenses as parolees. Because parolees 
have been away from their communities for some period of time -- usually 1 to 
3 years -- they have different adjustment problems than probationers. The 
parolee may be returning to a changed local environment with perhaps a different 
family life, different friends, and different physical surroundings. Parole 
should also not be interpreted as a reduction in a sentence imposed by the 
court. It affects where the sentence is to be served but not its duration. 
Conditions of pa~~le may be as demanding as those experienced in the correc­
tional institution and may present special problems for the parolee when pres­
sures occur which formerly have led to the commission of offenses. 

There are also differences in the decisionmaking processes. Parole is 
almost always an administrative decision by a Parole Board within the correc­
tions system, while the granting of probation is a court function. In either 
case, information about the offender is usually developed into a formal report 
and presented to the decisionmaking authority which can then determine whether 
to release the person to supervision in t~e community under special conditions. 
Violation of these conditions means that the person can be placed in, or returned 
to, a correctional institution. It should be noted, however, that the two revo­
cation procedures are not the same. 

Basic Functions of Probation and Parole 

Probation and parole have many similar functions at the operational level. 
Probation and parole officers act as advisors to and agents of the court or 
parole authority. They are a combination of investigators and counselors at 
the very personal level of interacting with offenders who have entered the 
criminal justice system. They must also act within an allthoritative setting 
with the boundaries of authority derived from the legal basis of the court 
and parole authori~y. 
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. re (1) Investi-
. . and parole have ln common a bation 

The three fun~t~ons ~~~c~3~r~~~~~~~s to probationers.a~~nP~~~~~~~·toPf~e 
gation, (2) supervls~~~duct investigations a~d prfepa~~ Vp/~~;tion of the case. 
and parole offlcers

h 
'ty to be used as a gUlde or lS 

court or parole aut orl . s and p~rolees on an 
fficers also supervise probatloner on n;t violate the 

Probation and parole 0 overriding concern that the.pers. t violations 
individual basis. T~ey havea~~le. From the strict legal .vlew~o~~h~aring and dis­
conditions of probatlon o~u~t or parole authority ~or revle~a~itude in \'Jhat is 
must be reported t~.the ~he officers exercise con~lderableparolee in the community. 
position. In prac lceiatitude to keep the probatloner or 
reported and use that . d as part of the super-

Services to the proba~~~n~~do~a~~~~l~~f~~~~~ ~~s~~~w~he~rc~~~~~~~y:o ~~~~fY 
vis~ry functld·o ns . dUC~r~~:~selves as produ~t~ve m~~~e~~m~;yt~embers, individual 
attltudes an con s such as home V1SltS Wl . d substance abuse 
vices can include.conta~~ational and educatio~ coun~ellng'o~nimDortance to pro: 
and group counSe11~g, ~f community resources lS ObV10~S~Ytheir clients in obtaln­
tre~tment. Kno~ eo*~icers since they may have tOl a~~~~e transportation and 
batlon a~d parod~ 1 ttention, child care, lega a , 
ing houslng, ~e lca a 
financial asslstance. 

Probation and Parole Resources king in nearly 4,000 

In 1977, there were.a~~r~~~~~~~~~t5~h~0~0~~~~~~ee~e~~~y ~~~t~~~r~~ ~:r~~~~e 
probation and pa~o~e ~~;~~yees, one-third were local. ~p~~~~ cierical employees, 
personnel we~e sl a~ee involved in counsel~n~, 30(percen of Census, 1977), (U. S. 
of the perso .. ne wer. d; 'strative posltlons Bureau 
and 10 percent wer~ ln ~9~8)~ 
Department of JUstlce, 1 ffice is approximately 

ff size for a probation and paro ~ °three percent of the 
The avera(gue ~taDepartment of Justice, 1~78). o~ y rth of the agencies have 

14 employees . . th n 100 employees, will 1 e one- au 
agencies have greater a 
fewer than five employees. . that probation and parole 

d' n the amount of tlme . d b C rlson and 
There have also ~~~~ ~~~i:~~i~S. A typ~c~l .study des~~~~~n a~d ~arole (1976). 

officers spend on va~lcted by the Virginia D1V1Sl on of pr~ation officers and the 
Parks (19~9) ~as.c~n ~erve both their local judges a~ pr~975 all officers re­
O~fi~e~s ln Vllrg~n~~d as parole offic~rs. For DecTehm ~~sults'were as follows: 
Vlrglnla Paro e .0.. . l5-minute lntervals. e 
ported their actlvltles ln 

Percent of Time 
Activit,t 19% 
Investigations. . 15% 

p.S.I. Investlgatlons 4% 
other 12% 

Travel 26% 
6% Supervision 

Probation Face-to-Face 12% 
Other Probat~o~ 8% 
Other Supervls1 0n 43% 

Other 
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The "other" category accounting for almost half of the staff's time includes 
staff meetings, training, administrative duties, public relations duties and 
non-working time. Information such as this on the amount of time spent ~n 
various activities is important in a performance measurement system. Standards 
can be established 011 how much time is collectively devoted to each activity 
and these standards can become a part of the perfcrmance measurement system. 
Outcome measures on activities can also be related to the amount of time 
devoted to the activities. 

The Probation Process 

As defined earlier, probation is a program in which the adjudicated offender 
remains at liberty, subject to conditions imposed by the court, under the super­
vision and guidance of a probation officer. Courts have the power to suspend 
sentence and anow the probation program an opportunity to facil itate the social 
readjustment of the offender. 

The probation process can be described in sequential fashion beginning with a 
Presentence Investigation (P.S.I.) report on the defendant and the case. The P.S.I. 
report is submitted to the court at which time the decision for probation is made. 
Prob~t~o~ conditions are then set and the person is assigned to a probation officer 
who 1n1t1ally develops a supervisory plan along with rehabilitation activities. 
The plan is executed by providing the probationer with the necessary services and 
suppor~ from. the c?mmunity resources. During the probation period, progress of the 
probat1oner 1S mon1tored and the supervisory plan is modified as needed. Probation 
is te~minated eithe~ after successful completion of the probation period or by re­
voca~lon due to a v1olation of the probation conditions. Chapter III gives a more 
deta~led flow of the probation process in the form of a causal diagram which is a 
part1cularly useful technique in relating sequential processes to performance mea­
surement. In the remainder of this section, each step of the sequence will be 
described in more detail. 

The P.S.I. will generally contain the following elements (Solomon, 1976): 

• Legal Data 
• Prior Record of Defendant 
• Biographical Data Including Marital History 
• Official Version of the Offense 
• Defendant's Version of the Offense 
• Medical/Drug History 
• Family History 
• Defendant's History/Education 
• Other Factors Related to the Defendant or Case 
• Evaluation 
• Recommendation 

In practice, the recommendation section mayor may not be included in the report, 
depending on the local preferences of the judges. 

The role of the probation officer is obviously important in this initial 
stage of the probation process. Carter (1967) has performed experiments on 
what elements are considered by probation officers in developing the P.S.I. 
report. He showed that the description of the offense and the prior 
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record of the defendant are almost always considered as critical elements in 
the report to the court. Other items of importance are psychological and 
psychiatric data, the defendant's statement, the defendant's attitude, employ­
ment history, family history, and age. 

Other researchers have discovered some inherent problems with P.S.I. re­
ports. One is that heavy caseloads of the probation workers may prevent a 
thorough and complete investigation. Further, many offices use pre-printed 
forms for the reports and a tendency may develop for the court to depend on 
only a few areas of the form such as number of priorarres~s to make the prob~­
tion decision. Finally, the number of practical alternat1ves for the court 1S 
limited since the judge basically must select among probation, jailor imprison­
ment. Other factors in the criminal justice system such as overcrowding condi­
tions may override the recommendation in the P.S.I. report. 

After a person is placed on probation, the second major function, probation 
supervision, comes into play. The probation officer has a supervisory responsi­
bility both to the court and to the probationer. These conditions impose9 by 
the court may be divided into general conditions applicable to all probat1oners 
and special conditions imposed on a given probationer. From the perfo~mance. 
measurement viewpoint, these are important since they serve as the bas1s aga1nst 
which "successful" or "unsuccessful" probation is determined. From the legal 
viewpoint, the probation officer has a responsibility to oversee the proba­
tioner's actions and to report any major violations of the conditions to the 
court for further action. Indeed, Klockars (1972) found that some probation 
officers view themselves as "law- and rule-enforcers" with a basic philosophy 
that authority and rule abidance are keystones to social adjustment and ought 
to be enforced during the probation period. 

The more usual situation, however, is that probation officers view them­
selves in a therapeutic role in which probation is a treatment program and they 
become involved in a wide variety of services to the probationer. A partial 
list of services includes: employment assistance, individual and group counsel­
ing, vocational counseling, substance abuse treatment, housing assistance, 
medical attention, legal advice, and financial assistance. Probation officers 
must be aware of the resources in the community and must be able to use them 
effectively. National standards for corrections have encouraged the deve~opm~nt 
of working relationships with community resources and there has been a Sh1ft 1n 
recent years from primarily counseling and surveillance activities to that of 
marshalling and coordinating community resources. These have included em~loyment 
resources for adults (private industry, labor unions, and employment serv1ces), 
educational resources (adult basic education, vocational training, and commercial 
training schools), social welfare services (mental health services, neig~borhood 
centers, and private social service agencies), and other relevant commun1ty 
organizations (ethnic and cultu\al groups, recreational groups, and religious 
organizations). 

The finul stage of the probation process is the termination of the sentence 
either through successful completion of the probation or revocation because of 
violation of probation conditions. A violation of conditions is termed a 
"technical violation" and even though the courts must perform the revocation, the 
recommendation lies with the probation officer who therefore has considerable 
power in the process. In practice, technical viola~ions do not a~count for the 
majority of revocations and what generally happens 15 that probat1on off1cers 
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will use the threat of revocation as a tactic with the probationer. 

There are many other factors which influence the supervisory role of pro­
bation officers, including the agency's budget, the caseload of probation 
officers, organizational structure of the department, and individual philoso­
phies of probation officers. The caseload of probation offic~rs has been the 
subject of many studies but there is still no agreement on the "correct" ratio 
of presentence investigators to cases under supervision or "optimal" caseload 
size. For many years, a standard of 50 cases was thought to be the maximum 
number of cases for a probation officer to carry but no empirical studies were 
ever performed in developing this standard. A caseload size of 35 was recommended 
in 1967 by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, but it too was without empirical foundation. The question of caseload 
size remains open with no studies being able to relate caseload size to eventual 
probation success. 

The Parole Process 

Parole is a form of conditional release granted after a prisoner has served 
a portion of the imposed sentence in a correctional institution. l It is generally 
granted by an administrative agency on the basis of such factors as the prisoner's 
adjustment to imprisonment, apparent readiness for release, amount of time served, 
age, and nature of the offense. The parolee is subject to a variety of conditions 
and is assigned to a parole officer for supervision and assistance. Violation 
of parole conditions means a return to imprisonment while successful parole 
allows the person to continue to participate in the community. 

The history of parole is closely tied to the development of indeterminate 
sentences in this country. Without going into the long history of determinate 
and indeterminate sentences, the point is that many variations now exist in state 
laws. Glaser, Cohen, and O'Leary (1966) have identified the hllowing practices: 

• Both the maximum and minimum terms are fixed by the court. 
• Both the maximum and minimum terms are fixed by the court, but the 

minimum is not to exceed a fraction of the maximum. 
• The maximum term is fixed by the court; the minimum is fixed by laltJ. 
• The maximum term is fixed by law for each offense, but the minimum 

term is fixed by the court. 
• The maximum and minimum sentences are fixed by law for each offense. 
• The maximum term is fixed by law for each offense, and there is no 

minimum sentence, but the minimum term set by the parole board at 
an early hearing is the equivalent to a minimum sentence. 

• The maximum sentence is fixed by the court, and there is no minimum 
sentence. 

lparole should not be confused with mandatory release which is a conditional 
release mandated by statute when an inmate has accumulated "time off" for good 
behavior or for other reasons such as work credits. Parole officials normally 
do not participate in the mandatory release process except perhaps as a reviewing 
authority. Mandatory release does include a provision for the parole authority 
to provide supervision for a period of time as though the offender were on parole. 
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• The law fixes the minimum sentence, the maximum period before 
first parole, and the maximum sentence. 

• The law prescribes that the inmate shall be under correctional 
supervision until he reaches a given age, unless discharged 
from the sentence earlier, and then he may be paroled at any 
time. 

Carter, McGee, and Nelson (1975:204) have summarized the history of indeter­
minate sentences as follows: 

The legislatures set upper and lower limits or absolute lengths 
of sentences which may be imposed by courts for criminal offenses. 
The courts make s~ecific decisions on each individual case within 
the parameters of the law. The paroling authority may exercise 
discretion in whatever leeway is left when the legislatures and 
courts are through; the amount of this discretion or decisionmaking 
varies substantially by jurisdiction. 

The discretion influences the parole process in a particular state, which in 
turn affects the performance measurement system. The developer of a performance 
measurement system must be aware of the legal and discretionary powers which the 
parole board has and the manner in which these powers are used. 

The Paroling Authority 

Solomon (1976) states that there are now 53 parole agencies with each state 
having a parole agency plus the Federal Board of Parole, one in the District of 
Columbia, and the California Women's Board of Terms and Paroles. The paroling 
authority is known as the Parole Board or Board of Parole in 25 of the 53 juris­
dictions; as the Board of Paroles and Pardons in 9 jurisdictions; as the Board 
of Probation and Parole in 8 jurisdictions; and by different names in the remain­
ing 11 jurisdictions. In the remainder of this book, the term Parole Board 'will 
be used to refer to these agencies. 

Three organizational models for parole have evolved: the institutional 
model, the autonomous model, and the consolidated model. The institutional 
model is found in juvenile corrections and places the parole process with 
the staff of correctional facil~ties. Parole becomes a series of decisions 
closely tied to institutional programs. The institutional model is based on 
the premise that decisions are best made by individuals most familiar with 
the inmate. Criticisms of the institutional model are that the arrangement 
can make for disparate decisionmaking and that decisions can be influenced 
by other factors such as overcrowding and discipline rather than the needs of 
the inmate. 

The autonomous model places the Parole Board within an independent agency 
not associated with a particular institution. This arrangement has also been 
criticized on the basis that such independent boards are insensitive to insti­
tutional programs and do not support particular programs. It is also alleged 
that these boards do not develop insight into given cases and make decisions on 
inadequate criteria, with the end result that too often persons are paroled who 
should not be and others who should be paroled are not. 
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Th~ consolidated model seeks to combine the best features of the two others 
by plac:ng the Parole Bo~rd wit~in the larger state agency or Department of 
Cor~e~tl0ns: T~e model lS partlally a result of a drive toward centralized 
admlnlstratl0n In.the co~rectional field. With the consolidated model, the 
Parole Board.rema:ns an lndependent decisionmaking body within the larger 
d~partment, lS stlll sensitive to institutional needs but is not under the 
dlrect control of the institution. 

On!y the i~dependent and consolidated models are found today in adult 
correctl0ns. 0 Leary and Hanrahan (1976) show the trend in the following 
changes from 1966 to 1972 to 1976 in the 50 states: 

Autonomous Agency 

Larger State Agency or 
Department of Corrections 

Number of Jurisdictions 
1966 1972 1976 
40 20 25 

10 30 25 

Between 1966 and !972 there was a movement away from the autonomous agency 
t?ward the consolldate? model. By 1976, however, the trend had changed slightly 
wlth states evenly Spllt between the two types of models. ' 

o I Leary and Hanrahan (1976) al so report a trend toward full-time rather 
than part-time board members: 

Number of Jurisdictions a 

1966 1972 1976 
Full-Time 24 28 30 
Part-Time 25 18 18 
Mixed 3b 6 4 

aFigures include the District of Columbia and the 
U.S. Department of Parole. 

bN . ft' . o ln orma 10n lS available on these boards. 

The ~hange to more full-time members appears to be due to the increasing com­
p1exlty of th~ parole process. An increased volume of cases and the need for 
more standardlzed approaches to parole decisionmaking have aided the trend. In 
most states, the gove~nor has.the.power of appointment to the Parole Board. In 
some states~ the appolntment lS wlth the advice and consent of the state legis­
latu~e and ln a few states, the governor appoints from a list of recommendations 
compl1ed by another agency. 

. Parole Boards have be~n criticized fOI' having too large a caseload of parole 
heanngs per da.~. The Amerlcan Correctional Association has established a stan­
dard of 15 hearlngs per day and the National Advisory Council on Standards and 
Goals a standard ?f 20 h~arings per day. OILeary and Hanrahan (1976) report a 
ge~eral decrease ln hearlngs per day but most states did not meet the esta­
bllshed standards: 
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Average Number of Cases 

No Hearings 
1-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40 or more 

Models Of Decisionmaking 

Number of Jurisdictions 
1972 1976 

3 2 
10 17 
13 13 
15 12 
11 8 

It has already been stated that the Parole Board in making its decisions 
looks for changes in the inmate. Key factors in the decision include psycho­
logical change, participation in institutional programs, institutional adjust­
ment, criminal record, prior community supervision, and parole plan. Other 
factors such as the seriousness of the offense and the board1s perceptions of 
the seriousness of potential offenses may also enter into the decision. For 
example, Parole Boards are usually conservative when dealing with inmates having 
assaultive tendencies as the board may feel a need to protect society which 
overrides the institutional goal of rehabilitation. The length of time served 
is also considered in the decision. Initial hearings may occur after an inmate 
has served only a short period of time, perhaps six months. Even if the inmate 
meets many of the parole criteria, the Parole Board may want more time served 
before granting parole. Finally, Parole Boards are usually sensitive to public 
opinion and public criticism. Parole decisions may reflect the mood of the 
public at a particular time rather than a rational decisionmaking process. 

In recent years there has been research -- particularly by the U. S. Board 
of Parole -- with the use of statistical prediction methods in parole decision­
making. Because these statistical prediction models are especially adaptable 
to performance measurement systems, it is worthwhile to summarize the research 
that has been done. Other models and their applications in performance measure­
ment are discussed in Chapter IV. 

The parole decisionmaking models began with the analysis of the actual vio­
lation rates of parolees over an historical time period to develop tabulations 
on the success and failure rates of the parolees. 

The key to the statistical prediction methods is to relate the probability 
of success or failure on parole to the characteristics of the parolees. Gott­
fredson, et al. (1975) have been the pioneers in developing this lIactuarial 
base II approaCh for the U. S. Board of Parole. Their initial study showed that 
the following factors were important in determining parole success or failure: 

• Commitment offense did not involve auto theft. 
• Subject had one or more codefendants (whether brought to trial 

with subject or not) . 
• Subject has no prior (adult or juvenile) incarcerations. 
• Subject has no other prior sentences (adult or juvenile) 

i.e., probation, fine, suspended sentence. 
• Subject has not served more than 18 consecutive months during 

any prior incarceration (adult or juvenile). 
• Subject has completed the 12th grade or received G.E.D . 
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e Subject has never had probation or parole revoked (or been 
committed for a new offense while on probation or parole). 

& Subject was 18 years old or older at first conviction. 
a Subject was 18 years old or older at first commitment 

(adult or juvenile). 
e Subject was employed, or a full-time student, for a total 

of at least six months during the last two years in the 
community. 

o Subject plans to reside with his wife and/or children after 
release. 

Each time an item is checked for a potential parolee, one point is added to a 
total score. The scores fall into one of four risk classes: Very good (9-11), 
good (6-8), fair (4-5), and poor (0-3). These scores are called "salient factor 
scores ll and are related to offense seriousness and average time served before 
parole in the following manner: 

Average Total Time (in months) Served Before Release 

Salient Factor Score 

9-11 6-8 4-5 
(Very Hi gh) (High) lFair) 

A--Low Severity2 6-10 8-1? 10-14 
B--Low/Moderate Severity 8-12 12-16 16-20 
C--Moderate Severity 12-16 16-20 20-24 
O--Hi gh Severity 16-20 20-26 26-32 
E--Very High Severity 26-36 36-45 45-55 

0-3 
(Low) 

12-16 
20-25 
24-30 
32-38 
55-65 

This procedure has been modified since the initial research but the development 
from an actuarial basis remains the foundation of the procedure. The approach 
has been adopted by the U. S. Board of Parole as a guide in making the parole 
decision. Its developers believe that it enhances the objective of providing 
fairness to the inmates which appear before the board. 

There has been increasing interest in the statistical prediction model and 
it can be expected that implementation in many states will occur. The statistical 
prediction model has the advantage to performance measurement that it is more 
quantifiable than other methods. A researcher could conceivably implement such 
a system to state needs and determine its success by collecting data on parolees 
released under the system. 

2Low Severity includes minor theft; walkaway (escape without use of force); 
immigration law; alcohol law. Low/Moderate Security includes possession of 
marijuana; possession of heavy narcotics, less than $50; unplanned theft; for­
gery or counterfeiting, less than $50; daytime burglary. Moderate Severity 
includes vehicle theft; forgery or counterfeiting, more than $50; sale of mari­
juana; planned theft; possess heavy narcotics, more than $50; escape; Mann Act, 
no force; Selective Service. High Severity includes sell heavy narcotics; 
burglary; weapon or nighttime violence; sexual act, force. Very High Severity 
includes armed robbery; criminal act, weapon; sexual act, force and injury, 
assault, serious bodily harm; Mann Act, force. 
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Parole Supervision 

Parole supervision is philosophically and operationally similar to proba­
tion supervision. Indeed, in many states, parole and probation supervision fall 
under the same department. Parolees have many of the same requirements for 
supervision as probationers. However, there are some differences which should 
be mentioned. The parolee is likely to have a more difficult adjustment period 
if for no other reason than the fact that the parolee has been absent from the 
community for an extended period of time ranging from one year to as much as 
two or thr:e decades. The parolee may find that everything has changed-­
communicy, family relation::;hips, social relationships and physical environment. 
The parolee1s label as "ex-con" may mitigate against an easy transition to his 
new status. Employment is a particular concern since the adult parolee is now 
older and needs a job to make the parole successful. 

Recognizing these needs, parole in many communities overlaps with community­
based correctional activities. Parole can start with work or educational release, 
weekend furloughs, and extended family visitation. These initial release programs 
permit inmates to leave the institution to seek employment and to work in the 
community with return to the institution during nonworking hours. A parolee 
may be released to a halfway house which acts as a transition between imprison­
ment and community. The halfway house provides a new physical setting with 
assistance to the parolee in making adjustments. 

Prisons 

This section deals with prisons which are classified as state operated 
correctional facilities for convicted adult defendants. States may have only 
one or two such institutions within their boundaries or they may have several 
to serve different classes of offenders. Because of the heterogeneous nature 
of the state prison population, the trend over the years has been to establish 
specialized institutions. ~arter, McGee, and Nelson'(1975:122-3) describe the 
usual pattern found in POPU:4US states: 

• One institution for adult women. 
• One or two for young adults above the juvenile court age with 

most of its residents being under age 25. Emphasis in such 
a facility will usually be on education and vocational 
training. 

• One high security prison for long-term, high-risk cases, most 
of whom will be men with extensive criminal histories. 

• One or more open type institutions for men who represent little 
risk of escape or of future crimes of violence. 

• One or more medium-security institutions for average types of 
men whose risk of escape or rebellion, while real, does not 
present any unusual threat to public safety. The bulk of a 
state1s prison population is likely to fall in this category. 
Hence, this type of prison can be replicated in several con­
venient locations in the state. 

• One or two specialized mental hospital type security prisons for 
the mentally ill prisoner and for a miscellaneous classification 
of inmates who are not psychotic by medical definition nor insane 
according to legal standards, but who nevertheless behave in 
irrational, unpredictable, and often dangerous ways. 
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This arrangement has the advantage that different classes of inmates can 
be separated from each other and different programs can be established for 
particular class~s of inmates. There are, of course, many exceptions to this 
arrange~en~. Ar1zona, for example, has only one state prison for adults with 
pSYChot1C l~mates of.whatever age or sex transferred to the state mental hospi­
tal. Even 1n the pr1son, however, younger inmates are kept in a separate com­
po~nd and women are housed in a separate building across the road from the main 
pr1son. 

Another frequently found situation is that prisons will have farmland or 
forestry camps near them. Farms are common in the South and r1i dwest, whil e 
forestr~ camps can be found in California, Washington, and Pennsylvania. These 
areas w111 ~e worked by members of the prison population with the usual manpower 
strength be1ng between 60 to 100 workers, although some will have as many as 
600 workers. 

. .The traditional prison is known as a "closed" prison which, as the name 
1mpl1es, means that the prison structure has an emphasis on security to prevent 
escape such as high walls or chain link fences, elevated guard towers and 
sec~rity windo~s. The.t~a~itional priso~ desig~ is found in virtually all 
med1um and maXlmum fac111t1es but there 1S cons1derable variation from prison 
to prison in actual archi~ectural des~gn. The "open" plan is characterized by 
th~ absence of these phys1cal constra1nts and is usually found in minimum security 
pr1sons. Forestry camps, farm workers· faciiities, and prerelease centers for 
those soon to be paroled or discharged fall under the category of open facilities. 
E~amples of open facilities include the Correctional Center at Fox Lake, Wiscon­
Sln; the Stat~ Penitentiary at Vienna, Illinois; and the California Institution 
for Men at Ch1no. 

The 1974 census of state correctional facilities gave the following data 
by type of prison: 

Number of Custodial 
Type of Prison Institutions Inmates Personnel 

Closed Prison 172 118,708 26,357 
Open Prison 

Prison Farms 41 25,402 3,247 
Road Camps 80 6,369 1,277 
Forest Camps 41 2,483 329 

Other Prisons 67 16,279 3,335 

In addition, the census found 33 classification or medical centers and 158 
community centers. 

The Prison Clientele 

At the risk of oversimplification, the following represents the main char­
acteristics of the prison population: 

if ; 

• Approximately 95 percent are male; 
• The median age is about 30 years and the median age at admission 

is 27 to 27.5 years; 
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• Most inmates come from poor and socially disadvantaged families; 
• Most are below average in educational achievement; 
a Most have inadequate vocational skills and abilities; 
• Most have been in juvenile correctional facilities. 

Some of the characteristics have obvious connections in a social context. For 
example, persons from poor families generally have lower educa~ional ach~ev~ment 
and lower than average vocational skills. With regard to prev10us assoc1atlons 
with the correctional system, Carter, McGee, and Nelson (1~75) repo~t that only 
one in eight of the male prison population has had no prev10us comm1tment to 
any juvenile correctional institution, 10c~1 ja~l, or ~r~son. Nearly half have 
previously been sentenced to jailor to a Juven11e fac111ty and nearly 40 per-
cent have been in prison before. 

Prison Goals 

It is generally believed that prisons have both ~ustodial and rehabilitation 
goals. In any particular prison, C~e goal may predom1nate, but a trea~ment- . 
oriented prison cannot operate without some regard for escape or rule 1nf~act10ns 
whi 1 e a custody"ori ented pri son can never neg1 ect the tr~atment needs of 1 nmates. 
While these are somewhat contradictory goals, a balance 1S almost always reached 
in a particular prison. The emphasis on custodial versus ~reatmen~ may be the 
result of the philosophies of the top management of the pr1~on ~r 1t may be 
influenced by persons in pos'itions outside the prison orgamzat10n. 

Prison Organization and Functions 

Prisons invariably have a chief executive in charge of all ope~a~ions who 
1 is referred t~ as warden or superintendent. Beneath the warden ~os~t10n, several 
I organizational variations are possib1e.b~t re~ard1ess of the var1at10n~ the 

functions of a prison can usually be dlV1ded 1nto four general categor1es (Carter, 
McGee, and Nelson, 1975): 

• Management Services 
• custodial Services 
• Program Services 
• Industrial Jnd Agricultural Services 

In large institutions, an associate war~en ~r s~perintendent m~y be ~ssigned to 
each of the functions while in smaller 1nstltut10ns, the functlons wl11 be com­
bined under fewer associate wardens. In addition, the warden may have an ad­
ministrative assistant and a training officer. 

The type and number of staff at the prison will depend on the type.of.in­
stitution and the predominant philosophy. Overall, the employment stat1stlcs 
for 1974 for state correctional facilities were as follows (Census of State 
Correctional Facilities, 1974): 

Position 

Warden and Assistant Wardens 
custodial Personnel 
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Number 

749 
26,966 
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Treatment and Educational Specialists 
Teachers 
Social Workers 
Psychol ogi c-ts 
Psychiatrists 
Doctors 
Nurses 

Other Personnel 

1,457 
525 
158 

96 
517 
308 

11,945 

The following paragraphs describe each of the four major functional categories. 

Management Services 

The oper~ting.budget for a.prison comes from appropriations provided by 
th~ state leg1slat1~e body. Pr1son budgets can be very complex since they con­
ta1n not only salar1es and wages of personnel but also all essentials needed to 
care for hundreds of persons. The budget must also include funds for medical 
care, education, and other programs. The activities under management services 
ar~ therefore qui~e ~aried and include food service, clothing and laundry, 
ma1ntenance of bU1ld1ng~ and grounds, purchasing, canteen, and personnel records. 

Custodial Services 

Cus~odial responsibilities are obviously important in a prison since a major 
concer~ 1S.tO maintain order. The principal functions normally classified as 
cu~tod1al :nc~ud~ the.corre~tio~al officers ' activities, physical security, 
pr1soner d1sc1pl1ne, 1nvestlgat1ons, and contraband control. 

T~e correctional officers will comprise more than half of the employees in 
the.pr1son. They have many operational functions ranging from daily supervision 
of '~nmates. to duties which ~nvo~ve technical skills such as acting as foreman in 
an :n~u~tr1al shop. ~nvest1g~tlons and prisoner disciplines are also important 
a~t1v1t1es for custod1al serV1ces. Investigations are required for rule viola­
t1ons, contr~band, dishonest prison employees, and offenses such as prison vio­
lence, steal1ng, and escape attempts. The most serious offenses will result in 
a disciplinary hearing for an inmate. 

Program Services 

Most prisons have a "classification" procedure in which newly arrived inmates 
are examined in detail in order to develop a program tailored to their needs. The 
classification procedure will include (1) an examination of the inmate's criminal 
record, (2) a review of educational background and achievements, and (3) series 
of psychiatric and psychological tests. In larger institutions a classification 
c?mmittee, u~ually comprised of the associate warden in charge ~f program ser­
v:ces,the ch1ef of ~he classification and counseling services, and a psychiatrist, 
w1ll ~Ie~t t? de~erm1ne t~e ~rogram needs of an inmate. While the concept of 
class1f1cat1on 1S good, 1t 1S usually restricted by the availability of programs 
and the limited number of openings in programs. 

Program services are the crux of the rehabilitation of inmates. These 
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services include: 

• Psychiatric Services • Counseling 
• Academic Education • Recreation 
• Vocational Education • Library Services 
• Substance Abuse Treatment o Religious Programs 
• Health Care Services 

Health care services are included since many institutions have their own hospi­
tals and others use locally available facilities. Dental sel"vices may also be 
provided for inmates. 

Industrial and Agricultural Services 

While industrial and agricultural services have been mentioned as a major 
function, the fact is that they have not been effectively used in recent years. 
Many barriers have precluded the establishment of viable prison industries. 
These barriers include the fact that laws specifically prohibit the use of pri­
son labor in certain industries and the fact that these industries are difficult 
to keep at a breakeven point. Some industries such as the manufacturing of fu:­
niture and automobile license plates still exist, but even in these cases, the1r 
utility as rehabilitation programs has been questioned. 

One notable exception is the Texas Prison System which has a very strong 
and active farm and prison industries system. Krajick (1978) reports that Texas 
has the largest prison land holdings in the nation, with 102,113 acres. About 
half of the inmates in the system do stoop agricultural labor and about ten 
percent work in the system's 21 prison industries, which produce everything. 
from dentures to refurbished schoolbuses. Another ten percent do construct1on 
and maintenance jobs, and the remaining 30 percent of the inmates are the por­
ters, kitchen workers and other laborers doing activities to keep the prisons 
running each day. The farm operations produce 70 percent of the food consumed 
in the prisons, which officials estimate is a savings of eight to nine million 
dollars a year. At the same time, the Texas syst~m has also come under severe 
criticism as a dehumanizing and repressive system. Inmates, for example, are 
not given a nominal wage for their work. 

Jails 

Most sources define a jail as an institution administered by a local unit 
of government that has the authority to detain adults for a period of 48 hours 
or longer. Jails may also be known as detention centers, county prisons, work­
houses, and houses of corrections. Specifically excluded are overnight lockups 
usually found in police stations, because their primary function is to hold 
arrested persons for brief periods of time prior to an initial court appearance, 
after which the person will either be released on bailor personal recognizance 
or sent to jail for continued detention. 

Jail functions have evolved over the years to include three primary acti­
vities. First, jails detain persons awaiting trial who have not been able to 
post bailor obtain release by personal recognizance. Second, jails will house 
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convicted persons sentenced to a term of less than one year (misdemeanants). 
Third, jails will hold persons convicted but not yet sentenced by the courts. 

In addition to these activities, which will be djscussed in more detail 
later, jails are also the recipients in many communities Clf persons who are 
considered a threat to the community. In spite of special programs for alcoho1 
abuse, jails in many areas still have large "drunk tanks" for inebriated persons. 
Katel (1980) describes an extreme case in which the city of Gallup, New Mexico, 
with a population of 18,000, checked drunks into the jail, 26,000 times in one 
year. Local jails may also receive mentally disturbed and retarded persons who 
are perceived to be a threat to the community. These persons must be kept in 
jail until some other disposition for them can be made -- a procedure which 
may require a few hours or several days. 

Miller (1978) gives three basic objectives of the jail system: 

• Enhance Pub l-j c Safety 
• Rehabilitation 
• Punishment 

Jails enhance public safety by detaining at least temporarily those persons who 
are deemed a criminal threat to society and to ensure that persons awaiting 
court action appear for trial. Security is therefore an important elemen~ in 
the daily jail operations since this objective is met by the prevention of es­
capes and the maintenance of order in the jail. 

Rehabilitation is viewed as a proper concern for jails by the American 
Correctional Association, the National Sheriffs Association, and the National 
Jail Association. While not all jail administrators share this endorsement, 
there is a definite trend in recent years for more jails to become involved in 
rehabilitative programs, even for persons who will be in the jail for short 
periods of time. The most appropriate group for rehabilitation programs are 
persons who have been sentenced to jail after conviction. 

Wh"ile not stated exp"/icitly by many j0~l administrators, punishment is an 
objective of the jail system. Even if the ~erson is in jail for a brief period 
of time, the prevalent attitude is one of deprivation of liberty for the alleged 
offense. 

Jail Characteristics 

The most common type of jail is one which is a combined detention and 
sentenced facility in which all prisoners are held. In larger communities, 
separate facilities can be found with a detention jail solely for persons 
awaiting trial and sentenced jails for misdemeanants serving their sentences 
as imposed by the courts. 

Jails have traditionally been a responsiblity of local government and have 
also traditionally been placed administratively under the sheriff. Approximately 
85 percent of the jails are administered by sheriffs and in most cases, the jai': 
is an additional task to their law enforcement responsibilities. If not under 
the sheriff, the jail will normally be administered by the city or county 
department of corrections. It should also be mentioned that one exception to 
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the local government rule is that the states of Alaska, connecticutf D~~aw~~~is and Rhode Island have no county jails. The state governments opera e e J . 
in these instances. 

. t t' t" from the 1972 Survey of Inmates As reflected in the fo1low1ng s ~ lS.lCS 
of Local Jails, most jails are small 1n Slze: 

Employment 3 

Size of Jail Number in 1972 

1-20 Inmates 2,901 12,127 
21-249 Inmates 907 15,837 
250 or More 113 16,334 

Inmates 
3,921 44,298 

These fiaures show that about 75 percent of the jails accommodate no more than 
20' t~s Jails accommodating 250 or more inmates represent only about 3 
per~~~~ of' the total but it ~s.interesting to note that they account for more 
than one-third of the total Ja1l employees. 

The employment by occupational group was as follows in 1972: 

Occupational Group 

Correctional officers, including 
jail supervisors, and line 
custodial officers 

Treatment specialist (social 
workers, psychologists, 
psychiatrists) 

Teachers 

Medical staff (doctors and 
nurses) 

Other (clerical and support 
services) 

Total 

Number 

32,445 

790 

576 

1,810 

8,678 

44,298 

Percent 

73.2% 

1.8% 

1.3% 

4.1% 

19.6% 

100.0% 

About three foU\~ths of all jail employees in 1972 were in line cor~ectional . 1 
1 d' d jail supervisors and other 11ne manager1a 

officer positions,.i~c Ul1~8 guar sf were support per~onnel and only 3 percent 
positions. An add1~1~~at p~rce~ers While there is considerable literature 
were treatment spec1~ 1S s ~r ea~ . :ls the fact is that sufficient human 
on the need for spec1al programs 1n J~l 'nction These figures show a ratio 
resources.ha~e not been dev202t7e~ ~~ ~~~!t~~ while' national standards suggest a 
of 1 spec1al1st for every Ja1. 
ratio of 1 specialist for every 30 wmates. 

3part-time and full-time. 
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Jail Clientele 

b ~S with the description ?f prison clientele, some oversi'mplifications can 
e ma e to produce the followlng general picture of jail clientele from the 

1972 census: 

• Approximately 95 percent were male; 
• About 59 percent were in the 19 to 29 age group and 25 percent 

were ln the 21 to 24 age group; 
• About 25.percent had no more than an eighth grade 

ed~catl0n and 40 percent had no high school education' 
• At tlme of confinement, approximately 40 percent had bee~ 

unemployed; 
• Approximately 75 percent were awaiting trial because they were 

u~able to post the amount of bail set by the courts. Twenty­
flve percent had been denied bail. 

Jail Programs 

The ~ajority of jails are too small to have formal rehabilitative pro rams 
~o~~ver, ln the larger j~i~s,.particularly sentence-only jails, there are ;ehabili-
adl~ncpr?g~~ms for t~e Jal! lnm~tes. Many jails will have classification pro­

ce UI e:.'l> s :ml ar to pn sons 1 n whl ch a program for a recently arri ved inmate wi 11 
be de~e~mln~d ba~ed on the background and characteristics of the person The 
c~~~sblflcadtl0n wl1l not generally.be as formal as in prisons, but an attempt 
Wl e ma e to develop a responslve program. 

.By far, the most. frequently encountered program in jails will be religious 
~erv~ce~ .. These serVlces may be conducted either by volunteer members of the 
oca ml~1st~y or church lay groups. Counseling services may also be provided 

by or~anl~atl0n~ such as the Salvation Army or the Alcoholics Anonymous These 
orga~1zatl0ns wl11 provide services such as helping to secure employment and 
lodglng upon release or offering specialized assistance to overcome problems. 

Work release programs were also found in 42 percent of the jails in the 
i~72 censu~. Wor~ release programs allow sentenced offenders to hold jobs in 

e communlty dunng the day, returning to the institution at night These 
~~ogr~ms have t~e.advan~age of low cost for the local jail administ~ation even 
~ o~gt s~~~ admlnlstratlve over~ead time is required. These programs are often 
use 0 a, ow offenders to contlnue an eduo·tional program. 

th An~th~r program fr~quently f?und with first offenders and misdemeanants is 
e wee en ~en~e~ce WhlCh prescrlbes that the convicted person serves a number 

of ~eekends ln Jal1 but permits regular employment during the week It has the 
o~~~Oust~1~anta~e ?f maintaining employment and income to the convicted defendant 
~h~l: ~n~oxi~~~~~h~~~ ~~:q~:~~~yn b~rfthedw~ongdolk'ngd' Persons convicted of driving 

• I oun ln wee en sentence programs There 
are some complalnts from jail administrators about weekend programs be~ause of 
enfohrcement p~ocedures and the special provisions needed to process the offenders 
eac weekend ln and out of the institution. 

Finally, other programs which can be found in some jails across the country 
are substance abuse treatment programs, recreational facilities, legal assistance, 

36 

:r I 
, " 

I,,,, 
P" ... , 

", 

and other social service programs. The amount and extent of the program~ varies 
considerably from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

Community-Based Corrections 

Community-based correctional programs are activities in the community directly 
addressed to the offender or ex-offender and aimed at assistance in becoming a 
law-abiding citizen. These programs make use of community resources to accomplish 
their aims. The trend in criminal justice has been away from processing the 
offender through the system ending in placement in an institution; instead, 
greater emphasis is placed on community services as a more positive correctional 
action for offenders. Community-based correctional programs began as alterna­
tives to traditional correctional programs such as probation or jail and have 
gained momentum with the demise of the prison as a rehabilitative force and the 
failure of probation and parole agencies to demonstrate their effectiveness. 

Community-based correctional programs are difficult to describe because of 
their diverse nature. Some community-based programs are under the local govern­
ment funding, some are privately funded and some are a combination. Some receive 
clients from a correctional agency, while others receive clients from another 
part of the criminal justice system such as the police or the courts. Some are 
aimed at changing the behavior of the offender by offering services, some by 
intensive surveillance, and others by group counseling or by placement in work, 
school, and social environments. Some ,community-based programs admit only juveniles 
while others admit only adults. Some have only one type of offender such as drug 
abuse offenders while others have several types. In short, a community-based 
program may encompass many combinations of these characteristics, with the parti­
cular combination depending on the program's philosophy. 

No matter what the arrangement, the functions of co~munity-based programs, 
as described by Fox (1977), are (1) the mobilization and management of community 
resources to assist in the rehabilitation of offenders, and (2) the provision of 
a'lternatives to incarceration in a way that is compatible with the public interest 
and safety. It should be obvious that there is overlap between community-based 
programs and programs offered by probation, parole, prisons, and jail. Indeed, 
many authors in the correctional field consider probation and parole as commu­
nity-based correctional programs. Further, in Minnesota, jails are referred to 
as "community-based corrections" since they offer an assortment of services to 
j ail i nma tes . 

Community-based programs can usually be classified into one of three different 
categories: 

• Halfway Houses 
• Work Release, Study Release, and Furloughs 
• Non-facility Programs 

Halfway houses are relatively small facilities usually located in residential 
communities. Residents of halfway houses participate in the daily life of a 
community by working, going to school, and participating in other community pro­
grams. The majority of halfvJay houses are halfway "out" houses or prerelease 
houses. Offenders may be released from jailor prison to these houses. usually 
in the community in which they intend to live, 60 to 90 days immediately preceding 
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their release on parole. The general purpose is to acclimate the offender 
gradually into the community. The halfway house personnel will usually assist 
the person in obtaining employment and other basic needs. The Brooke House in 
Boston, Massachusetts, opened in 1965 as a halfway house for men released from 
Massachusetts correctional institutions and has expanded its services since 
then. By 1974, its services included two residences for parolees, a drop-in 
center, the first credit union in the country for offenders in a halfway house, 
a drug treatment program, a nonresidential walk-in center for releasees from 
county houses of corrections and a facility that provides a thirty-day housing 
service, and a program for training personnel in the community correctional 
fi el d. 

Halfway lIinli houses are halfway houses for offenders who have been diverted 
from the major correctional institutions of jail and prison. Many of these are 
for persons who have problems too serious to allow them to remain at home but 
not sufficiently serious to warrant institutionalization. These houses have 
been variously called (1) halfway houses, (2) reintegration centers, (3) commu­
nity correctional centers, (4) alcohol detoxification units, (5) drug abuse 
centers, and (6) restitution houses. 

Work release, study release, and furloughs are included as community-based 
programs because they are designed to preserve contacts with the family and 
the community so that a prisoner1s reintegration into society will be easier. 
Work release and educational programs were discussed earlier in the section on 
jails in which it was mentioned that this procedure allows the prisoner to leave 
the jail during working hours and to spend the remainder of the time on weekends, 
holidays, and nights in the jail. Fox (1977) reports that home furloughs have 
been used by Arkansas and Mississippi for over 15 years and became part of the 
criminal justice system in a formal way after Congress authorized their use in 
the federal system in 1967. 

Evaluation or work release, study release, and furlough programs have shown 
mixed results. Of interest from a performance measurement viewpoint is that 
some researchers have demonstrated that in terms of cost benefit analysis, the 
programs are effective and cost the taxpayer less money than is the case for 
traditional incarceration. 

Non-facil ity programs are altenlati ve procedures for handl i ng arrested 
persons. Persons charged with misdemeanors may be released by the police desk 
sergeant with an agreement that they appear in court at a specified time. Court 
procedures allow for release on recognizance, release with supervision to a 
third party, or release conditional on entering a community-based program. 
These cases are usually handled and monitored by a specia"1 pre-trial services 
agency or by a probation office. Another example is driving-while-intoxicated 
offenders who may be released conditional on attending a special training 
school dealing with alcoholism and driving. 

Types of Services 

Some of the most commonly found services in community-based programs such 
as halfway houses and non-facility programs are: 

• Drug and Alcohol Abuse Therapy 
• Employment Assistance 
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• Legal Aid 
• Personal Affairs Counseling 
• Training and Educational Programs 

Many programs have been established for the specific purpose of d~U9 and alco­
hol abuse therapy. Fox (1977:147) explains that the treatment strategles for 
drug and alcohol abuse generally follow the standard patterns of therapy: 

Exploration is a search for causes, generally involving a neu~otic 
emotional situation. The cause of addiction could be rooted ln such 
things as social deprivation in delinquent peer groups, isolatio~, 
economic deprivation, physical suffering and illness, loss of prlmary 
ti es wi th fami'ly members, crimi na 1 1 i nkage to support a habit, or 
searching for a feeling of well-being and adequacy. Confrontation 
involves breaking down old patterns of anti-social responses and 
negativism toward social mores, and creating a desire to want to 
learn to function independently. There must be a development of 
responsible behavior. Explanation involves gaining an understanding 
of behavior, translating old behavior into her~-and-now patterns ot 
adjustments, developing the capacity to sustain change, and achieve­
ment of personal autonomy. Termination comes about as a result of 
sufficient exploration of realistic goals in relationship with sig­
nificant persons and a personal evaluation of the wide choices of 
problem solving as they relate to future behavior. 

This four-step approach dealing with drug and alcohol abuse provides a frame~ork 
for many individual techniques. One can imagine measures that could be applled 
to each step in order to gain an insight into how well individual portions of 
the program are doing, as well as the overall program. Frameworks such as 
these occur frequently in performance measurement systems. 

Employment is a crucial element for the adjustment of offenders. Poten~ial 
employers have varied oplnlons on hiring offenders a~d.ex-offe~ders. Some v~ew 
the hirings as favorable because of the extra supervlslon provlded.by probatlon, 
parole, or the community-based program. Others flatly refu~e to hlre o!fenders 
and ex-offenders. Rejection is motivated by fear of potentlal lawbreaklng or 
conviction that the company is hiring a IIdeviant li or II criminal type ll into th~ 
company. Many of the initial jobs whi~h offenders and ex~offend~r~ ge~ are ln 
the areas of labor and service occupatlons. One problem ln obtalnlng Jobs 
requiring licenses or bonds is that the person has not had the neces~ary train­
ing and many insurance companies will not bond a person who has a prlson record. 

Legal aid and personal affairs counseling a~e often needed ')~ offende~s. 
Legal problems face offenders quite frequently Slnce they may be lnvolve~ ln 
divorce, property settlement, family disputes, or ~mall c~aims court a~tlons 
on bad debts. There may be legal aid agencies avallable ln the communlty and 
persons in the community-based program ~an di~ect a client to.these agencies. 
A related problem is with personal affalrs WhlCh may not.requlre ~ lawyer and 
include such things as obtaining birth certificates, ~ocl~l Secunty nUf!1bers, 
personal budget preparation, and perhaps welfare appl~catlon. ~erso~s ln l't 
community-based programs can be particularly helpful ln these sltuatlons but 
requires a considerable amount of time on their part to take care of all the 
needs. 
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SUMMARY 

The general information on co t· 
corrections programs above set ther~~c lO~S and the descriptions of the five 
outlined in Chapters III and IV W ~ge for the performance measurement approach 
agencies vary substantially acc~rdi~g ~~e/tr~:sed the fact that corrections 
zat~on and management, and services provid~~c 1~~, re~ources a~ailabl~, organi­
bat~on/parole agency, jailor communit -base· ere 1S no typ1cal pr1son, pro­
t? 111ustrate the range of POSSibiliti~s .t~.program. However, we have tried 
P1cture of corrections lays the fo n . W1 1n each agency-type. This broad 
framework presented and developed ~n dtahtl0fn flolr ~he performance measurement 

e 0 oW1ng chapters. 
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CHAPTER I II 

PROBLEMS AND ISSUES OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT IN THE CORRECTIONS AGENCY 

Chapter II describes what corrections agencies do and introduces the major 
adult corrections program actors. One should consider how to measure the per­
formance of these programs within an adequate conceptual framework. This chapter 
presents several important issues that one confronts when developing a framework 
appropriate for measuring corrections program performance. Two major tasks when 
developing a performance measurement framework are: 

setting the scope and focusing the performance measurement system; 

deciding what to measure and how to go about doing it. 

Some of the questions that need answering are the following: 

What effect will the goals and theories that different actors 
hold have upon performance measurement system design? 

Should the system measure only those outcomes that corrections 
agencies can control? 

Should measures that both affect and describe performance be 
included? 

How does one decide what to measure? 

What dimensions of a program's performance should be measured? 

Whose measurement needs should be served? 

How can one decide which measures to include in a performance 
measurement system? 

These questions are discussed below within the context of the two major tasks -­
focusing the performance measurement system and developing performance measures. 

SETTING THE SCOPE AND FOCUSING THE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM 

Performance measurement is a broad, nebulous concept that needs to be defined 
and structured before performance can be measured. A person developing a perfor­
mance measurement system for adult corrections programs should resolve several 
issues before thinking about specific measures to include. The issues discussed 
in this section first concern the role that goals, theories, and the ability to 
control program outcomes should play in shaping the performance measurement 
system. Second, they concern the role that the performance measurement system 
itself should play in influencing program performance. 

Goals: What effect will goals have on performance measurement system design? 

Goals may be defined as broad, general statements of desired conditions 
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external to programs that . 
authorized and funded prov1de the basic purposes for h' 
rational model of dec: .If performance measurement were t W ~ch programs were 
measurement lSlon-mak1ng, the first ste' 0 e based upon a 
to be compar~~~te~h~~~~dt~~ identifying the goal~ ~~a1~~~1~h~nR a performance 

~e~~tt~fb~o~~~~idered befo~! ~~~Pp~~~~~m~~~~'m!~~~~e:;~tSeVe~~l ~~;:~r~~~c~h~~ 
system 1S bU1lt around 

Cha t:irst ~mong these questions is IIWho 
i nc ~ Ud;d I th~ t p~g~ i ~ugf~S~edl that potenti a fe u~~~~ s o~hg~~~o~~ reco~ni zed?1I In 
program mana ,glS ators, chief executive ance 1nformation 
asked to agr~~r~po~l:n~~~si budgeters, employees,S~~ae~f{e~~:ds ~~d administrators, 
~bly be unable to do so g e set Of.goals for a corrections' ese groups, if 
1n the program's ab'l" T~e publ1C, for example mi h pro~ram~ would prob-
~ safer place in Wh~clty to,lncapa~itate and punish offe;d be pnmanly interested 
1n the quality of thehs to ~lve, Whlle the offender might bers ~nd ~ake,the community 

erV1ces that the program make ,e
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individual emgl~;~~s a~~d1~~~~~~1 stability withinOth~10rg:~1z~~~~~ainTh~PJoyee 
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, ou progress toward all th - ~~ 
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1 
correci~~n;agrotaelrs'.MCGee, and Nelson (1975: 12 1 ) 

- 3 for one such discussion of 
2 
Perrow (1978) co t ' to 0' n a1ns an excellent discuss,'on rganlzations. of different goals ascribed 
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through the performance measurement system? If the task were to suggest how to 
improve performance, it might be necessary to take into considerati.on all the 
informal goals ascribed to corrections programs by various groups. Obtaining 
greater productivity from employees, for example, might not be possible without 
first learning about the goals of individual employees and understanding how 
those goals affect the individual's performance. The task here, however, is not 
to suggest how to improve the performance of corrections programs but only to 
suggest how one might go about measuring performance. 

One approach to deciding the scope of the performance measurement system 
might be to limit those goals used as guides in identifying what is to be mea-
sured to corrections-oriented goals (e.g., retribution, rehabilitation"resti­
tution) and to exclude non-corrections-oriented goals (e.g., employment, busi-
ness opportunities, career advancement, doing "easy time ll

). This approach is 
broad enough to include information addressing the following sorts of questions 
asked about corrections programs: What did the program spend? What did the 
program produce? How was the product produced? How good was the product? What 
was the cost per unit of product? What was the cost per unit of benefit? What 
needs remain unmet? The advantage of such a broad approach to performahce mea­
surement is that it includes the information felt important by many of the potential 
users, such as funding agencies, program managers, chief executives, legislators, 
and the public. The program manager, if he so chooses, is free to concentrate 
upon performance measurements that tell him what the program does and costs, how 
it does it, and how well it does it. The legislator, on the other hand, is free 
to concentrate upon performance measurements comparing the results of a pro~ram 
relative to cost with the results and costs of other programs, if he so chooses. 

Although such a broad approach to developing a performance measurement system 
is conceptually appealing, such a system is likely to be expensive to implement. 
It would be more economical to design a system that responds to the specific 
information needs of selected users. In practice, the performance dimensions 
included in the system may depend upon who pays for its implementation and how 
much the payor is willing to spend. Such a practical resolution of the scope 
problem has the disadvantage of leaving some groups of people interested in 
corrections performance with performance data that do not fit the decisions they 
must make. For example, performance measurements designed to answer the questions 
raised by the program manager may not be relevant to the decisions the legislator 
must make. 

However the question of whose goals are to be recognized is resolved, there 
is likely to remain the problem of what to do when goals are inconsistent with 
each other. Assume, for example, that a probation program has two goals: (1) 
to enhance the capability of the client to function effectively in society and 
(2) to protect the community by minimizing criminal activity on the part of the 
probationer. Following the first goal might lead a probation officer to tolerate 
a greater level of deviant behavior in the short run to provide probationers 
opportunities to learn to make alternative choices (Sanks, 1976: g). Yet 
IIdeviant behavior ll is an outcome inconsistent with the second goal. 

Should a performance measurement system be based upon a set of goals that 
are mutually consistent with each other? Our approach would be to recognize 
that corrections is one of many policy areas that reflect inconsistent and some­
times conflicting values held by our society. It is not the task of performance 
measurement (or of designers of performance measurement systems) to resolve these 
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conflicts. Such conflict resolution is a function of t~~ po~it~cal pro~ess. 
Performance measurement can best serve that process by laentlfYlng ~ultlple. 
outcomes of correctional programs and leaving the as:essment.of thelr relatlve 
importance to those people who will use performance 1 nformatl on. 

Given that goals may be inconsistent and even conflicting, should a per: 
formance measurement system be developed around som~ b~sis othe~ than comparlng 
actual performance with goals? Not setting up ~ rlorl goa~s mlght be analogous 
to the goal-free evaluation proposed by Scriven (1972. ThlS appro~ch to evalua­
tion compares outcomes to needs instead of to goals. As Pa~ton (1978~ has ar~ued, 
however, determining what constitutes a need (or what constltutes des~rab~e accom­
plishments) is the same thing as setting goals ex post facto .. The maln dlfference 
between a priori goals and ex post facto goal~ ~ay be who d~cldes what the goals 
for a corrections program are. It is our posltl0n that deslgners of perfor~ance 
measurement systems should not substitute their own concept of what correctlons 
program goals are or ought to be for goals held by the users of the performance 
information. 

Where, then, does one find a program's goals? Good places to look for g~als 
include the legislation (if any) that established ~he program, records of leg!~la­
tive committee hearings at which the progra~ was dls~ussed, arynual, comprehe~~1v.~, 
or master plans of the organization responslble.for.lmplementlng the program, 
executive orders establishing the program; appllcatl0~s for grant~ to help fund 
the program; annual reports; brochures whose purpose.ls to communlcate to the 
public what the program does; and the narrative sectl0n o~ ~he budget r~quest. 
For some programs, one may not be able to,fi~d g~a~s expllcltly st~ted ln any of 
these documents. One can infer a program s lmpl1clt goals.b~ ~ooklng at what 
activities are included in a program and linking these a~t~v~tles to.the purposes 
(or goals) that seem logically to be served by those actlvltles. ThlS approach 
can be controversial when there is no generally accepted theory about the cause­
effect relationships that hold between activities and outcomes. 

If there are no explicit goals and no generally accepted theo~y p~rtine~t. 
to what the program does, it may be wiser not to use goals as a gUlde ln decldlng 
what aspects of performance to include in the measurement system. In such.a 
situation the scope of the performance measurement system could be determlned 
simply by'fincling out what the potential users of the system want to know abo~t 
the program. Indeed, Patton's (1978) utilization-focused approach to ev~l~atl~n 
can be applied equally well to performance measurement. Under such a utl1lzatlon­
focused approach to performance measurelnent, the decision ~bout wh~ch performance 
information to produce wOuld be made on the basis of what lnformatl0n would be 
most useful to the identified users. 

This utilization-focused approach could be used even when goa~s ~a~e been 
explicitly stated. Patton (1978: 137) suggests that goals be prl0rltlzed - not 
by their importance - but by the usefulness of information about the goal: ~f a 
user already has enough information about a pr~gr~m's progre~s.tow~rd achl~vlng 
an important goal, the user may give higher pr}orlty t? obtalnlng lnformatlon on 
a less important goal about which he has less lnformatlon. 

Theories: What effect will theory have on performance measurement system design? 

A theory is "an integrated body of propositions,.the derivation of which 
leads to explanation of some social phenomenon" (Denzln, 1970: 5). Theories 
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are important when deciding what to measure for three reasons: 

1. Theories shape the content of programs. 

2. Theories influence our expectations of outcomes. 

3. Theories influence our interpretation of the meaning of the performance 
measurements obtained. 

Different theories about the causes of crime and the results of treatment 
shape the content of corrections programs. The Pennsylvania, Auburn, and Irish 
:ystems of treating prisoners illustrate the influence of theory upon corrections 
practice (Carter, McGee, Nelson, 1975: 9-10). The Pennsylvania system emphasized 
solitary confinement based upon the theory that reflecting upon past misbehavior 
would lead the prisoner to reform. Emphasizing congregate work programs by day 
and solitary confinement at night, the Auburn system is more consistent with the 
theory that instilling good work habits fosters good citizenship. The Irish 
system, in which the offender was confined on an indeterminate sentence, was 
based on the theory that prisoners could be reformed by requiring them to earn 
their release by being industrious and conforming to institutional discipline. 

Theories can sensitize the researcher and the practitioner to look for cer­
tain outcomes and ignore other, perhaps unexpected, outcomes. For example, a 
theory that treatment in the community facilitates reintegration into the commu­
nity sensitizes one to look for conditions that demonstrate the offender's reinte­
gration into the community. An alternative theory of decarceration (Scull, 1977), 
on the other hand, suggests that the outcomes to look for are reduced quality of 
treatment, inadequate rehabilitation, return to crime, ghettoization of offenders, 
and increased harm to ghetto residents too poor to move away. 

As another example of how theories can influence the outcomes that we think 
worth measuring, consider the effect of confining offenders and enforcing disci­
pline. One theory holds that compliance with prison rules leads to increased 
readiness to comply with the normative demands of society when the offender is 
released. Another theory holds that confinement leads to isolation, moral rejection 
by society, a threat to the offender's self-image, loss of security, and anxiety 
(Sykes, 1958). 

.Not only do theories suggest the consequences of corrections programs that 
are lmportant to measure, they can also affect how performance comparisons are 
interpreted. An increase in the number of parole revocations,for example, might 
be interpreted to mean either that the surveillance activity is becoming more 
effective or that treatment and rehabilitation are becoming less effective. A 
dramatic decrease in the percentage of arrestees who fail to appear in court 
could be interpreted to mean that pre-trial programs are doing a very good job 
in following up on persons released on bailor their own recognizance or to mean 
too many low-risk arrestees are being kept in jail awaiting trial instead of 
being released. 

Because of the influence that theory has upon what is to be measured and how 
measurements are to be interpreted, one must be aware of the effect that holding 
a particular theory is likely to have upon the content of a corrections perfor­
mance measurement system. Where there is no consensus about which theories are 
correct, as there is not for most corrections programs, performance measurements 
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can be considered ft'om multiple th t' 1 case in co~cludin th t eore lca perspectives. Again, as was the 
~ation needs ofd{ffe~en~e~~~~~~~~~ ~~:~~re'!lent syste'!ls could.address the infor-
1S necessarily constrained by the require' l~cofrpokrat~ng multlple perspectives 
reasonable bounds. men 0 eeplng thL system's cost within 

Which theories about corrections pd' be taken into account when designing a ~og~ams an thelr assumed effects shou10 
theories in the social science literatu er ormance measurement system? Many 
T~e researcher is likely to want to fOC~~ ~~~nr~~e~antbto correctio~s programs. 
hlS own research is based The . . a~ su set of theorles upon which 
h~s program based upon so~e eXP1~~~~t~~~~~~r mal ~av~ ~eveloped ~nd im~lemented 
llter~ture. Or the practitioner may ha h· cnn alnhe ln the s?~lal SClence 
practlce. or theory in use. j ve lS own t eory of aCtlOn, theory of 

One apprr)ch would be for the sy t d' the espoused theories held by the exp~c~~~ eSlgne~ ttoh see his role ~s ascertaining 
and building into th t users 0 e performance lnformation 
This role should be :p~~~p~~a~:a~~r~~ef~~ ?utcome~ predict~d by those theories. 
to the information needs as articulated bSlgner w 0 sees l~lS role as responding 
pay for the system. If the systems deSig~eon~ orlmor~hcllents ~ho will use and/or 
pay for operating the system himself r 1~ a so .e potentlal user and can 
ment system around his own theories ' ~e can slmply bUll~ t~e performance measure­
the systems designer to build the Syst erhaps ~he most dlfflcult role would be for 
This approach would require extensive ~~s:~~~~io~omofeotnhe else'ts.theories in use. e prac loner as he worked. 

Control: Should the system measure only those outcomes that can control? corrections agencies 

The public and their elected repre t t' programs really work?" They want to kn~~ni~ ~~es w~n~ t? know, "Do corrections 
of corrections programs For exam le d e pu llC lS better off as a result 
evidence responsible citizenship ~elf °f*~a~uates from halfway house programs 
abiding behavior? This pra mati~ orie- su .lclency, work stability, and law-
ment should address prOgramgimpact upo~tai}ondsuggests that performance measure-
affected by the program. 0 en ers or other groups indirectly 

t
. Correction~ actor~, however, may be reluctant to have 10ns programs Judged ln terms of t . the success of correc-

control. Is it reasonable for ex~~ ~~mes o~er WhlCh they have less than total 
the residents' criminal activities th~t'oto JUd*e halfwa.y h?use effectiveness by 
program, even though factors other than t~~U~ a ter c~mpletlng the halfway house 
post-release behavior? When correcti ~_ r~gram a so affect the residents' 
program-related outcomes, one mi ht eOI'~ agencles ~o not hav~ total control over 
outcome measures in a measuremenf Sys~~~c~e=~tor~ tln dcorre~tlons to r~sist including gne 0 escrlbe correctl0ns performance. 

3 These three terms are us d d f' d . "A theory of action is a theor~ o~sde~i~~e by Argyns an~ sc~on p974: 6,11). 
a corrections program ought to do to a h· rate huma~ behavlor, WhlCh states what 
"~onsists of a set of interrelated the~r~~~e ~e:t~~n re~ults. ~ theory of practice 
tlons of the practice the actions th . 0 ac lon t at speclfy for the situa-
~ntended consequences." A theory inat wl~l, u~der the rele~ant assumptions, yield 
l~ferred by the way the practitioner ~!.~ lS a ~eory o! del~berate hU'!lan behavior 
dlfferent from his espoused theory of ~c~~~~: practl0ner s theory ln use can be 
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Should performance measures, then, be developed only for those events over 
which actors in corrections agencies can exert total or near-total control? This 
question is explored in two steps. First, should performance measurement be 
restricted to program dimensions over which a single agency or actor has total 
control? Second, should performance measurement be restricted to program outcomes 
over which corrections programs have total control? 

In the United States today, there are few corrections activities that a single 
actor or agency controls exclusively. Several governmental agencies share responsi­
bility for funding and managing most programs. For example, a county jail once 
was the responsiblity of the sheriff. Today, if that jail receives federal funds -­
say for a community-release work program or a job training program -- the sheriff 
must share with other actors control over how the jail is run. Actors will probably 
include, ~t a minimum~ the U. S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the 
state crinllnal justice agency that decides how to allocate LEAA block funds among 
various criminal justice programs in the sta.te, and the county legislative body 
that appropriates funds for operating the jail. These actors share control over 
the amount of resources allocated to the program, the processes by which these 
resources are transformed into outputs, the nature and quantity of outputs pro­
duced, and the outcome objectives established for the program. Restricting per­
formance measurement to program dimensions over which a single agency has control 
would so restrict the scope of performanCie measurement that the information pro-
duced would be trivial compared to the questions being asked about program performance. 

An alternative approach would be to focus upon what a single program can con­
trol rather than what a single agency or actor can control. Jointly, the various 
actors that influence the resources, processes, outputs, and outcome objectives 
for a single program can control that program's direct outputs. These outputs 
for a halfway house, for example, might 'include providing residents individual 
and group counseling, food, clothing, shelter, and health care, and maintaining 
in-house security. The program's performance can be measured in terms of these 
outputs, even though the responsibility for this program belongs to no single actor. 

Restricting performance measurement to those events over which a single pro­
gram has total or near-total control, however, excludes almost all program outcomes 
or impacts. Program outcomes, such as an offender's post-release criminal activity, 
are affected by environmental factors beyond the control of the program. As one 
illustration, the state of the economy may make it hard for the ex-offender to 
find a job and therefore provide an incentive for him to revert to crime. Correc­
tions programs obviously cannot control the economy. Yet failing to measure pro­
gram outcomes means that a program's varied constituent groups will not know how 
the public is better off as a result of corrections programs. 

A third approach should be considered. Requiring that the performance dimen­
sions included be controlled only by the program whose performance is being mea­
sured assumes the essentialist position of causation. The essentialist position 
would hold that an activity can be said to cause an outcome only when the activity 
is both a necessary and sufficient condition to bring about the outcome. We adopt, 
on the other hand, Cook and Campbell's position that outcomes may have multiple 
causes and that the evidence supporting a causal assertion may be probabilistic 
and contingent upon the presence of multiple conditions (Cook and Campbell, 1979: 
33). We hold that program activities should be treated as contingent conditions 
preceding outcomes. Further, because corrections programs are contingent condi­
tions influencing outcomes, outcomes are an appropriate dimension for describing 
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corrections program performance. 

One who adopts the third approach must confront the problem of how to sort 
out the impact of a corrections program upon an outcome -- say post-release cri­
minal activity -- from all the other factors that affect that outcome. Otherwise 
one might inappropriately interpret outcome measurements to infer program success' 
or failure. We suggest multivariate statistical analysis as the most practical 
met~od of separating program impact from other influences upon outcomes. Chapter 
IV lllustrates our approach to developing appropriate statistical models for two 
major correctional outcomes: (1) extent and timing of post-release criminal 
activity, and (2) post-release wages. 

Measurement Affects Performance: Should measures that affect performance be 
included in the performance measurement system? 

Performance measurement is not a neutral managerial tool. Management control 
systems, for example, include performance measures for the explicit purpose of 
detecting deviations from plans or standards so that, when program processes 
malfunction, managers can take action to bring operations back on course. Neither 
should it come as any surprise that measures designed to compare performance to 
goals focus an organization's effort upon those activities that foster attaining 
those goals. 

Yet researchers te.IQ to overlook systems politics when designing performance 
measurement systems. When legislators and managers use performance information 
for such decisions as setting priorities among programs, changing program pro­
cesses} allocating funds among programs, and developing workload standards, some 
interests stand to gain and others stand to lose. Performance information, once 
generated, is likely to be used as ammunition in the political process by which­
ever constituent group's interest is best served by having that information made 
know~. When corrections actors believe that performance comparisons can help them 
or ~urt them, they may alter their performancE to achieve "good" performance 
ratlngs. The act of measuring performance, then, can itself influence the per­
formance being measured. 

. For example, assume that an agency measures performance for a parole program 
slmply by the number of people kept under surveillance. Program staff might 
believe their performance would "look better" if they increased the quantity of 
people in their caseload at the expense of quality of surveillance. 

As another example, assume that prison program A has both custodial and 
rehabilitative goals, but the agency measures performance only in terms of 
custodial activities. Suppose further that staff salary increases are tied to 
program performance. The measurement system in effect gives program staff A an 
incentive to spend as much time as possible on custodial activities, and as little 
time as possible on rehabilitative activities. Suppose prison program B has the 
same goals, but the agency measures its performance only in terms of rehabilitative 
activities. The measurement system gives program staff B the opposite incentive -­
to spend as little time as possible on custodial activities and as much time as 
possible on rehabilitative activities. Other things being equal, one might expect 
program staff A to overemphasize custodial activities, leading to a low escape 
rate and a poor record of offenders' post-release work stability and criminal 
activity. Program staff B, on the other hand, would probably do a better job 
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of training and counseling prisoners but do a poorer job of custody, leading to 
a higher escape rate than program A. 

Distorted effort is most likely when "it is impossib~e o~ impractical to 
quantify the more central, substantive output of an or~anlzatlon, a~~ ~h~~ at 
the same time some exterior aspects of the produ~t, wh~ch,are super lCla ,Y. 
related to its substance, are readily measurable .(Et:lonl, 1964: lO)d ~hlS_ 
conclusion suggests that performance measurement lS ll~e~y.to be~most ys unc 
tional when measurement systems focus upon program actlvltl~s ~a~~erftha~ ~~~aram 
results or impacts. Focusing upon desired pr~gram results ~ns ea 0 .se e 
program activities might give staff an incentlve to use thelr energy ln a way 
that best achieves goal-oriented results. 

The researcher cannot design a performance measurement system t~a~ can aid 
olicymaking without also affecting performance. One should.be sensltlV~ to 

~he effect that performance measurement has upon staff behav~~r. hIn~~u~ln~voided 
measures that foster activity at the expense of program ~esu s ~ OUt tre limit- . 
If a performance measure cannot be a n~utral ~o~l, one mlght at eas Y 
ing measures to ones that affect behavlor posltlvely. 

DEVELOPING PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

We have already raised several questions that need answering before one 
derides what measures to include in a performance measurement sy~tem. How these 
u;stions are ~nswered will determine which measures are appropr1ate. Tw~ peo­

~le each designing a performance measurement system for the sam~ correctlons d 
program, could come up with totally dif~erent lists of measures lf they assume 
different uses, users, goals, and theorles for that program. 

The rest of this chapt~r concentrates on .how pe~formance m:asures are 
selected defined and assessed. First, we dlSCUSS how performdnce measures 
are to address sp~cific questions; second, we outline how performance measures 
relate to particular program concepts; and, finally, we suggest how one can 
decide which performance measures to include in a performance measurement system. 

Deciding What to Measure 

In deciding what to measure, the first step is identifying the qu~stions . 
that people want answered about a program's performanc~. The mos~ bas~c questlon 
that the public and legis~ators are likely to ask is, What good lS th~s.program 
doing?" This basic questlon may be broken down into several more speclflc 
questions: 

What are the results (or consequences) that flow from what 
the corrections program does? 

Who does the program serve (or upon whom are the laws or 
regulations enforced)? 

How much does the program cost and how doe~ the relatio~ship 
between program cost and results compare wlth that obtalned 
by other programs? 

Is the program providing the services that people want? 
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Corrections administrators may be concerned with additional questions, such as 
how actual spending compares with authorized spending, how actual operations 
compare with procedures established in agency regulations, and how the quality 
of service rendered compares with quality standards. 

One can use the types of questions people ask about program performance 
to develop a typology for organizing performance measures. 4 Table III-l lists 
the performance questions that the public, legislators, chief executives, 
agency heads and administrators, and program managers are likely to ask most 
frequently. To the right of each question listed is the type of performance 
measure that relates to that question. Next is the type of performance com­
parison(s) that relate(s) to each performance measure and the types of infor­
mation used to translate performance measurements into performance comparisons. 

Appendix C defines each of the performance-measures and performance­
comparisons terms used in Table ITI-l and provides a few examples for various 
adult corrections programs. 

The measurement typology described in Table III-l is compatible with the 
systems model for public programs diagrammed below. 

Figure III-l 

External 
Conditions 

Cost measures describe the inputs to the program; process measures describe the 
transformation of the inputs into outputs; and product, service characteristic, 
and distribution measures describe the program output. Outcome measures describe 
the effects of program products upon the environment, and external condition 
measures describe those environmental factors that may influence both demands 
upon the program and the outcomes of the program. 

The questions about performance raised in Table III-l address efficiency, 
cost-effectiveness, equity, service quality, unmet need, and conformance with 
governmental policies. Which of these performance dimensions should be built 
irlto a corrections performance measurement system? If collecting the data re­
quired to measure performance were inexpensive, a designer might want to build 
in all these dimensions. Unfortunately. data collection, is expensive. Cost may 
encourage one to restrict the scope of performance measurement to a subset of 
these performance dimensions. Before doing so, the designer should carefully 
consider who will use the performance information and who stands to gain or lose 
if the performance measurement system collects information on some performance 
dimensions but not on others. 

4For a survey of measurement categories used by other researchers, see 
Grizzle (1979b). 
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Question to be Answered 

What is spent? 

What is produced? 
(What service is 
provided?) 

How is service 
provided? 

How good is service? 

Who gets served? 

Service with what 
results? 

Service at what cost? 

Results at what cost? 

What environmental 
conditions exist? 

Table III-l 

A TYPOLOGY FOR MEASURING AND COMPARING PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 

Performance Dimensions That Address 
the Question to Be Answered 

Performance 
Measure 

Cost 

Product 

Process 

Service 
Characteristics 

Distribution 

Outcome (or 
impact) 

Cost/Product 

Cost/Outcome 

External 
Conditions 

Performance 
Comparison 

Fiscal 
Conformance 

Responsiveness 
Product 
Conformance 

Process 
Conformance 

Quality 

Equity 
Policy 
Conformance 

Effectiveness 
Benefit 

Efficiency 

Cost­
Effectiveness 

Unmet Needs 

'£.'.:: 

1 

Bases for Comparison 

Budget appropriation or allotment 

Citizen or client expectations. 
Program plans or performance 
agreements. 

Laws, regulations, guidelines, 
program plans. 

Standards, other programs, his­
torical quality. 

Val ues, 1 aw. 
Guidelines determining eligibility. 

Objectives, other programs, his­
torical effectiveness. 
Value to society of the outcome. 

Standards, other programs, his­
torical efficiency. 

Objectives, other programs, his­
torical cost-effectiveness. 

Goals, desired conditions deter­
mined by values. 
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corrections managers may be content, or even prefer, to include only mea­
sures for performance dimensions that they can control. They might be content 
with information about what the program does and costs, how it does it, and how 
well it does it. Effi'ciency might seem to them important to measure, but, be­
cause they lack total control over outcomes, cost-effectiveness measures might 
seem relatively unimportant. 

Legislators and chief executives might also adopt the same point of view. 
Those dimensions that they can control through their power to enact and imple­
ment la~/S: might receive the highest priority for performance measurement. The 
performance dimensions that they would include would probably differ from the 
managers' because they have more control over some decisions than the program 
manager. Allocating resources among programs is one such policy decision that 
might make cost-effectiveness information more important to the legislator and 
chief executive than the manager. 

The researcher, on the other hand, would probably adopt a different point 
of view from the corrections policy and program actors. The researcher's basis 
for including some performance dimensions and excluding others would not be 
whether he could use the information to make or implement policies. His prior­
ities would be those dimensions that he needed to test his theories. Because 
researchers' interests vary so wide~'r, one would expect the performance dimensions 
considered important to vary more am~ng a group of researchers than among a group 
of corrections administrators. 

Various constituents can use performance information as ammunition in the 
political process to support or attack corrections programs. Therefore, while 
at any level of the corrections agency managers want unbiased information about 
the performance of programs for which they are responsible, they also want to 
control the information (and how that information is interpreted) once it moves 
to a higher level within the agency or outside the agency. Once performance 
information is collected, it is hard to limit the public's access to it or to 
control the way that information is used in the political process. Consequently, 
the designer should consider who is likely to want performance data and the 
purposes for which they are likely to use it. 

Natural constituents for performance information about corrections programs 
include researchers, planners, budgeters, public inter-est groups, legislators, 
funding agencies, and chief executives, as well as correction agency heads and 
program managers. They wi 11 probably demand whatever data the performance 
measurernent system produces. If the designer limits the performance dimensions 
measured to those of greatest interest to a couple of these groups -- say the 
correcti ons agency head and program managers -- the i nforma ti on provi ded wi 11 
probably not adequately answer some of the questions other groups ask about 
program performance. 

What would be the consequences of not answering these other performance 
questions? Actors in the political process will not withdraw from the process 
because they do not have performance information. They ~/ill either proceed to 
maneuver without performance information or will use or misuse whatever perfor­
mance information exists. Neither will researchers stop doing research because 
they lack performance information. For example, the reader has probably seen 
many studies that make conclusions about a program's effectiveness without having 
information about program outcomes or impacts. When impact information is not 

54 

~ I 
.. , 

'L' " 

'. '" 

\ 

, 
l' 

" . " 

" .. 



Corrections ma~agers may be content, or even prefer, to include only mea­
s~res .for performance dimensions,..?~hat they can control. They might be content 
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well 1t does 1t. Eff1c1ency m1ght seem to them important to measure, but, be­
cause they. lack to~al control over outcomes, cost-effectiveness measures might 
seem relat1vely un1mportant. 

Le~isla~ors and chief executives might also adopt the same point of view. 
Those d1men~10ns tha~ they ca~ control,th~ough their power to enact and imple­
ment 1 a\,/s m1 g~t re~e1Ve the h1 ghest pr1 on ty for performance measurement. The 
performa~ce d1mens10ns that they would include would probably differ from the 
managers because,they have more control over some decisions than the program 
m~nager. Allocat1ng r7sources among programs is one such policy decision that 
m1~ht make c~st-effect1veness information more important to the legislator and 
ch1ef execut1ve than the manager. 

,The researcher, on the other hand, would probably adopt a different point 
of v~ew fr~m the corrections policy and program actors. The researcher's basis 
for 1nclud1ng some performance dimensions and excluding others would not be 
~h7ther he could use the information to make or implement policies. His prior-
1t1es would,b7 those dimensions that he needed to test his theories. Because 
rese~rchers, 1nterests vary so widely, one would expect the performance dimensions 
cons1dered, 1mporta~t.to vary more among a group of researchers than among a group 
of correct10ns admln1strators. 

. yarious constituents can use performance information as ammunition in the 
pol1t1cal process to su~por~ or attack corrections programs. Therefore, while 
at any level of the correct10ns agency managers want unbiased information about 
the performa~ce of p:ograms for which they are responsible, they also want co 
contro} the 1nforma~10~ (and how that information is interpreted) once it moves 
~o a h1g~er }evel w1th1n t~e ~gency or ou~s~de the agency. Once performance 
1nformat10n 1S collected, 1t 1S hard to llm1t the public's access to it or to 
control.the way that information is used in the political process. Consequently 
the des1gner should consider who is likely to want performance data and the ' 
purposes for which they are likely to use it. 

. Natural constituents for performance information about corrections programs 
1ncl~de resea~chers, pla~ners, bud~eters, public interest groups, legislators, 
fund1ng agenc1eS, and ch1ef execut1ves, as well as correction agency head~ and 
program managers. They will probably demand whatever data the performanc~ 
measurement system produces. If the designer limits the performance dimensions 
measure~ to those of greatest interest to a couple of these groups __ say the 
correct10ns agency head and program managers -- the information provided will 
probably not adequately answer some of the questions other groups ask about 
program performance. 

~hat would be ~he conseq~e~ces of not answering these other performance 
quest10ns? Actors 1n the pol1t1cal process will not withdraw from the process 
because th~y do not have perf~rmance ~nformat~on. They will either proceed to 
maneuv7r W1tho~t per:ormance ~nforma~10n or w1ll use or misusp whatever perfor­
mance 1nformat10n eX1s~s. Ne1~her w1ll researchers stop doing research because 
they lack.performance 1nformat~on. For example, the reader has probably seen 
~any stu~les that make conclus10ns about a program's effectiveness without having 
1nformat10n about program outcomes or impacts. When impact information is not 
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available, researchers frequently substitute product measurements as proxies 
for impact measurements. The designer should keep in mi.nd that limiting the 
performance dimensions included in the measurement system will probably result 
in some measurements being used (misused?) to answer other questions than those 
the measurements were designed to answer. 

Another problem affecting what dimensions should be included in a perfor­
mance measurement system is that constituent perceptions of what dimensions 
are most important change over time. A predominant concern for efficiency 
may later give way to concerns about effectiveness which may in turn give way 
to concerns about equity which may later give way to a renewed concern about 
efficiency. Conceptually, the easy solution would be including all these per­
formance dimensions in the measurement system. Frequently, however, the con­
ceptually easy solution may be prohibitively expensive to implement. 

A third factor affecting the appropriate dimensions to include is the.stage 
of the program's development. Stages included in a program:s life cycle m1ght 
be: developing, implementing, operating, and ~efining. Whlle a:l the perf~r: 
mance dimensions in Table 111-1 may be approprlate to the operatlng and refln1ng 
stages, using them during the developing stage would ~e premature. ~everal ~f 
the dimensions, such as cost, product, and process, mlght be approprlate durlng 
the implementing stage. 

This discussion leads us to conclude that a performance measurement system 
should be designed with the idea that it will change from time to time. It 
should be flexible enough to respond to changes in a program's develop~ental . 
stages and user perceptions about what the most important performance ~ssues ln 
corrections are. Advocating flexibility is easy, but adding and droPPlng pe~­
formance dimensions has two disadvantages. First, it costs money. Second. lt 
truncates the time series that result from regular data collection year after 
year. Before dropping measures from the system, the designer might well consid­
er the like1ihood that a time series not perceived as useful to today's users 
would be perceived as useful to future users. Finally,.whoever is paying for 
the system may insist that his performance measurement lnterests be the sole 
basis for deciding what measures will be included. 

Identifying Performance Concepts 

After the researcher has identified the corrections program ~hose pe~for-. 
mance will be measured, several tasks follow that lay the foundatlon for lde~tl­
fying appropriate measures. We have already discussed problems assoclated wlth 
one such task -- decidinq what brqad questions the performance measurement system 
will address. Before one identifies the specific information needed to answer 
these questions, he should summarize t~e progr~m conc~pts.that relat~ to the 
questions being addressed. Flowchartlng or.dlagrammlng lS a convenlent method 
for displaying the concepts that need measurlng. 

Figure 111-2 displays the concepts for which a person interested i~ answer­
ing questions about program processes -- ~ow a servtc~ ~s ~elivered -- mlght want 
to develop measures. This diagram summarlzes the actl~1tle~ that make u~ ~ . 
hypothetical probation program and shows the sequence 1~ WhlCh these a~tlvltles 
take place. The researcher can use this diagra~ as a gUlde for,dev~loplng ,proce5s 
and service characteristic measures that descrlbe how the servlce.ls pro~1ded .. 
and how good the servi ce is. Thi s di agram does not do as good a Job of 1fientl fYl·ng 
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PROBATION PROCESS DIAGRAt~ 

Intake 
Process 

Review PSI 

Utilize pre-
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tion schemes 
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tions of 
probation 

Develop 
Plans 

Prepare reha-
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supervisory 
plan 
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the concepts needed for answering questions about the i'esult~ or outcomes of 
probation activities. 

Figure III-3 is much more appropriate than Figure III··2 for identifying 
concepts needed to measure program outcomes. It relates the activities that 
make up a hypothetical prisons custodial services program to the short-term 
and long-term impacts expected to result from th2se activities. This diagram 
incorporates assumptions about cause-effect relationships that guide the re­
searcher I s choi ce of whi ch cOi'lcepts are 'important to measure. The most impor­
tant assumptions underlying the cause-~ffect relationships reflected in Figure 
I II-3 are these: 

1. By meeting the prisoner's basic needs(l) prisoners can build or 
maintain self-esteem(26) and good morale(13) in spite of incar­
ceration. Further, legal and financial counsel will help pri­
soners assume responsiblity for their own problems(4), which is 
interpreted here as an important step toward improved se1f~esteem 
(26) and morale(13). 

2. Positive attitudes (such as self-esteem(26) and good morale(13)) 
will lead to improved prison adjustment(28). Prison adjustment 
is measured primarily by assess i ng pri soner behavi or. Therefore, 
the causal assumption linking (26). and (13) to (28) is that good 
attitudes positively affect behavior. (The interaction between 
attitude and behavior, if there is one, is not well understood. 
It is equally likely that a positive change in behavior affects 
attitudes, as well as vice versa. The linkage between impacts 
(26 and 13) and (28), however, is based on the assumption that 
attitudinal changes precede behavioral changes.) 

3. Improved prison adjustment(28) contributes both to increased 
prison safety(29) and to improved attitude toward society(30). 
Moreover, "improved attitude: toward society"(30) is linked to 
"reduced criminal activity of released prisoners."(39) (In this 
series of linkages, improved behavior(28) leads to improved 
attitudes(30) which then leads to another category of improved 
behavior(39). At this point, therefore, the diagram endorses 
both pOints of view--attitudes affect behavior and vice versa.) 

4. Reduced cY"iminal activity(39) increases the level of safety in 
the community(42) (e.g., lowers the crime rate); reduces the 
costs society pays for destruction and suffering caused by 
crime(4l); and, increases overall societal satisfaction with 
the prison system(44). 

5. The activ'ity, "provide internal security" has two separate impacts 
on inmates. As the diagram shows, security measures result in 
"increased constraints"(5) and "increased sense of security"(6). 
The latter, (6), is linked to positive prison adjustment(28) 
through ':improved morale. II (13) The former(5) contributes to 
greater staff security(27) (which is linked to improved staff 
morale(3l) and to increased prison safety(29)). (The potential 
negative impacts of "increased constraints" on inmates(5), such 
as increased rebelliousness, heightened aggression, negative 
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Activities 

Figure III-3 

PRISON CUSTODIAL SERVICES ACTIVITIES AND IMPACTS 

Immediate 
Impact~ 

Short-term 
Impacts 

1. Provide for 
prisoners' 
basic needs: 

food Met prisoner's 
health and 
well-bei ng 
requirements*(l) 

Improved 
prisoners' 
self-esteem(26) 

. clothing 
space 
sanitary 
facilities 
health care 
(physical & 
mental)* 
safety 

Improved 
prisoners' 
moral e(13) 

2. Provide Increased pri-
constructive soner involvement 
leisure --4) in constructive 
activities leisure 

acti vi ti es (2) 

Res01ved pri-
3. Provi de 1 ega 1 soners' 1 ega 1 

4. 

assistance ~ questions(3) 

Provide 
i nterna 1 
security 

inmate dis­
cipline 
inmate su­
pervision 
securi ty and 
control 
system 

Increased sense Improved staff's 
of self-responsi- sense of securi-
bility(4) ty(27) (This 

~ __ ...I.I connects to (31) 

I 

~
ncreased constraints on 

inmates' freedom of activity(5) 

Increased inmates' sense of security(6) 

Improved, __ _ 
prison 
adjustment(28) 

t 
Increased 
prison 
safety( 29) 

L 

s~a!f s~ Assured. propriety of staff actions(7)-----...... 
V1S10n 

* In cases in which inmates have psychological, psychiatric, drug and/or alco­
hol addiction, or other special health needs, treatment services, rather than 
basic custodial services, are required to meet those needs. 
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Figure 111-3 (cont'd.) 

PRISON CUSTODIAL SERVICES ACTIVITIES AND IMPACTS 

Long-term Impacts 

Reduced soci­
etal cost of 

Reduced cri- crime(41) 
minal activity 

Improved 
attitude 
toward 

~soc·iety 
(30) 

of released Increased 
--------....,) prisoners(39) ~ community 

safety(42) 

Reduced 
maintenance 
and depre-

-----4) ciation 
costs(32) 

Reduced 
staff 

---1 turnover 

Improved 
staff 

~mora1e 
(31) (33) 

Increased so-
ci ally accept- ___ _ 
able behavior 

(40) 

Increased 
societal 
satisfaction 
with the 
prison 
system (44) 

This diagram is based on the assumpt10n that ~he 9iv~n sets.of actlvlt~es will 
ultimately lead to positive changes 1n the prlso~ers behavlor and ~tt1tudes, 
and ultimately to positive societal ch~nges a$.we11. Other as~u~p~lons~ such 
as the one which concludes that the prlson enVlronment and actlVltles ~l~l 
"pri son; ze" i nmates (~, 1 i.mi.t their abtl tty to make ~ n~ependent ~ec1 Sl ons, 
introduce them to more sophisticated or more violent crlmlnal behaV10r than 
they were already capable of, and destroy their se1f-esteem~ and.caus~ in­
creased crime i.n the conmunity, are not offered as alternatlVes ln th1S causal 
diagram. Negative impacts are omitted because it is assumed that a system.of 
positive performance measurement will be more useful overall, than a negatwe 
system would be. 
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self-concept, and so on, are not specifically outlined in this 
di,agram.) Another element of "internal security" is staff super­
vision. It is hypothesi,zed that staff supervi,sion assures appro­
priate staff actions(?), which increases prison safety(29). (Pri­
son safety is affected because there is assumed to be less friction 
and um'est in a well-supervised prison environment.) 

6. The "increased prison safety"(29) reduces costs by improving staff 
morale(31) (thereby cutting down on costly turnover) and by reducing 
the maintenance and depreciation costs generated by prison riots 
and other destructiveness. (32) 

7. Increased safety of the prison(29), by reducing costs, (32 and 33) 
leads to increased overall satisfaction with the prison system.(44) 

This illustration underscoj~2S the key role that corrections theory plays in 
guiding the choice of what concepts should be measured. Many of these assumed 
relationships may not have been tested empirically. A different corrections 
theory could well lead to a different set of concepts and a different set Of 
measures for the same program. For example, theory taken from The Society of 
Captives (Sykes, 1958) links confinement to many negative impacts. Figure 111-4 
displays the cause-effect relationships assumed by this alternative theory. The 
reader may find it instructive to compare the concepts that would be measured in 
Figure 111-4 with concepts flowing from impact (6) in Figure 111-3. 

As another example of how theories guide the choice of which concepts need 
measuring, consider two theories related to community-based treatment programs. 
Figure III-5 diagrams the impacts expected from a communtity-based program, 
using assumptions contained in treatment models. Figure 111-6 is based upon 
the theory contained in Decarceration - Community Treatment and the Deviant: 
A Radical View (Scull, 1977). These two figures highlight different concepts 
and would lead to different sets of performance measures. 

As p~'~~viously suggested, the researcher may want to consider performance 
measurement from multiple theoretical perspectives. Research budgets, however, iiay 
be insufficient to permit measuring program performance from multiple per­
spectives. The researcher should at least make clear the concepts he feels 
are important to be measured and the cause-effect assumptions that relate 
these concepts to the corrections program whose performance is being measured. 

Assessing the Adequacy of Potential Performance Measures 

Suppose that one wants to measure the performance of the hypothetical pri­
sons custodial services program whose assumed cause-effect relationships are 
displayed in Figure 111-3. Further suppose that he is specifically interested 
in the outcome, increased prison safety (concept number 29 in Figure 111-3). 
He thinks about ways of measuring this concept, does some reading in the 
corrections evaluation and measurement literature, and pulls together the 
following list of potential measures for describing prison safety: 

Number of failures of internal security, by type of incident 
(total and total divided by average daily population) 
(Blair, 1977: 2) 
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Figure III-4 

AN ALTERNATIVE DIAGRAM DISpLAYING NEGATIVE EFFECTS THAT MIGHT RESULT FROM CONFINEMENT 
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Fi gure II 1-5 

HALFWAY HOUSE TREATMENT AND SKILL DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
ACTIVITIES AND EXPECTED IMPACTS BASED ON TREATMENT MODEL 

Activiti es 
Immediate Impacts 

Treatment services: 

r Individual and group 
counseling 

Drug and alcohol 

Improved interpersonal 
relations 

> Improved self-esteem 

4. counseling, treatment ______ --.) Decreased druQ and alcohol 

l
' and therapy dependence 

Marital and family ) Increased family stability counseling 

Skill development services: 

5. Leisure time activities _____ ~" Increased participation in __ """ 
legitimate leisure activities 6. Employment and academic 

counseling 

7. Education/training and 
employment placement 

Increased client motivation 
to enter accepted avenues of __ 
emplo.vment and/or training 

8. Budgeting or money- _____________________ _ 
management training 

9. Supervise the delivery of 
services and monitor (Connect to all the immediate 

:- I 

the progress of clients impacts, above.) 

L Assured participation 
in treatment and skill 
development programs 
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Fi gure II 1-5 

HALFWAY HOUSE TREATMENT AND SKILL DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
ACTIVITIES AND EXPECTED IMPACTS BASED ON TREATMENT MODEL 

Activities Immediate Impacts 

Treatment services: 

r Individual and group 
counseling 

Drug and alcohol 

Improved interpersonal 
relations 

Improved self-esteem 

4. counseling, treatment ______ ~> Decreased dru!=l and alcohol 

l and therapy dependence 

Marital and family _' ____ ~) Increased family stability 
counseling 

Skill development services: 

5. Leisure time activities ------7~ Increased participation in __ _ 
legitimate leisure activities 

6. Employment and academic 
counseling 

7. Education/training and 
employment placement 

Increased client motivation 
to enter accepted avenues of _____ 
emplo.vment and/or training 

8. Budgeting or money- ______________________ _ 
management training 

9. Supervise the delivery of 

;r I 

services and monitor (Connect to all the immediate 
the progress of clients impacts, above.) 

L Assured participation 
in treatment and skill 

. development programs 

62 

1\ 

Figure 111-5 (cont'd.) 

HALFWAY HOUSE TREATMENT AND SKILL DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
ACTIVITIES AND EXPECTED IMPACTS BASED ON TREATMENT MODEL 

Short-term Impacts Long-term Impacts 

Increased community 
~ i nvo 1 vement 

Increased work or 
I:ducati ona 1 

~stability 

! 
~ Increased 

I fi nanci al 
independence 

~ 
Improved attitude Decreased 
toward societv ---~) illegal 

activity 
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Fi gure II 1-6 

EXPECTED NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF HALFWAY HOUSE BASED ON RADICAL THEORY 

deins+ t· tionalization 
of ofl_ .. ders >-

placement with 
private 
entrepreneurs 

) 

reduced 
cost to 
taxpayer 

reduced_--+~ inadequate ) re~urn to 
qua 1 ity rehabil i tat~i o-n-'" cnme 
treatment 

ghettoi zati on of offenders ------------_--1. 
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increased harm 
to ghetto residents 
too poor to 
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Number of self-inflicted injuries and suicides (Blair, 1977: 60) 

Number of riots and other incidents of unrest to protest prison 
conditions and/or inhumane treatment (Blair, 1977: 60) 

Number and percentage of pri son days per year, during which there 
are no reported incidents of unrest or violence 

Amount of contraband detected (Colorado, 1979) 

Amount of contraband stopped; number of contrahand incidents; 
percentage of inmates with drugs in urine (Blair~ 1977: 60) 

Number of acts of vandalism and destructiveness (Blair, 1977: 62) 

Percentage of prisoner complaints resolved without resort to violence 

How can he decide which of these potential measures he should use? One way 
is by us i ng a uni form set of criteri a to eva'i uate each measure. These cri teri a 
would define the premises upon which measures are compared in order to establish 
their relative desirability. Various governmental jurisdictions have used such 
criteria as an aid to selecting performance measures. Which criteria are used 
varies from one jurisdiction to another. The City of Tallahassee, Florida, and 
the State of ~~isconsin provide two examples. Tallahassee rated potential mea­
sures for its productivity budget in terms of the following criteria: 

validity 

util i I.y 

timeliness 

acceptability 

simplicity 

ava il abi 1 ity 

use. 

Wisconsin's criteria stipulated that rerformance measures should be output­
oriented, relevant to program objectives, capable of meaningful quantification, 
thoroughly defined, simple but informative, available on a continuing basis, and 
should test the validity of objectives and recognize different levels of per­
formance (Wisconsin, 1973: 255-6). 

The most appropriate criteria will vary, depending upon how one intends to 
use measures. Criteria appropriate for evaluating a measure used to test a 
cause-effect linkage in Figure 111-3, for exampl~, might not be appropriate for 
evaluating a measure used to deci.de how budgeted funds should be distributed 
among program processes. 

Figure 1II-7 summarizes criteria frequently suggested for rating potential 
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~igure III-7 

CRITERIA FOR RATING POTENTIAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

TECHNICAL ADEQUACY 
Valid 

- complete 
- unique 

. Reliable 

. Accurate 

PRACTICALITY How 

. Cost :> good is a <: . Ease of 4 potenti a 1 2 
data collection _______ " performance ..... _~ ___ _ 

measure? 

UTILITY-USER DEPENDENT 
Relevant to decision 

. Timely 

GENERAL UTILITY 
· Comparable 
· Sensitive 
· Clear 

". -~ ~ 

~, I 

\ 
\ 

1 \ • 

f 
\. 
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performance measures. 5 Criteria for technical adequacy relate the potential 
measure to the concept it measures and permit assessing the measure in terms 
of how valid, reliable, and accurate the measurements are likely to be. Prac­
ticality criteria address concerns about the cost and ease of obtaining data. 
Two other categories consider utility from a general perspective and from the 
perspective of the specific use intended for the measure. Knowing how comparable, 
sensitive, and clear the measure is can give one an idea of the range of pro­
grams and constituents for which a measure might be useful. Timeliness and 
relevance of performance measurements to decisions, on the other hand, can be 
judged only within the context of specific uses. 

Table 111-2 provides working definitions for the criteria listed in Figure 
111-7. A possible rating scheme for these criteria are included in Appendix D . 
The reader may want to use this list as a starting point in identifying a set 
of criteria suitable to his measurement assessment problem. One can develop 
many strategies for systematically applying criteria to rate the relative 
desirability of individual measures. Two examples of strategies follow. 

Table 111-3 illustrates one simple rating strategy, using as an example 
the potential measures previously listed for the concept, increased prison safety. 
In this simple strategy, the rater selected seven criteria from Table 111-2 and 
used the rating scheme in Appendix 0 to score each measure. The scores were 
then summed across the criteria to obtain a single numerical rating for each 
measure considered. The higher the rating, the better the measure compares 
with the other measures ~~elated to the concept of prison safety. It should be 
emphasized that a measure's rating can be made only relative to ratings for 
other measures being considered for the same measurement purpose. liThe appraisal 
of any new (measurement) procedure must always be in terms of other procedures 
with which it is in competition." (Thorndike and Hagen, 1977: 93) 

If high scores on some criteria are considered ~ssential before a measure 
can be used, a two-step assessment strategy could be used. If performance 
measures are intended to aid decision-making, for example, the rater might 
first screen the measures foY' relevance to the decisions targeted and discard 
all measures deemed not relevant. He would not spend any time assessing those 
measures in terms of other criteria. Table 111-4 illustrates a two-step strategy . 
In this example, the potential measures relate to the concept, improved self­
esteem, also taken from Figure III-3. This rater believed that no measure should 
be considered if it scored "low" on either validity criterion -- completeness or 
uniqueness. The last three measures in this list were therefore dropped from 
consideration before assessing them in terms of the other five criteria. 

Potential measures need to be rated by people who understand the situation 
in which performance measurements will be used. The criteria that are most 
important in one situation might be cost and relevance to decisions. In another 
situation, other criteria, e.g. technical adequacy, might be most important. 
The rater can design a rating strategy for identifying measures that meet the 
constraints of his particular situation. If the situation warrants, more com­
plicated strategies that assign different weights to the scores for each cri­
terion used can be devised. 

One should keep in mind that this rating process is basically subjective. The 

5For a survey of literature on criteria, see Grizzle (1979a). 
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Table 1II-2 

CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING PROPOSED MEASURES 

I. Criteria for Rating Technical Adequacy 

l.vilfd - Does the measure logically represent the concept to be measur~d? 
Two components of validity that merit separate ratings are completeness 
and uniqueness~ 

a. Complete - Does the measure cover the entire concept or construct? 

b. Unique - Does the measure represent some concept or construct not 
covered by any other measure in this set? 

2. Reliable - If a measurement is repeated, will the results be identical? 
Are there fluctuations in the characteristic to be measured, changes in 
transient personal or situational factors, or inconsistencies in the 
measurement procedure that result in variation in the measurements 
attained? 

3. Accurate - Is the measurment free of systematic error or bias? 

II. Practicality 

1. Cost - How much will data collection or analysis cost? 

2. Ease of data collection - What is the anticipated ease or difficulty 
of obtaining the data needed to make the measurement? 

III. Utility - User Independent 

1. Comparable - Can this measure be used to compare different programs with 
each other? 

2. Sensitive - Is the discriminating power of the measurement prncedure 
~fficient to capture the variation that occurs in the ohject, events or 
situations being measured? 

3. Clear - Can the meaning of the measure be understood? 

IV. Utility - User Dependent 

1. 

2. 

~ I 

Relevant to decision - Does the measure provide information needed to 
make a decision about the performance of a correctional program or 
activity? 

Timely - Are changes in the objects, events, or situations being mea­
sured reflected quickly enough in the measurement~ to be available be­
fore the decision must be made? 
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Table III-3 

AN ILLUSTRATION OF A SIMPLE RATING STRATEGY 

Increased prison safety (29) 
No. of failures of internal security, 
by type of incident (total and total 
divided by average daily population) 

a. incidents involving contraband 
b. incidents of unrest by. groups 

of inmates " 
c. physical assaults on prison 

officials 
d. physical assaults on inmates 

requiring medical treatment 
(Blair, 2) 

No. of self-inflicted injuries and 
suicides (Blair, 60) 

0'1 
~ No. of riots and other incidents of 

unrest to protest prison conditions 
and/or inhumane treatment 
No. and % of prison days per year, 
during which there are no reported 
incidents of unrest or violence 
Amount of contraband detected (main­
tain or decrease) (Effectiveness mea­
sure used by Colorado Department of 
Corrections to assess "security" 
program) 
Amount of contraband stopped; no. of 
contraband incidents; % of inmates 
with drugs in urine (Blair, 60) 
No. of acts of vandalism and destruc­
tiveness 
% of prisoner complaints resolved 
without resort to violence 

Valid 
Complete Unique 

H M 

M M 

M M 

H M 

M M 

M M 

M M 

~1 M 

Reliable Accurate Comparable 

H M H 

H H L 

H H L 

H H H 

H H L 
1 - L 
2 - L 

H H 3 - H 

H H L 

11 H H 

1 

,; " 

" ' 

Sensitive Clear 

M H 

M H 

M H 

H H 

M H 

M H 

M H 

M H 

Numerical 
Rating 

11 

9 

9 

13 

9 

9 
9 

11 

9 

11 

! 
l 
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\ 
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Table III-4 

AN ILLUSTRATION OF A TWO-STEP RATING STRATEGY 

Improved self-esteem (26) 
% of prisoners whose self-esteem is 
judged to have improved since intake 

Use of MMPI 
. Use of Jesness and CPI 
. Use of Army psycho-neurotic 

screening adjunct 
% of prisoners who accept the possi­
bility of eliminating their crime 
problem 
% of prisoners with negative attitude 
toward self 
% of inmates who anticipate returning 
to gainful activity after release 
% of inmates who participate actively 
in group activities 
% of inmates who believe they have 
something to contribute to soc~ety 

Valid Reliable Accurate Comparable Sensitive Clear Numeri ca 11 
Complete Unique Rating 

H H H M H M H "12 

L 
(se If-

M M H report) H M H 9 

M 
H M H (st~~g~Y)d H M H 11 

M L' 

L 

M L' 

I Rated L, assuming this information would be generated by use of a 
standard self-esteem questionnaire. 
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ratings strategy gives a rater a systematic way of thinking about factors that 
render a potential measure satisfactory or unsatisfactory'. One can use a scoring 
scheme to produce a single numerical rating for comparing measures that relate 
to the same concept and selecting measures that rate higher than some predesig­
nated cutoff. If this procedure seems too mechanical, one can simply apply the 
criteria to obtain insights about the measures I strengths and weaknesses without 
producing total scores. 

If none of these strategies seems desirable, a more unstructured approach 
could be used. One could, for example, first sort measures into "su itab1e" 
and "ut:lsuitab1e" categories and then sUl1111arize the factors that led to the 
judgment that some measures were suitable and others not. 

Whatever procedure is used needs to be applied consistently. The larger 
the set of measures, the more time it takes rechecking ratings to make sure 
that all criteria have been uniformly interpreted and applied. For small sets 
of measures ranging from 50 to 80 measures per set, our average time for rating 
measures using 12 criteria averaged three minutes per measure. If one has the 
task of proposing measures for the hundreds of concepts required to measure 
all the performance dimensions in Table 111-1 for several corrections programs, 
it might take several weeks for a single ratel~ to rate all the measures. If 
rating the measures is divided up among diffel~ent raters, special care should 
be taken to ensure that all raters6share common anchor points and make ratings 
that are consistent across raters. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this chapter, we discuss several conceptual issues that one should re­
solve before searching for specific performance measures. By answering the 
following list of questions, one can develop a conceptual framework that tailors 
performance measurement to a chosen program: 

For what corrections program is performance to be measured? 

In what stage of development is this program, and what types 
of performance information can appropriately be developed 
for this stage? 

Who is asking what questions about the program's performance, 
and to what extent ar~ these questions compatible with the 
type of performance information appropriate to the program's 
developmental stage? 

What will the people wanting performance information about 
this program do with this information? 

. Who will pay for the performance measurement system, and 
what restrictions do the funding level and the information 
interests of the payor place on the type of performance 
information that the system will address? 

6For a more extended discussion of our experience using the rating criteria, 
see Jones (1980). 
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Whi ch (and whose) information need . . 
effectiveness, equity, servi'ce s:-e.g. for eff1.clency, cost-
conformance information ... ,-wi';l quallty, unmet need, and policy 
be designed to serve? the performance measurement ~ystem 

If some of these information needs are i k 

mance measurement system what Will be t~~O;'~~ ~y tll':~ perfor-
of not answering some of'the perf' e 1 ~ry con~equences ormance questlons belng asked? 

Wi 11 pe)~formance be compar d . th If so, which (or whose) gO:lSWl t gOtalS, or targets, or standards? , arge s, or standards? 

I: product or process measures Vlces does the program deliver are to be developed, what ser-
these services? and how does it go about providing 

. What corr~ctions theories will guide one's choice of what 
measure and what the measurements mean? to 

~~n~~~t~O~~~~ti~n~et~~~~~~! ~doPted suggest that specific 
relating these concepts to pdr'ogWrahat arfe the key assumptions m per OYlnance? 

What strategy will be followed when assessing h 
adequacy of potential performance measures? t e relative 

These ques ti ons 1 ead one exp 1 i .' , 1 t 
from corrections theories and to or~!~iY ~hrelate measures to concepts derived 
logy tha~ lays out the performance ques~~onset~e~s~~ement effort within a typo-
s~st~m wl~l answer. The questions also fo a e perfo~ance measurement 
wl~hln WhlCh performance information is l'~c~ o~e ~o recognlze the environment 
WhlCh performance information can be put 1 ed

y hO e used, the.multiple uses to 
such performance information is used in ,a~ w a.stands to galn or lose when 
one to relate the cost resulting from d p?l~cy~aklng. Further, they encourage 
measurement system to the funds likel ~clslons ~ade about. the scope of the 
these questions before thinking aboutY a~t~e ~vallable. Flnally, answering 
one's search for measures and simPlif' P lCU ar meas~res focuses and economizes 
are collected. les measurement lnterpretation once data 
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CHAPTER IV 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR THE CORRECTIONS AGENCY 

The previous chapter developed a conceptual framework that people 
interested in measuring corrections performance can use to define their per­
formance information needs. Within that framework, this chapter focuses upon 
how measures can be constructed, interpreted, and used to judge performance. 
When constructing measures, one needs to be sensitive to the context within 
which and the purposes for which performance measurements will be used. Thus, 
we first discuss how theory and other matters affect how measurements should be 
interpreted and performance comparisons can be used to judge program perfor­
mance. Next, we illustrate different ways of constructing measures for 
performance concepts identified as important. Finally, we describe an 
approach--multivariate statistical modeling--that permits attributing changes 
in individual offenders I behavior to specific adult corrections programs. 

INTERPRETING MEASURH1ENTS 

Lists of performance measurements are not by themselves of much value. 
Before using these measurements, one must decide what they mean. This decision 
requires that one interpret the measurement within the context of additional 
information. We have already emphasized the important role that theory plays 
in shaping the meaning of performance measurements. When a program's assumed 
cause-effect relationships are explicit and when performance measures relate to 
specific concepts within the cause-effect framework, the direction in which a 
measurement should change to be interpreted as an improvement in performance 
should be clear. When the theory underlying correctional programs is made 
explicit, theory and programmatic development can proceed simultaneously, not 
separately as is so often the case today. Both theory and correctional programs 
could benefit substantially by this marriage. 

In addition to theory, several other matters need to be considered when 
interpreting measurements. These factors include timing, self-correcting cases, 
learning curves, and participant dropouts. Timing is especially important when 
measuring outcomes that lag behind program operations. Premature measurement 
might not capture a program's impact, for example, on such delayed outcomes as 
increased job stability and income due to training obtained while in prison or 
on probation or parole. Postponing outcome measurement also poses interpretation 
problems, however, when program effects die out or program ex-participants cannot 
be located (Rezmovic, 1979: 26). Measurements need to be timed to occur after 
outcomes are expected to materialize but before agencies lose track of ex-offenders 
and information about their post-release behavior. 

The learning curve phenomenon may also affect program performance. If 
program operations are such that one can expect improved performance to result 
from experience, one should consider the program's developmental stage when 
interpreting measurements. In self-correcting cases, outcomes may make a program 
appear more effective than it is. For example, a part of an observed reduction 
in drug usage may be due to the phenomenon of "maturing out" but be improperly 
interpreted as being due to some treatment program in which the ex-offenders 
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were previously enrolled unless maturation is explicitly controlled for. 

Program dropouts also need to be considered when interpreting program 
outcomes. A high dropout rate, if ignored, can lead to judging program effects 
only in terms of that portion of participants who were most successful. In 
addition to the special care in interpretation posed by the timing of measure­
ments, self-correcting cases, learning curves, and program dropouts, attributing 
outcomes to a specific corrections program rather than to other factors 
generally poses a problem of interpretation. A later section of this paper 
illustrates the multivariate statistical models that we believe present the 
most generally feasible approach to dealing with this attribution problem. 

USING MEASUREMENTS TO JUDGE PERFORMANCE 

Measurements describe performance but do not by themselves evaluate it. 
To judge how well a program is doing, performance measurements must be compared 
with other information. This information may take the form of standards, goals 
or objectives, optimal or technically efficient performance levels, or the 
performance of other programs. 

One source of standards would be American Correctional Association 
standards published as manuals for adult parole authorities, adult community 
residential services, adult probation and parole field services, adult 
correctional institutions, and adult local detention facilities. A few examples 
of process and service characteristic measures for which measurements could be 
compared with ACA standards are listed below: 

Process measure for a jail activity: Number of inspections per 
week of security facilities (ACA standard 5211 sets the number 
at once a week.) (American Correctional Association, 1977b: 43) , 

Process measure for a prison activity: Number and percentage of 
inmates with special work assignments who received appropriate 
clothing (ACA standard 4246 sets the percentage at 100.) 
(American Correctional Association, 1977a: 48) 

Service characteristic measure fOl" a prison activity: 
Percentage of educational programs recognized and accepted 
by professional educators, licensing boards and/or trade 
associations (ACA standard 4399 sets the percentage at 100.) 
(American Correctional Association, 1977a: 77) 

When comparing performance to standards, one would conclude that performance at 
or exceeding the level prescribed in the standard is satisfactory. Performance 
measur'ements at levels below the standard would indicate need for improvement. 
Similar conclusions could be reached, using quantified goals or objectives 
instead of standards. Assume, for example, that a goal of a prison skill 
development program was that released offenders would be employed 90% of the 
time during the first year after release. If the performance measurement 
showed average employment of 95% of the time, one might conclude that per­
formance was good. If, on the other hand, the measurement showed an average 
employment of 70% of the time, performance could be judged inadequate compared 
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to the goal set for the program. 

The other bases for comparison, technical efficiency and interprogram 
comparisons, require more detailed discussion than do standards or goals. 
Discussions of these comparisons follow in separate sections below, with a 
final section dealing with interprogram comparisons when multiple outcomes exist. 

Technical Efficiency 

Technical efficiency means producing the maximum output from a given input 
bundle. This concept can be applied to corrections programs to estimate the 
reduction in cost possible if technical efficiency prevailed. Assume, for 
example, that the cost at optimum efficiency (i.e., the cost of operating under 
the condition of technical efficiency) of a corrections program is equated 
to 100%. Cost comparisons based on this concept could be made as illustrated 
below for hypothetical jails: 

Optimal cost 

Jail A cost compared to optimum 

Jail B cost compared to optimum 

100% 

114% 

108% 

Applied to some processes, this concept is relatively straightforward. 
For~example, in examining the efficiency of steam-electric generating plants, 
Schmidt and Lovell (1977) have a single output -- electricity generated. Their 
production function includes three inputs -- capital, fuel~ and labor. Inputs' 
and the output are measured as follows: 

Capital - actual cost of plant 

Fuel actual consumption measures in BTU 

Labor - design labor force measured in total employee 
man-hours (total employees x 2000) 

Finally, tl)ey assume a Cobb-Douglas functional form for the production function: 
y = ai~lXileE , where y is the amount of electricity generated by a plant,the Xi 

are the capital, fuel, and labor used in the production process, E is a random 
disturbance, and ~ and the ails are parameters to be estimated. 

Before such a procedure is applied to correctional programs, several 
questions need to be answered. These questions are raised below within the 
context of probation programs. 

Suppose that we agree that the output for probation programs is supervlslon 
and that the quantity of supervision can be measured by the number of offenders 
on probation times the number of days that each is on probation. If we assume 
three inputs, labor (measured in employee man-hours), capital (measured as 
actual cost of facilities used), and material (actual cost of equipment, supplies, 
and travel), we can assume a theoretical model of probation production as follows: 

Quantity of supervision = f(labor, capital, material) 
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We might then wish to assume Cobb-Douglas to be the form of this production 
function, as was the case for the electric generating plants. By measuring 
the labor, capital, and material consumed by different probation programs and 
the quantity of supervision produced by each, we can use this production 
function to determine which program is most technically efficient. 

The first question that needs to be raised is, "is this finding of the 
most technically efficient program useful to anyone?" To assume either that 
it is IIgood" per ~ to be technically efficient or that the technically 
inefficient programs ought to emulate the technically efficient programs 
requires that we agree on two points. The first point of agreement is that 
the three inputs, as measured, adequately capture the important aspects of 
the probation process. A second point upon which we must agree is that 
quantity of supervision adequately captures probation output. Given this 
formulation of the probation production function, it seems obvious, even before 
going to the expense of collecting data, that the efficient probation programs 
will be those with the greatest number of probationers per probation employee. 
Would not a finding that "the larger the caseload per probation employee, the 
more efficient is the organization," be trivial? 

It may be argued that "quantity of supervision" does not capture important 
qualitative variation in the outputs of different probation programs. This 
argument is especially relevant when the audience for the research is concerned 
both with technical efficiency and with allocative efficiency (whether the 
marginal benefit is equal to the marginal cost and output is produced at the 
lowest cost). The results of benefits that may accrue from X days of 
supervision -- e.g., employment stability and abstention from criminal activity 
by the offender -- may differ markedly, depending upon the nature of the 
supervision and supporting services rendered. Most advocates of correctional 
reform advocate changes in program processes, not because they are interested 
in technical efficiency, but because the nature of the process is believed to 
affect the quality of the output and the impact of the program upon the 
offender directly and society indirectly. If-rhis concern is to be addressed, 
then it will probably be necessary to enrich the production function by 
including a vector of output quality attributes. 

It may also be argued that the measures for labor, capital, and material 
do not capture important process differences between programs. These 
variables define the quantitative combinations of the three inputs but they do 
not describe how the inputs are combined. Once technical efficiency has been 
determined for a group of programs, using an output variable standardized for 
qua 1 ity, the questi on, "Why is program X techni ca lly i neffi ci ent?" needs a more 
informed answer than "it uses too much 1 abor" or" it uses too 1 ittl e 1 abor}1 
The quality of the output can be affected by the way-resources are used, not 
simply the quantity and proportions of the three inputs used. As an example 
of process variJt"ions that might materially affect output quality, we list 
these questions about probation process derived from recommendations made by 
the Corrections Task Force of the President1s Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice (1967): 

(1) Should offender classification be based upon risk or both 
risk and service needs identified? 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Should probationers be involved in developing their 
inventory of needs? 

Should a team approach be used for needs assessment? 

Should the priority function of the probation officer 
be that of community resource manager for probationers 
or of sole provider? 

Should there be a distinction between misdemeanant and 
felony probation as to organization, manpower or services? 

Should probation resources be organized on the basis of 
workload or caseload? 

Should probation operations be centralized or decentralized? 

The nature of the probation process is important for understanding why ce~tain 
inputs lead to certain outputs. It is a topic logically explored after 
technical efficiency has been determined. 

Interprogram Comparisons 

Performance measurements most usefully indicate how well a program is 
performing when measurements can be compa~ed with each other. Wh~le compari­
sons can be made against a program1s prevlous track record or agalnst 
standards or goals, many observers of corrections.prog~ams have a keen int~rest 
in comparing programs to each other. The great dlverslty of adu~t correctlons 
programs, both in terms of what these progr~ms do and what theY.lntend to 
accomplish requires that one exercise speclal care when comparlng programs 
to each other. Interprogram performance comparisons are most appropriate 
when these conditions are present: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

When process measurements are used to compare performance, programs 
should share common processes. 

When efficiency or product measurements are used, programs should 
share common products. 

When quality measurements are used, programs should share common 
service characteristics. 

When equity measurements are used, potential client groups should 
be similar. 

When effectiveness or cost-effectiveness measurements are used, 
the types of outcomes expected should be similar among programs 
compared to each other. 

Programs should use the same definitions, data collection and 
reduction procedures, and measurement display formats. 
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(7) Data collection and reduction techniques should be practical and 
relatively cheap. 

(8) Programs must have an opportunity to explain unusual situations. 

(9) Timely data collection and reporting occurs.' 

Obviously, interprogram comparisons will be hindered when programs use 
different performance measures. While different measures may be required 
to capture faithfully the diversity of program processes, products, and 
service characteristics, it may be possible to compare some programs· outcomes 
even though these programs differ in what they do. All programs do not aim 
for the same outcomes, but those that-ao-could be compared in terms of a 
common array of outcome measures. Researchers would welcome more uniform 
measurement across programs in order to facilitate testing cause-effect 
assumptions. Corrections actors, however, are more likely to consider common 
outcome measures from the standpoint of how interprogram comparisons might 
affect their ability to mobilize support for their programs. 

Aggregating Multiple Outcomes 

When programs have more than one outcome in terms of which performance 
can be compared, assessments can be made in two general ways. In the first 
way, the outcomes are simply arrayed and the user must decide how much 
importance to attach to each outcome v/hen judging program performance. In 
the second way, weights are attached to each outcome and these weighted 
outcomes are summed to provide a single performance measurement. Several 
researchers have presented methods of determining and applying these weights 
to various performance dimensions (Keeney and Raiffa, 1976; Edwards, 
Guttentag, and Snapper, 1975; Rohrbaugh and Wehr, 1978; Rohrbaugh and Quinn, 
1979). The technique presented here is that developed by Edwards (Edwards 
and Guttentag, 1975; Edwards, Guttentag, and Snapper, 1975). 

Taken in the method·s simplest form, the steps are to identify program 
outcomes, determine the relative importance of outcomes, estimate the extent 
to which each program attains each outcome, and calculate the utility for 
each program. 

A. Identify program outcomes. 

In this hypothetical example, we assume four broad outcomes - punishment, 
retribution, deterrence, and rehabilitation. For real programs, the outcomes 
would probably be more specific. For example, one might expect outcomes such 
as the following to be of interest for a probation program: 

;r I 

. reduced criminal activity 

. increased socially acceptable behavior 

improved self-esteem 

'Points 6 through 9 were adapted from Dressel (1976: 92). 
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improved family stability 

improved attitude toward society 

increased economic productivity 

increased safety in the community 

B. Determine the relative importance of outcomes. 
. 10' ssigned to the outcome deemed 

An arbitrary importance we1gh~ ~f ou~~o~es are weighted relati~e t~ the 
least important and the three r~ma1nlng e we will say that retribut10n 1S 
least important outcome. In th1S exampl "hment will be weighted 20; deterrence, 
the least important outcome and that PU~1~t is established it is checked 
30' and rehabilitation, 40. As ea~htWe1g If the weights'do not sum to 100, 
ag~inst the ~the~ \'feights fohr cons1~ ~~~y~eights and multiplied by 100 to 
each weight 1S d1v1ded by t e sum 0 
convert them to a 0-to-100 scale. 

C. Estimate the extent to which each program attains each outcome. 

t and converts them to a 0-to-100 
This step takes perfo~m~nce measu~emen slue for any of the programs and 

scale for which 0 is the.m1n1mu~ Pl~~~1b!~a~~le, assume that the measuremen~s 
100 is the maximum plaus1ble. or, 1~. ated On a O-to~lOO scale. the pr1son 
shown in the matrix be~ow ha~e ~e~n ~s8~mfor the punishment outcome, 50 for 
program·s performance 1S est

d
1m
9
aO e dalO for deterrence and rehabilitation, 

the retribution outcome, an an 
respectively. 

Outcomes 
Programs 

\:: 
+J 0 Q) 

\:: .,... U 
Q) +J \:: 

E :::l Q) 

..c s-.J:: s-Vl 

.,... 
s- Q) .,... 

+l \:: +J 
Q) Q) :::l 

0- 0::: Cl 

80 50 90 
Prison 

70 30 60 

30 10 20 
Ha 1 fway House 

Probation -- -
20 10 30 

D. Calculate the utility for each program. 

\:: 
0 .,... 
+l 
ro 
+J .,... ,.... .,... 
..c 
ro 

.J:: 
Q) 

0::: 

T 

10 

30 

50 --
40 Weights for 

outcome 

. d b (1) multiplying the weight for 
Utility for a program 1St~~~~Ul~~:t i~ related to that outcome and 

each outcome by the program u 1 1 Y 
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(2) summing the product obtained for each of the outcomes. For the prison 
program in this example, the aggregate utility would eqlJ.al (20 X 80) + 
(10 X 50) + (30 X 90) + (40 X 10) or 5200. Utilities for halfway hOuses 
and probation would be 4800 and 3300, respectively. Using this approach, 
the prison program would be judged to have best overall performance because 
its utility is larger than the halfway house and probation utilities. 

CONSTRUCTING MEASURES 

Chapter III presents a method for def~ning requirements in terms of 
information needed to answer questions being asked about performance. What 
should be measured depends upon one's theory about correctional programs 
and their consequences. Measures are constructed for those concepts that 
one's theory suggests are important in answering performance questions. 
These performance measures can be broadly categorized into types, correspond­
ing to different performance questions thqt one might ask. The measurement 
types suggested in Chapter III relate to the questions listed below: 

Type of 
Performance Measure 

Cost 

Product 

Process 

Service characteristic 

Distribution 

Outcome 

Cost/product 

Cost/outcome 

External conditions 

Performance Question to Be Answered 

What is spent? 

What is produced? 

How is service provided? 

How good is service? 

Who gets served? 

Service with what results? 

Service at what cost? 

Results at what cost? 

What environmental conditions exist? 

In this section, we speak to the more technical problem of how to construct 
measures, given that one knows the performance questions and the concepts that 
need measuring. Measures may be constructed as simple counts; ratios, percent­
ages, or unit costs; indices; or models that estimate a measure as a function 
of several other variables. For illustrative purposes, we take a hypothetical 
probation treatment program and assume that the concepts important for 
measuring this program's performance are diagrammed in Figure IV-l. The 
examples that follow relate to this treatment program. 

Simple Counts 

Simple counts are frequently used to measure cost, amounts of work done, 
quantity of product, and outcome. A cost measure expressed as a simple count 
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is "total dollars spent on probation treatment programs. II A product measure 
, . d d II constructed as a simple count is, "number of treatment serVlces ren ere. 

Examples of process measures that require only simple counts are these: 

Number of staff hours spent providing treatment services 

Number of probationers receiving treatment services 

The first measure addresses the time it takes to implement an activity, while 
the second addresses the extent to which the activity is implemented. Possible 

. outcome measures constructed as simple counts are related in Table IV~l to 
some of the concepts displayed in Figure IV-l. 

Ratios, Rates, and Percentages 

By taking two simple counts and dividing one by the other, one can 
construct ratios, percentages, and unit costs. Percentages, for example, can 
be developed for each probationer count in Table IV-l by dividing each 
measurement by the total number of probationers. By dividing ~he total number 
of violations of probation terms by the total number of probatloner man years, 
one can construct a ratio of violations to man years, or, as the measure would 
be more frequently stated, the number of violations per probationer man year. 
Ratios are also frequently reported as rates -- e.g., number of assaults per 
100,000 population. Table IV-2 presents other examples of ratios and per­
centages. 

Process, service characteristic, and distribution measures can also be 
easily constructed as percentages. Process measures as percentages can 
describe the time it takes to implement an activity, the extent to which the 
activity is implemented, and the manner in which the activity is carried 
out. Examples of measures for these three aspects of processes are, 
respectively: 

Percentage of staff hours spent providing counseling 

Percentage of eligible clients participating 

Percentage of counselors who are sympathetic toward clients 

Service characteristic measures that summarize the level of client 
satisfaction, level of staff satisfaction, degree to which an activity meets 
professional standards, and ratings by inspectors can also readily be con­
structed as percentages. Table IV-2 provides a few examples. Finally, 
examples of distribution measures constructed as percentages would be 
percentage of offenders receiving treatment s~rvices, broken down.by such 
characte~istics as severity of offense, severlty of need for serVlce, race, 
age, sex, and income level. 

Unit Cost 

Unit cost measures can be used to make both efficiency and cost­
effectiveness comparisons. For example, total cost of treatment services 
divided by number of services provided permits an efficiency comparison -- cost 
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5. 

Activities 

Provide for 
counseling, 
treatment, and 
therapy: 
.drug and 
alcohol 

.psychological 
and psychiatric 

.marital/fami ly 

.financial 
management 

.sexual 
behavior 

Supervise 

FIGURE IV-l 

PROBATION TREATMENT SERVICES 
ACTIVITIES AND EXPECTED IMPACTS 

Immediate Impacts 

Increased probationers' 
ability to cope with 
personal problems: 

.Decreased dependence 
on drugs and alcohol (2) 

.Improved interpersonal 
relations (3) 

. Improved mental well-being (4) 

.Improved family stability (5) 

.Increased financial 
independence (6) 

.Improved sexual 
adj us tment (7) 

treatment Assured par-
services and ticipation in 
moni tor --~) treatment 
probationers' programs (13) 
progress 
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Short-term Impacts 

Improved 
probationers' 
self-esteem (15) 

Increased 
self-sufficienc 

(14 ) 

", 

i' 
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" Ii 

~i 

'I 

1/ 

Improved 
-t att"j tude 

toward --t 
soc"jety 

(16 ) 

FIGURE IV-1 (cont'd.) 

PROBATION TREATMENT SERVICES 
ACTIVITIES AND EXPECTED IMPACTS 

Long-te~m Impacts 

Increased 
socially -----------------j 
acceptable 
behavior 
~8) 'V 
~ Increased Enhanced soci-

~ probation eta1 acceptance 
success (19) b to 

~ Reduced soci eta 1 ~ of pro a , on Reduced (32) 
criminal cost of crime 
activity ) (30) i 
(during and Increased safety ~ 
after probation) in the community 

(29) 
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TABLE IV-l 

ILLUSTRATIVE OUTCOME MEASURES CONSTRUCTED AS SIMPLE COUNTS FOR A HYPOTHETICAL 
PROBATION TREATMENT PROGRAM 

Concept Measured 

Decreased dependence on drugs 
and alcohol 

Improved interpersonal relations 

Increased family stability 

Improved attitude toward society 

Increased socially acceptable 
behavior 

Increased probation success 

Increased financial independence 

86 

.. 

Measures Related to Concept 

Number of probationers no longer 
dependent upon drugs, as reported 
by counselors, emp loyer's, peers, 
family 

Number of probationers whose inter­
personal relations have improved, 
as determined by probation staff, 
self-reports, and standard psycho­
logical tests 

Number of probationers who show 
improved family stability, as mea­
sured by the St. Paul Scale of 
Family Functions 
Number of probationers who per­
ceived a positive change in their 
family relationships 

Number of probationers whose 
attitudes became more acceptable, 
as measured by Jesness, California 
Psychological Inventory, and MMPI 

Number of probationers showing 
increased socially acceptable be­
havior~ as measured on the ABC 
behavior scale 

Number of probationers who complete 
their terms without revocation 
Number of violations of probation 
terms 

Number of probationers whose credit 
rating improved 
Number of probationers who, after 
financial counseling, are able to 
pay rent, buy clothes, and make 
large purchases 

i 
I , 

I 
" 

TABLE IV-2 

ILLUSTRATIVE MEASURES CONSTRUCTED AS RATIOS OR PERCENTAGES FOR A HYPOTHETICAL 
PROBATION TREATMENT PROGRAM 

Outcome Concept Measured 

Increased safr::ty in the cOl1ll1unity 

Decreased dependence on drug~ 
and alcohol 

Reduced criminal activity 

Increased socially acceptable 
behavior 

Service Characteristic Concept 
Measured for Counseling, 
Treatment, and Therapy 
Activities 

Client satisfaction 

Service availability 

Timeliness 

_.' .~ ... -~~- ... --_ .. :F .~-.--
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Ratio Measures Related to Concept 

Reported crime rate 
Victimization rate 

% of probationers depending on 
drugs for normal functioning 

Arrest rate of probationers 
% of probationers with no further 
criminal associations for 1 year 
after discharge from probation 

% of time probationer was employed 
during follow-up period 

% of time counselor is rated 
effective/competent/helpful by 
probati oners 

% of probationers for whom 
treatment needs are met 

% of probationers who receive 
treatment within 2 weeks after 
referral 

~~-. _., ,-"._.,- - .. --
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per service provided. Total program cost divided by the number of probationers 
who completed their term without revocation permits a cost-effectiveness 
comparison -- cost per successful probation completed. 

Many potential users can readily see the utility of efficiency and cost­
effectiveness comparisons. These performance measures would no doubt be used 
to a greater extent but for the difficulty of matching costs to products and 
outcomes. Cost determination methods therefore merit further discussion. 

The most promising techniques for matching costs to products and outcomes 
are cost accounting systems~ time logs, retrospective estimates, and direct 
observation studies. 

Most corrections agencies do not have cost accounting systems. Those 
that do can code expenditures so that they can be classified by organizational 
unit, responsibility cost center, or program as well as by object of expendi­
ture. When corrections agencies code expenditures by program, they can 
readily obtain total program costs from existing accounting records. Although 
several states now have automated accounting systems with space set aside for 
coding expenditures by program, this space is not always used. vlhen 
corrections agencies have several programs, it is easier to allocate the 
space than to associate expenditures with particular programs so that the 
space can be used. A common problem is maintaining valid historical comparisons 
when frequent reorganizations move program components from one organizational 
unit, responsi bi 1 ity cost cent,er, or program to another. 

Because personnel costs are usually the biggest expenditure for corrections 
agencies, time logs are another way of estimating program costs. Each employee 
keeps a record showing minutes spent each day on each program. Monthly 
oersonnel costs can be distributed among programs according to the percentage 
~f total time spent on each program. When nonpersonnel costs are minor in 
comparison with personnel costs, they are frequently distributed across 
programs in the same proportions as are personnel costs. Independent 
estimates can be made of nonpersonnel costs when these costs do not apply to 
programs in the same proportion as personnel costs. An example would be 
machinery used by only Qne program in the agency. 

Many emp 1 oyees do not 1 ike to us e ti me sheets and wi 11 res i s t doi ng so. 
This resistance may take the form of forgetting to fill out the sheet part of 
the time or recording inaccurate 'information. When time sheets are not 
practical, retrospective reporting can be used to estimate costs. A simple, 
though not necessarily accurate, approach to retrospective reporting would be 
to list the programs upon which an employee spends time and ask him to estimate 
the percentage of time spent on each program. 

Cost accounting, time logs, and retrospective estimates are probably the 
most practical ways of allocating agency costs among programs. If the program 
has multiple products or outcomes, more detailed methods of cost determination 
may be required to match costs with'in a program to specific products or 
outcomes. Using our hypothetical probation treatment program as an example, 
we might want to break down the cost per unit of service by type of treatmen~ 
provided. When the cost determination methods already discussed cannot provlde 
this level of detail, special studies can develop estimates of the average 
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time required to complete individual activities or tasks. These average times 
can then be used to develop standard costs. The following example lists six 
activities performed by probation officers, the average minutes hypothetically 
required to complete each activity, and standard unit costs derived from the 
average time required for each activity. 

Average Minutes Standard 
Activity Required Unit Cost 

Needs assessment 180 minutes $60.00 

Counseling session 50 18.10 

Referral 20 13.30 

Follow-up on referral 15 4.00 

Revocat';on 390 130.00 

Regular completion 30 10.00 

The average minutes required could have been calcu'lated by special time logs, 
direct observation and recording of elapsed time, or reporting on a sample of 
time periods. 

Indices 

This discussion of unit costs for efficiency or cost-effectiveness 
comparisons leads to suggesting another way of constructing performan~e 
measures -- indices that aggregate simple counts, percentages, or ratlOS. 
Rather than developing unit costs for each activity one can use an index to 
construct a single product measure that includes several activities. A 
product measure for the activities shown above could be constructed from the 
following index: 

Total units of service = number of needs assessments + number of 
counseling sessions + number of referrals 
+ number of referral follow-ups + number 
of revocations + number of regular completions 

Deciding the relative importance of the different activities is the challenge 
in constructing such an index. As the index is formulated above, each 
activity is weighted equally. Such an index would encourage probation 
officers to maximize the number of units of service provided by making many 
referrals and doing few needs assessments and revocations. This distortion of 
effort could be avoided by weighting each activity by the average time required 
to complete that activity. Continuing with the same example, we would then 
weight this index as follows: 

Total units of service = (number of needs assessments x 180) + (number of 
counseling sessions x 50) + (number of referrals 
x 20) + (number of referral follow-ups x 15) + 
(number of revocations x 390) + (number of regular 
completions x 30) 
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Incentives for providing quality service can be introduced by adding 
measures of service characteristics to the index. Measures of client 
satisfaction, service availability, and timeliness are included in this index: 

Total units of service = (number of needs assessments x 180) + (number 
of counseling sessions x 50 x % of time 
probationer rates counselor as helpful) + 
(number of referrals x 20 x % of probationers 
for whom treatment needs are met) + (number 
of referral follow-ups x 15 x % of probationers 
who receive treatment within 2 weeks of 
referral) + (number of revocations x 290) + 
(number of regular completions x 30) 

Multiple outcome measures can also be aggregated to provide a single index. 
For a probation treatment program, one possible index that weights each 
outcome equally would be: 

Probation treatment 
outcome 

= (% of probationers no longer dependent on drugs 
+ % of probationers whose interpersonal 
relations have improved + % of probationers 
who show improved family stability + % of 
probationers whose attitudes became more 
acceptable + % of probationers showing 
increased socially acceptable behavior + % 
of probationers who completed probation 
without revocation + % of probationers whose 
credit rating improved + % of probationers 
not rearrested within one year of completing 
probation) .;. 8 

This index yields a percentage ranging between 0 and 100. Divided into total 
program cost, this performance measure calculates the cost for each percentage 
of outcome. Cost per outcome percentage can be compared for different programs 
to assess their relative cost-effectiveness. 

As with the service index, the most difficult problem in constructing an 
outcome index is deciding the relative importance of the individual perfor­
mance measures. The decision theoretic techniques mentioned in the section on 
aggregating multiple outcomes are one way of deriving the weights. Assume, 
for example, that we used Edwards· technique and determined the following 
weights for the outcomes included in the index shown above: 

Outcome 

Independence from drugs 

Interpersonal relations 

Family stabil'ity 

Acceptable attitudes 
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Weight 

10% 

10 

10 

5 
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Socially acceptable behavior 

Probation completed 

Credit rating improved 

Not rearrested 

10 

30 

5 

20 

The index would be reformulated as follows to incorporate these weights: 

Probation treatment 
outcome 

Models 

= (% of probationers no longer dependent on drugs 
X .10) + (% of probationers whose interpersonal 
relations have improved X .10) + (% of 
probationers who show improved family stability 
X .10) + (% of probationers whose attitudes 
become more acceptable X .05) + (% of 
probationers showing increased socially accept­
able behavior X .10) + (% of probationers who 
complete probation without revocation X .30) + 
(% of probationers whose credit rating improves 
X .05) + (% of probationers not rearrested within 
one year of completing probation X .20) 

We have illustrated how performance measures can be constructed as simple 
counts, ratios, percentages, unit costs, and indices. None of these methods 
has dealt with the problem noted several times in this book: How can one 
attribute a change in one of the performance measurements to a particular 
program when other factors also affect the phenomena being measured? We have 
suggested that the most practical method of approaching this problem is 
through multivariate statistical modeling. The next section explains how one 
can use models to isolate program effects. 

USING MODELS TO ISOLATE PROGRAM EFFECTS 

As we have noted previously, it ;s performance comparisons upon which 
judgments about performance are ultimately based. In order to judge the current 
performance of a correctional agency, one may compare current performance 
measurements with either measurements for other programs; measurements for the 
same program made at previous points in time; or some standard, goal, objective, 
or target set for the program. However, simple comparisons of measurements 
may lead to erroneous conclusions regarding program performance if factors 
other than correctional programs affect the performance measurements. As 
an illustration, consider a situation where the general public and legislators 
wish to judge a program designed to improve the employment prospects of 
individuals under correctional supervision. Suppose they want to determine 
the program·s effect by measuring the level of future labor market performance 
of its participants. Simply comparing the wages or rates of employment of 
those who complete the program through time or comparing these rates with 
rates for programs in different locations may lead legislators and the public 
to draw incorrect conclusions concerning relative program performance. For 
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e~ample, if general economic conditions had deteriorated, employment rates 
mlght be lower due to this deterioration and not due to a decline in program 
performance. In order to accurately compare programs, it is necessary to con­
trol for the effect of lI other factors ll affecting the performance measurement. 
In our example, one would have to control for the general economic situation 
before one could determine the IItrue ll effect of the correctional program on 
labor market performance. 

There are three basic methods which will allow one to determine "true ll 
pr?gram ~ffects. 1he first and strongest method is true experimental design. 
ThlS deslgn, by randomly assigning individuals to participate in programs, 
generally allows one to unambiguously attribute observed differences in future 
performance between participants and controls to program participation. See 
C~mpbel~ and Stan1ey, (1966) or Campbell and Boruch, (1975) for extended 
dlScu~slons of the advantages of this technique. Rezmovic (1979) provides 
a reV1ew of the use of this technique in criminal justice. 

. For both legal ~nd administrative reasons, it is rarely possible to 
1mplement true experlmental designs in criminal justice. For example correc­
tion~l admini~trators are either legally prevented or understandably ieary of 
pla~lng certaln types of offenders on certain types of programs (e.0. the 
serlOUS p~rsons offender on a work release program). When it is not possible 
to determlne tr~e program ef~ects by using a classical experimental design, 
two ?th~r techn1ques are aV~llable: ~l) quasi-experimental design and (2) 
s~atlstlc~l control. The f1rst technlque has been much used in criminal jus­
t1ce but 1S usually a post hoc design used to evaluate only rehabilitative 
programs. Statistical control has been much less used in criminal justice 
and generally appears applicable to a wider range of criminal justice perfor­
mance measures. We advocate the use of this technique to determine true 
program effects when stronger designs are not possible, and the use of this 
technique in conjunction with stronger designs when it is possible to imple­
ment such designs. The addition of statistical control to stronger techniques 
generally allows one to obtain more accurate and efficient (in a statistical 
sense) estimates of organizational effects. See Cain,(1975) for a discussion. 

Because statistical control has been used infrequently in correctional 
performance measurement, we illustrate the use of this technique here. The 
proper use of statistical control requires two things: (1) models of the 
performance measure of interest, which indicate for what it is necessary to 
control; and (2) appropriate statistical techniques which allow control for 
the factors identified. In the first section below, we discuss a method for 
developing models for performance measurement. We illustrate the use of this 
method by developing models for two commonly used correctional performance 
measures -- indivi~u~ls' .wages, and timing and extent of criminal activity 
after program part1c1patlon. 2 In the next section, we discuss a method of 
selecting statistical techniques that allow one to control for those factors 

2This section is based on more extended previous research models of a 
number of other measures of post-release labor market perto"rmance and criminal 
activity. The interested reader is referred to working papers (Witte, 1979 
and Witte, 1980a) which report the results of our more extended effort. 
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other than correctional programs that affect correctional performance measures. 
We illustrate the use of this method by selecting statistical techniques to 
central for factors affecting the wages, and the timing and extent of criminal 
activity after correctional program participation. 3 The final section contains 
our summary and conclusions. 

A Method of Developing Models of Performance Measures 

If at all possible, models of performance measures should be based on 
theories developed by researchers and pra-titioners in relevant areas. For 
example, models of the degree to which correctional programs increased the 
safety of the community should incorporate insights for the economic literature 
regarding the nature of production for incapacitation and the criminological 
literature seeking to measure the level of incapacitation. As research relat­
ing to correctional performance measures tends to occur in a number of relatively 
distinct areas or disciplines, we feel that adequate models of correctional 
performance measures will tend to be eclectic in nature, drawing insights from 
the work of researchers and practitioners in a large number of areas. 

In order to develop eclectic models of correctional performance measures, 
the researcher or practitioner must have a set of criteria with which to judge 
the adequacy of different models. Table IV-3 contains one set of criteria 
which we have found valuable in evaluating" models of some performance measures. 
This table suggests that different models for "performance measures be evaluated 
on the bases of: (1) completeness, (2) universality, (3) transferability, (4) 
explanatory powers, (5) data availability, and (6) understandability. Note 
that we combine traditional criteria for assessing theoretical adequacy with 
practical concerns about data availability and understandability. We believe 
that this combination is essential when developing models for performance mea­
sures. Only models which are theoretically reasonable and can be both estimated 
and communicated will allow those who wish to compare and contrast the perfor­
mance of correctional organizations to do so. 

To illustrate the way in which models for correctional performance might 
be developed, we will now develop models for the extent and timing of post­
release criminal activity and the wages of individuals who have participated ln 
a correctional program. 

Development of a Model for the Extent and Timing of Post-Release Criminal 
Activity 

Theoretical models of criminal behavior are characterized by two features 
which we believe tend to limit their individual usefulness for developing models 
of correctional performance measures. First~ they are subject to waves of 
acceptance and rej ecti on--faddi sm, if you 1 ike. As Conrad expresses it: IIWe 
used to be Freudians; now Bentham reigns againll (Rennie, 1978: x). Less kindly, 
a historian who has surveyed the field notes: IIIn penology no idea is so old 

? 

~This section is based on more extended previous research which selects 
statistical techniques to control for 1I 0 ther factors" affecting a number of 
other measures of post-re'l ease 1 abor market performance and crimi na 1 acti vi ty . 
The interested reader is referred to working papers (Bass, 1979; and Witte, 
1980b) which report the results of our more extended effort. 
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but what it can be dusted off and sold as brand new merchandise" (Rennie, 
1978: xviii). 

Monahan has aptly summarized the recent history of criminological theoriz­
ing: liThe scientific study of criminal behavior vvas born in economics, had 
its infancy in biology and psychology, is currently experiencing its adolescence 
in sociology and will shortly go home again to the discipline of its birth" 
(Monahan, 1980b: 1). Monahan's description aptly introduces a second important 
feature of criminological theorizing--most has had the perspective of a single 
discipline rather than bringing the insights of a number of disciplines to the 
problem of understanding this complex behavior. In preparing to wdte this 
particular section, we were struck by the fact that, while it was possible to 
find a number of surveys of the theories of a particular discipline, attempts 
to survey the theories of a number of disciplines were rare and either done by 
multi-disc~plinary groups (e.g., Panel on Research on Rehabilitation Techniques, 
1980) or by individuals outside the disciplines usually associated with crimi­
nological modeling (e.g., Rennie, 1978). Further, theories which attempt to 
integrate the insights of a number of disciplines are even rarer, although 
such theorizing has recently been explicitly called for by a National Academy 
of Sciences' Panel studying the prospects for offender rehabilitation (Panel 
on Research on Rehabilitation Techniques, 1980). 

Our survey of the literature indicates that four major disciplines have 
provided major bodies of theory which attempt to explain criminal behavior: 
(1) sociology, (2) psychology, (3) economics, and (4) biology. Researchers 
with training in sociology and psychology have produced the largest number of 
theories pertaining to the causes of criminal behavior. Perhaps they have done 
so because subjects related to criminality have been more central to these 
disciplines than to the disciplines of economics or biology. Table "IV-4 lists 
various theories of criminal behavior by discipline and evaluates alternative 
theories, using the criteria contained in Table IV-3. As can be seen in this 
table, no single model attains consistently high ratings. We feel that this 
situation is mainly due to the fact that the theories surveyed tended to be 
developed within a given discipline. Further, different models are designed 
to explain different types of crime. For example, psychological and physiolo­
gical/genetic models seem best adapted to explain crimes of violence while 
economic models are best adapted to property offenses. 

Many of the variables suggested as being important by the theories surveyed 
in Table IV-4 may be measured empirically in several ways. In addition, the 
total number of variables suggested by all theories is quite large. Therefore, 
we now survey the empirical work on the determinants of criminal behavior to 
determine which variables are empirically found to be associated most strongly 
and consistently with criminal behavior. Table IV-5 lists the variables which 
the empirical literature indicates to be most important in determining criminal 
activity.4 

Combining insights from the theories of crime surveyed in Table IV-4 and 
the empirical work surveyed in Table IV-5, we arriv~ at the following model 
for the extent and timing of post-release criminal behavior. 

4'he list in Table IV-5 was greatly influenced by the survey work of Service 
(1972), Gillespie (1975), Blumstein, Cohen and Nagin, (1978) and Monahan (1980a). 
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COMPLETENESS: 

TABLE IV-3 

A SUGGESTED SET OF CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING 
ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

< ~.r . 

Does the.model provide a thorough theoretical explanation of 
the part1 cul ar performanc::e me"asures? 

Thorough 

Moderately 
Thorough 

Unacceptable 

Tthhe model provides a theoretically complete explanation of 
e performance measure. 

- Thefmodel provides a moderately complete explanation of the 
per ormance measure. 

- The model provides little insight about the performance 
measure. 

UNIVERSALITY: 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Is the model appropriate for national as well as local level 
performance assessment? 

- The model can be used for both local level and national 
performance measurement. 

- ~~~ ~~~~~ is appropriate for the national or local level but 

The model is appropriate only for local level assessment. 

TRJ'.NSFERABILITY: Can the mod~l be used for more than on£" major performance 
measure or 1n more than one correctional setting~ 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

- The model provides insight for b f . 
measures and/or correctional se~t~~~ser 0 maJor performance 

~~~/~~d~~r~~~~~~~~l i~!if~;g:~r few major performance measures 
- The model prov1des little insight for major performance mea­

sures and/or correctional settings. 

EXPLANATORY POWER: Ho 11 d h 
d.wffwe. oe~ t e model explain individual or program 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

1 erences 1 n performance measure? 

- Empirical tests indicate that the model explains perfor.mance 
measures relatively well. 

- Empirical tests indicate that the model l' 
1 exp a1ns performance 

mea~u:e on y partially. 
- Emp1r1cal tests indicate that the model explains performance 

measure poorly. 

DATA AVAILABILITY: Are the data currently available to estimate the model? 
Are.or could the data for the model be collected at th~ 
natlonal level? If data are not available, how difficult 
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High 

Moderate 

Low 

TABLE IV-3 (cont1d.) 

A SUGGESTED SET OF CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING 
ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

would it be to institutionalize the data collection proce­
dures to regularly generate the data needed? 

_ Data are now generally available and are or could be gene­
rated at the national level. 

- Data are not now available, but data collection could be 
relatively easily institutionalized. 

- Data would only be available with specialized collection 
efforts. 

UNDERSTANDABILITY: Does the model make intuitive sense? Can it be understood 
by practitioners and the concerned public? 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

;- I 

- The model can be relatively easily explained to the non­
specialist. 

- The non-specialist can at least intuitively understand the 
model. 

_ The model would be difficult if not impossible to explain to 
the non-specialist. 
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TABLE IV-4 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE MODELS OF CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

Discipline Sociology 

~ 
Cultural Strain Symbolic Control 
Deviance Theory Interactionist Theory 

Cri teri Theory Theory 

Completeness r'1oderate Moderate r~oderate Moderate 
to to to 

Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Explanatory Moderate Moderate ~1oderate Moderate 
Power to to to 

Low Low Low 

Universality Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Transfer- Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
abi 1 ity 

Data ~1oderate Moderate Low Moderate 
Ava i 1 abil ity to to to 

Low Low Low 

, , 
Understand- High High High High 

abil i ty 

1 

.' 

Labeling 
Theory 

Model~ate 
to 

Unacceptable 

Moderate 
to 

Low 

Moderate 

Moderate 
to 

Low 

Moderate 
to 

Low 

High 

:.r~ 

" 

Radical 
Theory 

Moderate 
to 

Unacceptable 

Moderate 
to 

Low 

i~oderate 

~1oderate 

Low 

High 

, 

, 



TABLE IV-4 (cont'd.) 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE MODELS OF CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR ,1 
Discipline Psychology Economics Biology 

~ Psychoanalyt- Criminal Social Stress Wealth Time Genetic/ 
Criteri a ical/Clinical Types Learning Theory Maximization All ocati on Physiological 

Theory 

Completeness Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate High Unacceptable 
to to to to 

" Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Moderate 

Explanatory Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Power to to to 

Low Low Low 

Uni versa" i ty Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
I 

Transfer- Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
abil ity 

: 
Data Low Moderate Moderate Low Moderate i'"ioderate Low 

Availability to to to 
Low Low Low 

Understand- High Moderate High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
abil ity to to 

Mocter:ate Low 
'. 
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TABLE IV-5 

FACTORS PREDICTIVE OF FUTURE CRIMINAL CONDUCT 

I. Prior Criminal Convictions 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

:,-' I 

1. Recent convictions 
2. Remote convictions 
3. Type of crime 
4. Age of first arrest 

Supplemental Indices of Prior Criminal Behavior 

5. Arrest not leading to convictions 
6. Prison misconduct 

Indices of Juvenile Crime 

7. Juvenile arrests 
8. Juvenile adjudications 

Indices of Criminal-Type Behavior Processed Through the Mental Health 
System 

9. Civil commitments for "dangerous" behavior 
10. Quasi-criminal commitments such as mentally disordered sex offender 

Social Attributes 

11, Socioeconomic status 
12. Employment stability 
13. Educational attainment 
14. Opiate or alcohol use 
15. Residential stability 
16. Marital status 
17. Family stability, values,and activities 

Biological Attributes 

18. Current age 
19. Gender 
20. Race/ethnicity 
21. IQ 

Correctional Programs and Other Criminal Justice Effects 

22. Type and quality of correctional programs participated in 
23. Type of release 
24. Length of time served before release 
25. Probabilities of arrests and conviction 
26. Length of sentence 
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(1) Extent and Timing of Criminal Activity 

= f (family, perhaps measured by marital status or 
changes therei n; job and res i denti a 1 s tabil i t.v; 
family values and activities; criminal record; 
mental health commitments; socioeconomic status, 
perhaps measured by occupation, wages, and educa­
tional attainment; employment stability, as a 
measure of work satisfaction; opiate or alcohol 
abuse; age; sex; race; IQ; age at first arrest; 
type of release; type and quality of correctional 
programs; length of time served before release; 
effectiveness of the criminal justice system; 
genetic and physiological factors; and the 
environment in which the individual currently 
finds her or himself) 

Development of a Model for Wages 

Currently, there are three major schools of thought on wage determination: 
(1) neoclassical economic, (2) human capital, and (3) institutional or struc­
tural. Table IV-6 contains our evaluation of these three theoretical perspec­
tives, using the criteria described in Table IV-3. As can be seen in this 
table, no single model contains consistently high ratings. As was the case 
for our model of criminal behavior, we will develop an eclectic model of wages. 

As many of the variables suggested by the three theories of wage deter­
mination surveyed in Table IV-6 may be empirically measured several ways, we 
now survey the empirical work on the determinants of wages for correctional 
releasees. Table IV-7 summarizes this work. As can be seen in this table, 
sex, race, family characteristics and physical characteristics have been found 
most consistently and significantly to affect (in a statistical sense) the 
wages (and/or income) of correctional releasees. These results indicate that, 
other things being equal, a white, able-bodied, married man with many dependents 
will receive higher wages (or income) than other types of releasees. Because 
three of the variables (sex, race and able-bodiedness) are beyond social con­
trol and the fourth (family characteristici) is largely so, these results do 
not seem to have major policy implications. They do, however, point up the 
need to control for these factors when studying wages for prison releasees. 

In contrast, the significantly positive effect that release through a 
correctional center or halfway house has upon releasees ' income (and to a 
lesser extent wage rate) is potentially of considerable policy importance. 
These results might be interpreted as indicating that gradual, supported 
transition from prison to the community improves the labor market perf@rmance 
of prison releasees. The results also suggest two useful research projects. 
First, it would be useful to try to replicate the result obtained in a different 
geographic area and/or time period. Second, it would be useful to conduct a 
careful study (a process analysis) of Michigan Correctional Center and halfway 
houses in order to determine the precise nature of the program which caused 
the observed beneficial effects. 

The findings summarized in Table IV-7 also indicate that job characteristics 
significantly affect wages. Other things being equal, permanent employment in 
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Universality 
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Transferability 

Explanatory 
Power 

Data 
Ava il abil ity 

Understandability 
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TABLE IV-6 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR WAGES 

Institutional 
Neoclassical Economic Human Capital Theory and Sociological 

Theories 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 
to 

Unacceptable 
. 

High Moderate Moderate 

High Moderate High 
to to 

Moderate Moderate 

Moderate Lm'J Moderate 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 
to 

Low 

Moderate High High 
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TABLE IV-7 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF WAGE OR INCOME 

Dependent Variable 
and Study 

Hardin (1975, p. 333): 
natural logarithm of 
starting hourly rate 

6 of pay after release 
N 

Borus, Hardin and Terry 
(1976, p. 396-397): 
(1) total gross earnings 

per week 
(2) weekly take home pay 

Witte and Reid (1979): 
starting hourly wage rate 
after release 

- . 

Education 

(1) Insiga 

(2) 

3.37b 7.20 
(0.45 (0.86) 
6.13 5.83 

(1. 04) (0.87) 

(0.012) -0.011 
(0.63) (-0.09) 

Regression Coefficients 
(t-ratios in parentheses) 

Independent Variables 

Age Previous Sex 
Work 
Experience 

.245* .245* 
(l. 92) (1. 92) 

1.69 - .013 -.25 53.44** 
(0.41) (-0.35) (-0.23) (2.28) 
2.72 -0.19 .12 42.82** 

(0.84) (-0.63) (0.14) (2.29) 

-0.002 0.000 -0.151 
( -0.06) (0.05) (-2.21) 

l 

1 

" 

'" ' 

'l 

Race 

.0876b 
(1.57) 

.0833 
(1. 50) 

-36.63*** 
(-3.99) 
-29.44** 

(-4.02) 

-0.254*** 
( -3.10) 

\ 
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Dependent Variable 
and Study 

Hardin (1975, p. 333): 
natural logarithm of 
starting hourly rat€ 

...... of pay after release 
o w 

Borus, Hardin and Terry 
(1976, p. 396-397): 
(1) total gross earnings 

per week 
(2) weekly take home pay 

Witte and Reid (1979): 
starting hourly wage rate 
after release 

TABLE IV-7 (cont'd.) 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF WAGE OR INCOME 

Regression Coefficients 
(t-ratios in parentheses) 

Independent Variables 

Previous Type of Current 
Criminal Offense 
Record 

-.0508 .00326 -,.00114 -.0869 
(-1. 63) ( .92) ( .01 ) (-.70) 

-.0223** .0916 .0618 
(1. 99) (1.40 ) ( .61) 

-.92 -8.72 
(-0.54) (-0.45) 

-.22 -8.89 
(-0.16) (-1. 21) 

-0.001 -0.003 0.125 
(0.07) (-0.41) (1.18) 

1 

"\ f,·· 
" 

.0989 
(1.07) 

0.016 
(0.17) 
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Dependent Variable 
and Study 

Hardin (1975, p. 333): 
natural logarithm of 
starting hourly rate 

~ of pay after release 
oj::> 

Borus, Hardin and Terry 
(1976, p. 396-397): 
(1) total gross earnings 

per week 
(2) weekly take home pay 

Witte and Reid (1979): 
starting hourly wage rate 
after release 

TABLE IV-7 (cont'd.) 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF WAGE OR INCOME 

Correctional 
Experience 

.117* 
(1. 75) 

.0964 
(1.45 ) 

-2.36 30.80*** -.92 
( -1. 15) (2.99) (-0.10) 
-1.46 26.76*** 1.63 

( -0.90) (3.26) (0.21) 

Regression Coefficients 
(t-ratios in parentheses) 

Independent Variables 

Family 
Charac-
teristics 

7.78*** 
(2.78) 
6.23*** 

(2.79) 

Native 
Abil i ty 

Insig 

Insig 

-0.002 0.013 -0.119 0.188*** 
(-0.81) (1. 30) (-1. 41) (2.39) 

I 

f ~-. 
I '''---j 

l.~_. __ """_._ I l. 

Physical 
Charac-
teristics 

-28.42* 
(-1.90) 
-20.85* 
(-1.75) 

\ 

, 
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Dependent Variable 
and study 

Hardin (1975, p. 333): 
natural logarithm of 
starting hourly rate 
of pay after release 

Borus, Hardin and Terry 
(1976, p. 396-397): 
(1) total gross eari,ings 

per week 
(2) weekly take home pay 

Witte and Reid (1979): 
starting hourly wage rate 
after release 

f 

TABLE IV-7 (cont'd.) 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF WAGE OR INCOME 

Addictions 

Regression Coefficients 
(t-ratios in parentheses) 

Independent Variables 

Geographic Job 
Area Characteristics 

-13.25 . d s1g 
(-1.55) 
-13.18 
(-1. 94) 

-0.129 -0.014 -0.014 0.407***sigd -0.151 
(-0.63) (.0.13) (-0.13) (2.97) (-1. 34) 

1 , 

" 

General 
Economic 
Conditions 

. d 51g 

ii \ 

\ 
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TABLE IV-7 (cont1d.) 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF WAGE OR INCOME 

Dependent Variable and Study 

Hardin (1975, p. 333): natural 
logarithm of starting hourly 
rate of pay after l"elease 

Borus, Hardin and Terry 
(1976, p. 396-397): 
(1) total gross earnings 

per week 
(2) weekly take home pay 

Witte and Reid (1979): 
starting hourly rate after 
release 

R- 2 

. 036 

.049 

.16 

.18 

.22 

N Description of sample; follow-up 

172 Selected parolees from Michigan 
Department of Corrections, 1st 

172 quarter, 1974, 73··181 days. 

266 As above but with females and a 
266 few other indiv1duals 

Selected re1easees from N. C. 
Dept. of Corrections, 1969-1973; 

343 3 to 71 months 

* Indicates that a variable was significant at the .10 level, two tailed test. 
** Indicates that a variable was significant at the .05 level, two tailed test. 

*** Indicates that a variable was significant at the .01 level, two tailed test. 

alnsig indicates that the discussion indicated that a variable was insig­
nificant although no t-statistic was reported. 

bHardin)s independent variables are defined as follows: Race is a binary 
variable equal to 1. if. pat'o']ee was white, and zero otherwise; previous criminal 
r~cord.equals to~al number of jail and prison terms prior to last incarcera­
t10n (In regress10n (1) the squar~d value ~f this variable is included as well); 
type of curre~t offense: three ~ln~ry var1ables, the first indicating that an 
offense wa~ v1~le~t, ~he second lnd1cating that an offense was against morals, 
and.the t~lrd 1~d1cat1ng.that the offense was against property; correction ex­
per1ence 1S a blnary var1able equal to one if the individual was paroled from 
a corrections center or other halfway house, and zero otherwise. 

cThe independent variables in the Bon~s, Hardin and Terry study were as 
footnote b ~nless.no~e~ here: ,years Of formal schooling; a binary variable 
equal ~o 1 lf an.1nd1v1dual repJrted having vocational training, and zero 
other~lse; age ~ln years! and its squared value; total number of years of work 
experlence; a b1nary varlable equal to 1 if an individual was male and zero 
otherwise; a binary variable equal to 1 if an individual was black'and zero 
o~h~rwise; number of.ye?rs.si~c~ sentenci~g.on pre~ent conviction; a binary 
v~\r1able equal ~o 1 lf an lndlv1dual partlclpated ln a job placement program, 
and.zero otherw1se; th~ numb~r ?f.dependents.at time of interview; a binary 
v~r1able equal to one lf an 1ndlvldual was dlsabled, and zero otherwise' a 
blnal~y variable equal to 1 if an individual was known to have used drug~ and 
zero otherwise. ' 

dIndicates that a series of binaries were used to represent this factor 
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TABLE IV-7 (cont1d.) 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF WAGE OR INCOME 

and that at least some of these binaries were significant . 

elf an independent variable is directly below one in the Borus, Hardin 
and Terry study, the definition is similar to that study. Definitions of other 
variables are in order: a binary equal to 1 if an individual completed high 
school and zero otherwise; the number of jobs per year prior to sample incar­
ceration; age in years at time of first offense; work release funds (in 100Is 
of $) available after release; a binary variable equal to 1 if an individual 
was supervised on release and zero otherwise; a binary variable equal to 1 if 
an individual was married and zero otherwise; a binary variable equal to 1 if 
an individual had a serious alcohol problem, and zero otherwise; a binary 
variable equal to 1 if an individual lived in an SMSA and zero otherwise; a 
binary variable equal to 1 if job was permanent and zero otherwise; a binary 
variable equal to 1 if first job was work release job, and zero otherwise. 
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construction and automotive services as a crafts or sales person was found to 
lead to higher wages. These results point up the potential usefulness of pro­
grams which seek to obtain such desirable jobs for correctional releasees. In 
another context, Phillip Cook (1975) has made a similar point. 

Perhaps, the most surprising result of the work reported in Table IV-7 is 
the failure to find significant coefficients on any variables related to either 
education or age. Previous work on other population groups (see Fleisher, 1970, 
Chapter 5 for a review) has generally found increased education to increase 
wage and/or income significantly and that wage (and/or income) significantly 
increases with age until approximately the middle 50's and decreases thereafter. 
The empirical results available so far seem to indicate that neither education 
~or age.significantly affects the income of prison releasees. The first finding 
1S part1cularly depressing, as it bodes ill for the effectiveness of educational 
programs aimed at individuals in correctional programs. 

Combining the insights from the theories of wage determination surveyed in 
Table IV-6 and the empirical work survey in Table IV-7, we arrive at the follow­
ing model for the wage rate of individuals released from correctional programs. 

(2) Wage = f (industry of employment, occupation of employment, 
geographic area where employed, rate of unionization 
for job, performance of job, opportunity for movement 
on job; skill development possibilities of job, minimum 
wage, race, sex, criminal records, age, education, 
previous work experience, marital status, number of 
dependents, availability of other income, physical 
condition, mental condition, motivation, level of 
addictive problems, correctional experience) 

A Method of Selecting Statistical Techniques to Estimate Model for Correctional 
Performance Measures 

When selecting an appropriate technique for statistically estimating models 
of correctional performance measures, one should carefully consider three factors: 
(1) the nature nf the model (causal vs. exploratory), (2) the distribution of 
the dependent variable, and (3) the nature of the explanatory variables. Given 
these factors, one often finds a number of statistical techniques which are good 
candidates for use in estimation. Table IV-8 contains one set of criteria which 
we have found valuable in evaluating potential estimation techniques for models 
of some correctional performance measures. This table suggests that different 
potential estimation techniques be evaluated on the bases of: (1) technical 
appropriateness, (2) methodological strength, (3) flexibility, (4) sensitivity, 
(5) the ability to provide significance tests, (6) transferability, (7) costs, 
and (8) understandability. Note that we combine technical (statistical) criteria 
(criteria 1-5) with practical concerns about transferability, costs and under­
standability. We believe that this combination is essential because we feel 
that only techniques which are acceptable on technical grounds, have reasonable 
costs and can be at least intuitively understood by those who wish to compare 
and contrast the performance of correctional organizations will make a meaning­
ful contribution to performance measurement in corrections. 

To illustrate the way in which estimation techniques for performance models 
might be selected, we will select statistical techniques to estimate the models 
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TABLE IV-8 

A SUGGESTED SET OF CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING DIFFERENT 
STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES 

TECHNICAL APPROPRIATENESS: How appropriate is the technique for estimating the 
performance model? 

High _ The technique is well suited to estimating models of criminal jus-
tice performance measures. . ' " ' 

ModeY'ate - The technique is suitable for mOde~lng slmple,me~sures of cr1m1nal 
justice performance (e.g., convict10n/nonconv1ctlon), but not more 
complex measures (measures of the seriousness or frequency of 
offense). , 

Low - The technique does not seem appropr1ate. 

METHODOLOGICAL STRENGTH: How likely are the assumptions underlyin~ the,tech­
nique to be met in typical measurement sltuat1ons? 

Strong - Assumptions will usually be met. 
Moderate - Assumptions will sometimes be met. 
Weak - Assumptions will rarely be met. 

FLEXIBILITY: How well can the technique adjust for varying follow-up periods 
and data? 

High 
Moderate 

Low 

_ Variations in both follow-up period and data can be adjusted,for. 
_ Some variations in either follow-up period or data can be adJusted 

for. 'b d' t d _ Few variations in either follow-up per10d or data can e a JUS e 
for. 

SENSITIVITY: How sensitive are estimates obtained using the technique to 
misspecification or data errors? 

Low 

The technique is highly sensitive to data errors or misspecifi-
cati on. , , d t _ The technique is only moderately senslt1ve to a a errors or 
misspecification. 

_ The technique is quite robust in the presence of data error or 
misspecification. 

High 

Moderate 

SIGNIFICANCE TESTS: Does the technique provide adequate measures of statisti­
cal significance particularly for parameters relating to 
correctional programs? 

High - The technique provides adequate measures of statistical signifi-
cance. ' 

Moderate - The technique provides some measures of statistica~ s~gnifl~an~e. 
Weak _ The technique provides few if any measures of statlst1cal slgn1-

ficance. 
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TABLE IV-8 (contld.) 

A SUGGESTED SET OF CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING DIFFERENT 
STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES 

TRANSFERABILITY: How well can a model estimated using this technique be 
transferred to alternative geographic and program situations 
without reestimation? 

High - Estimated models can be easily transferred. 
Moderate - Estimated models can only be transferred under certain conditions. 
Low - Models must be reestimated. 

COSTS: What are the professional and computer time requirements for model 
estimation and use? How likely are such requirements to be met? 

High Professional skills and computer time requirements for both 
estimations and use would only be available for specialized 
consultants. 

Moderate - Professional skills and computer time requirements are high for 
estimation but generally available for use. 

Low - Professional skills and computer time for both estimation and use 
should be generally available. 

UNDERSTANDABILITY: How well canthe technique and the empirical results ema­
nating from it be understood by the practitioner and con­
cerned public? 

High - The technique and empirical results can be relatively easily ex-
plained to the non-specialist. 

Moderate - The non-specialist can at least intuitively understand the tech­
nique and results. 

Low - The technique would be difficult if not impossible to explain to 
the non-specialist. 

llO 

" 

~. ------

of the extent and timing of criminal activity and wages which we developed in 
the previous section. 

Selection of a Statistical Technigue to Estimate Our Model for the 
Extent and Timing of Post-Release Criminal Activity 

The most commonly used measure of timing is the length of time until an 
offense occurs. This measure, when combined in an appropriate manner for a 
group of correctional releasees, also provides a measure of extent (proportion 
returning to criminal activity) of criminal activity. This variable requires 
considerable care in statistical analysis as it is nonnegative, skewed and 
truncated from above. The nonnegativity arises from the fact that it is not 
possible to observe negative times until recidivism. The distribution of this 
variable is generally quite skewed as those who return to crime generally do 
so quite quickly, although lower rates of failure occur throughout a follow-up 
period. The truncation of the variable arises because we cannot observe a 
va~ue of the dependent variable greater than the length of time for which an 
individual IS activities are followed. 

A number of authors have suggested alternative techniques for analyzing 
this variable. Stollmack and Harris (1974) suggest that the failure rate 
(recidivism rate) follows a negative exponential distribution. This technique 
assumei that the failure rate is a constant independent of either the length 
of time since program participation or the characteristics of the individuals 
involved. In addition, the Stollmack-Harris technique assumes that all indi­
viduals eventually recidivate. Recently a number of authors have developed 
techniques which relax the various assumptions of the Stollmack-Harris method. 
Maltz and McCleary (1977) develop a negative exponential failure method that 
allows the ultimate failure rate to approach some upper bound other than 100% 
(i.e., they allow for the fact that some individuals will never recidivate). 
Bloom (1978) allows th~ failure rate to vary with length of time since program 
participation. Witte and Schmidt (1977) allow failure rates to vary and allow 
the rate of failure to depend on the personal characteristics and previous 
experience of the individuals being analyzed. Witte and Schmidt consider a 
number of alternative distributions (ordinary least squares, truncated nonnal, 
truncated exponential and truncated lognormal) in modeling the length of time 
until recidivism and find that both in terms of the maximized value of the 
likelihood function and within sample prediction that the truncated lognormal 
distribution is superior to any alternative distribution considered. However, 
they note that "the signs of all coefficients are the same by all techniques, 
and their levels of significance are roughly comparable" (Witte and Schmidt, 
1977: 308). 

Table IV-9 contains our evaluation of the different statistical techniques 
which have been proposed for estimating models of extent and timing of post­
release criminal activity, using the criteria described in Table IV-8. As can 
be seen in Table IV-9, the truncated lognormal technique scores most highly 
on appropriateness, methodological strength, flexibility and the availability of 
tests of statistical significance. However, the simpler Stollmack-Harris, 
Maltz-McCleary and Witte-Schmidt OLS techniques score more highly on under­
standability. The ultimate choice of a method thus must rest on the relative 
importance of understandability and more technical statistical concerns. As 
the technically most desirable technique is quite new (Amemiya and Boskin, 
1974) and, as far as we are aware, has only been used once previously in criminal 
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~ Criterion 

Technical 
Appropriate-

ness 

Methodologi-
cal Strength 

Fl exi bi 1 ity 

Sens iti vi ty 

Significance 
Tests 

Transfer-
ability 

Costs 

Understand-
abil ity 

Stollmack 
-Harri s 

Low 

Low 

Moderate 

Unknown 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 
to 

Low 

Moderate 
to 

High 

TABLE IV-9 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES 
ESTIMATING MODELS OF THE TIMING OF RECIDIVISM 

Maltz Bloom Witte- Witte-Schmidt Witte-Schmidt 
McCleary Schmidt Truncated Truncated 

OLS Nonnal Exponential 

Moderate Moderate Low Moderate Moderate 
to to 

High High 

Moderate Moderate Low Moderate Moderate 

Moderate Moderate High High High 

Unknown Unknown Moderate Unknown Unknown 

Moderate Moderate High High High 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
to to to to to 

Low Low Low Low Low 

Moderate Moderate Low Moderate Moderate 

Moderate Moderate High Moderate Moderate 
to 

High 
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Witte-Schmidt 
Truncated 
Lognonnal 

High 
to 

Moderate 

High 
to 

Moderate 

High 

Unknown 

High 

Moderate 
to 

Low 

Moderate 

Moderate 
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justice research, we present a more detailed description of the technique and 
model estimated in Appendix E. 

Selection of a Statistical Technique to Estimate Our Model of Wages 

like the timing of criminal activity, the wages of an individual require 
considerable care in statistical analysis. This dependent variable is non­
negative and truncated at zero. Further, it is quite likely that there will 
be a substantial "pile-up" of observations at zero {the wage an individual 
receives if (s)he is unemployed). In a working paper, (Bass, 1979) we evaluated 
methods assuming a truncated normal distribution developed by Tobin (1958) and 
Amemiya (1973) (a Tobit model), ordinary least squares, and a two-stage proce­
dure developed by Heckman (1976 and 1979). Table IV-10 contains our assessment 
of these different statistical techniques for estimating wage models using the 
criteria described in Table IV-8. As can be seen in this table, the Tobit 
technique developerl by Tobin and Amemiya scored highest on technical grounds, 
while ordinary least squares analysis scored highest in terms of cost and 
understandability. If sufficiently trained personnel and computer facilities 
are available, we recommend that Tobit analysis be used to estimate wage models. 

When sufficiently trained personnel and adequate computer facilities are 
not available, we recommend that correctional releasees' wages be recorded 
until most if not all releasees are employed (our experience (Witte, 1975) 
indicates that more than 98 percent of prison releasees find jobs within two 
months of release). Equation (2) augmented by the addition of a variable 
indicating length of time until first job could then be estimated using ordi­
nary least squares analysis (OlS). Tob-in's work (1958) indicates that the 
biases introduced by using OlS will be greater the nearer the values of the 
dependent variable approach the truncation point, zero in the case of wages. 
Heckman's work (1976, 1979) indicates that the greater the pr0Dability that 
a zero wage rate is observed the greater will be the bias involved in using 
OlS. This insight led us to suggest that releasees be followed until most if 
not all had been employed. Heckman also shows that using OlS will lead to 
estimates of standard errors which are too small. Hence, when equation (2) 
is estimated using OlS, one should utilize stringent tests of statistical 
significance (e.g., a= .01, or a= .001). 

As the technically most desirable technique, Tobit analysis, has not been 
used frequently in criminal justice research in the past, we present a more 
detailed description of the technique and model estimated in Appendix F. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Performance measures for a corrections program should be developed within 
a conceptual framework. This framework should identifY: the corrections pro­
gram whose performance will be measured, that program's stage of developm~nt 
and the types of performance information appropriate to that stage, who is ~sking 
what questions about the program's performance and how they expect to use answers 
to these questions, who will pay for performance measurement and what restric­
tions will the payor place on the scope and content of the performance measure­
ment effort, which (and whose) information needs will _the performance measure­
ment system serve. what will be the likely consequences of not serving some 
information needs, to what benchmarks performance will be compared to judge 
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"ABLE IV-10 

SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES 
FOR ESTIMATING WAGE MODELS 

~ TOBIN AND AMEMIYA OLS 
CRITERION 

Technical High Low 
Appropriateness 

Methodological Strength High Low 
, 

, 
, 

Flexibility 
I 

Low Moderate 
1 to 
I ~1oderate 

Sens i ti vi ty Unknown Moderate 

Significance High High 
Tests 

Transferability Moderate High 

Costs Moderate Low 

Understandability Moderate High 

1 

.. 

p' 

HECKMAN 

High 

Moderate 
to 

High 

Low 

Unknown 

High 

Moderate 

Low 
to 

Moderate 
"-

Low 
to 

,1 I 

Moderate 

\ 

, 
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performance, what the program does and how it goes about doing whatever it 
does, what theory guides one's choice of what to measure and how to interpret 
measurements, and what specific concepts need measuring. Developing measures 
without such a framework is likely to produce data that potential users per­
ceive as useless or that aY't:! subject to misinterpretation. We conclude that 
no single list of performance measures is appropriate to ali adult corrections 
programs and that performance measures can best be developed ~rithin frameworks 
tailored to specific programs. 

Potential performance measures need to be assessed against some set of 
criteria to select the strongest measures for data collection. The most impor­
tant criteri a will vary, dependi ng upon such factors as how the measures wi 11 
be used and the amount of money available for collecting data. We suggest that 
criteria likely to be important are validity, reliability, accuracy, cost and 
ease of data collection, comparability, sensitivity, clarity, relevance to 
decision, and timeliness. 

When interpreting performance measurements, the user should keep in mind 
the theoretical concepts that the performance measures represent. One should 
also take into account factors that distort measurements, such as program 
dropout rates, learning curves, self-correcting cases, and when measurements 
are made. Measurements simply describe performance! but comparisons permit 
evaluations of performance. Comparisons can be made to standards, goals, 
objectives, targets, other programs, or to measurement of the same program made 
at earlier times. 

Performance measures can be constructed as simple counts, ratios, percen­
tages, or unit costs. Indices are ways of aggregating several measures into a 
single overall measure. When dealing with process, product, service character­
istic, and distribution measures, one should take special care when constructing 
the index to avoid unintentionally produGing an index that distorts program 
effort. Managers, by the measures they inclt:de in these indices and the rela­
tive weights they give to them, can provide empJoyees incentives to emphasize 
particular activities and/or service character'istics and to serve offenders 
with certain characteristics (e.g., those having g:~'ei}.tes.t" need). 

One can also combine several outcome measures into an index. Again, one 
should take special care when developing weights for the outcome measures to 
ensure that they represent the relative importance that 'performance measurement 
users ascribe to them. When different users do not agree upon the relative 
importance of the outcomes being combined into an index, two or more indices 
may be required. In this event, each index would include the same measures but 
have a separate set of weights attached to those Qutcomes. 

While corrections actors may have substantial control over program opera­
tions, progr~;',,: are usually only one of many factors that influence the changes 
in offenders toward which corrections programs aim. One must attribute some 
porti on of changes in outcomes, sLlch as future cri mi na 1 acti vity or economi c 
productivity of ex-offenders, to specific corrections programs in order to 
estimate the impact that corrections programs have upon these outcomes. We 
suggest statistical control through multivariate modeling as the most practical 
way of estimating these impacts. 

We suggest one way in which models of correctional performance measures 
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may be developed. Specifically, we suggest that diffe~ent m?del~ for correc­
tional performance measures be evaluated on the followlng crlterla: (1) com­
pleteness, (2) universality, (3) transf~r~bility, (4) ~xplanatory power, (5) 
data availability, and (6) understandablllty. If no slngle mode~ clearly 
dominates on the basis of these criteria, we suggest that eclectlc models of 
the perform~nce measure be developed. We illustrate a method of developing 
such eclectic models by developing models for the timing and extent of post­
release criminal activity, and post-release wages. 

We next suggest a method for selecting a technique to estimate models for 
correctional performance measures. Specifically, we suggest that different 
statistical techniques for estimating models ?f cor~ect~onal performa~ce mea­
sures be evaluated on the basis of the followlng crlterla: (1) technlcal 
appropriateness, (2) methodological strength, (3) flexibility~ ~4) sensitivity, 
(5) the ability to provide significance tests, (6) transferablllty, (7) .costs, 
and (8) understandability. If no one statistical technique clearly domlna~es 
others on all criteria, we suggest that the individual researcher or practl­
tioner decide upon the relative importance of the various ~riteria and.sel~ct 
the technique which (s)he feels ran~s highest on.the mos~ l~portant c~lterla. 
We illustrate the use of our critena for selectlng statlstlcal techmques by 
selecting statistical techniques for estimating the models w~ ~eveloped for 
the extent and timing of criminal activity, and wages. Speclflcally, for our 
model of the extent and timing of criminal activity, we suggest that the 
truncatec lognormal technique be used for esti~ating if technical criter~a 
(criteri~ 1-5) are most important and that ordln~r~ least squar~s analysls be 
used if transferability, costs, and understandablllty are most lmportant. For 
our model of post-release wages, we suggest Tobit a~alysis if te~h~ical con­
cerns dominate and ordinary least squares analysis lf trans!erablllty, costs, 
and understandability dominate. 
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CHAPTER V 

FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS IN PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 
WITHIN THE CORRECTIONS AGENCY 

Chapters I through IV developed a conceptual framework and provided theo­
retical perspectives for measuring corrections performance. These chapters set 
forth a measurement approach appropriate to the diversity of the corrections 
field. This approach applies to the wide range of adult corrections programs 
and the environments in which these programs operate. It addresses the infor­
mation needs of many different users of performance measurements and recognizes 
the many different uses people can make of performance information. This final 
chapter lays out an agenda of further research required to develop, within this 
framework, operative performance measurement systems for adult corrections 
programs. 

While this approach encompasses jail, prison, probation, parole, and com­
munity-based programs, the research proposed below can focus on some subset of 
these programs if one1s interests or resource constraints so dictate. The 
first set of research questions pursue some of the thorny theoretical issues 
that surfaced during the research effort summarized in this book. The second 
set of research issues deals with statistical models for generating information 
about the efficiency and impact of corrections programs. The last set of re­
search topics deals with issues that one must face when implementing a perfor­
mance measurement system. 

DECIDING WHAT TO MEASURE AND HOW TO INTERPRET MEASUHEMENTS 

In Chapter II, we surveyed corrections activities in prisons and jails, 
probation and parole, and communi ty-based programs. In Chapter I II, we developed 
a typology for measuring and comparing program performance along nine dimensions 
that span the concerns of various constituent groups. These groups include the 
public, legislators, chief executives, heads of corrections agencies, correc­
tions program managers, planners, budgeters, and researchers. We then related 
what corrections agencies do to those outcomes that interest these constituent 
groups. It was at this point in our research that several problems surfaced. 
First, in spite of the ehtensive field work and review of the literature under­
taken, we did not have enough detailed information about the internal processes 
of corrections programs to know which operations were most important to measure. 
What was most important seemed to vary, depending upon one1s ideas about the 
purpose of the program and how one assumed the program transformed inputs into 
outputs. 

In diagramming the relationships between program activities and outcomes, 
such as improved social adjustment and reduced criminal activities, we were 
continually reminded that the linkages expected depend upon the corrections 
theory or point of view one adopts. Researchers adopting a medical or treat­
ment model, for example, would not agree with researchers adopting Marxist or 
radical theory about the important consequences of a probation treatment program. 

Another problem emerged when we attached measures to the concepts in the 
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3) Agency staff1s role orientations -- treatment, control, passive 

4) Number and types of probationers/parolees 

5) Degree of public and corrnnunity agency interest and interaction 

6) Size of budget appropriated for probation/parole operations 

7) Theory of action practiced in implementing the probation/parole 
program -- treatment, control, passive 

8) Service model practiced in implementing the probation/parole 
program -- direct casework, brokerage or referral 

Two of these variables seem most important as summary descriptors of pro­
gram differences important to performance measurement research. These variables 
are the theory of action practiced and the service model practiced. These two 
variables should affect both (a) how agencies allocate their effort among their 
activities and (b) how they interpret program success. Figure V-l illustrates 
the direct and indirect relationships believed to exist between these two vari­
ables and the other factors listed above. While these other factors affect the 
theory and service model practiced, they are (with the possible exception of 
goa 1 sand objectil' s) 1 ess useful gui des for judgi ng how agency effort ought 
to be allocated an~ program success interpreted. We could have used goals and 
objectives instead of theory of action practiced, but doing so would require 
raising the issue of whose goals and objectives are in fact guiding the allo­
cation of effort and interpretation of program success. 

Figure V-2 summarizes the different emphases upon activities expected, 
given different combinations of theories of action and service models practiced. 
How measurements of probation/parole operations would be interpreted to judge 
agency performance might depend upon which theory-service combination applies 
to a given agency. Using the revocation rate again as the example, a higher 
rate might be interpreted as improvement for a control-direct casework agency 
but raise concern for a treatment-brokerage agency. This theoretical frame­
work should guide identification of critical operations upon which probation/ 
parole performance measures ought to focus. 

Flowcharts can be used to relate activities to each other by showing the 
patterns through which work flows from one task or activity to another. Next, 
the researcher can estimate the amount or level of work for each operation and 
the rate of flow from one operation to another. Having this information per­
mits identifying those critical operations where changes in capacity or rate of 
flow might have substantial impacts on agency performance. It is for these 
critical operations that measures could be devised that would allow an agency 
manager to diagnose operational problems that would hinder agency performance. 
For ~xample, a decrease in the ratio of offenders needing counseling compared 
to offen~ers receiving counseling might signal a service problem that, if left 
uncorrected, would lead to a future increase in the revocation rate. 

if" I 

What Measures Can Different Constituent Groups Agree upon as Being Adequate 
Measures of Performance? 

Answering this question requires that the researcher (a) generate a set of 
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FIGURE V-l 

FACTORS INFLUENCING THE 
SERVICE MODEL PRACTICED BY' PROJAHEORY OF ACTION AND 

TION/PAROLE AGENCIES 
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FIGURE V-2 

HOW AGENCY ALLOCATION OF EFFORT IS EXPECTED TO VARY 
DUE TO THEORY OF ACTION AND SERVICE MODEL FOLLOWED 

Theory of 
Practice 

Control 

Treatment 

Minimum 

Mixed (Control 
and Treatment) 

Service Model 

Direct Casework 

maximum supervision 

minimum support services 

minimum supervision 

maximum needs assessment 
and support services 

minimum supervision 

minimum support services 

Brokerage 

maximum supervision 

minimum needs assessment, 
referral, and linkages 
to community support 
services 

minimum supervision 

maximum needs assessment, 
referrals, and linkages 
to support services 

minimltm supervision 

minimum referrals and 
community linkages 

~--------~-,,--------~--------------------~ 
moderate supervision 

moderate support services 
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potential measures that members of constituent groups can consider and (b) use 
some method for assessing the adequacy of these potential performance measures. 
The cost, product, process, service characteristic, and distribution dimensions 
discussed in Chapter III are a starting point for generating those measures. 

In Chapter III we also discussed several criteria for rating the adequacy 
of measures: completeness, uniqueness, reliability, accuracy, cost, ease of 
data collection, comparability, sensitivity, clarity, relevance to decision, 
and timeliness. This research should be pursued by considering the following 
questions: 

1) Can these criteria, applied subjectively by individuals who want 
to decide which measures to include in a performance measurement 
system, discriminate sufficiently between measures to aid their 
decisions? 

2) Are some criteria considered more important than others; and does 
importance vary, depending upon the individual, or the use to 
which the data are to be put? 

3) Are there other important criteria that people take into account 
in deciding which measures are adequate? 

4) Is there a subset of measures suitable to all three of the major 
theories of action and both service models, or can the performance 
of only programs having like theory and service models be compared 
with each other? 

5) Is there a subset of measures acceptable to multiple constituent 
groups, or must different measures be used to satisfy the perfor­
mance information needs of each major constituent group? 

It is problematic whether a single set of measures can be developed that 
will be acceptable to all constituent groups. We suggest looking at patterns 
of agreement and disagreement among three groups -- researchers, criminal justice 
practitioners, and funding agency staff. 

Two methods of eliciting opinions on adequacy of potential performance 
measures might be tested. In the first method, the researcher could ask a small 
group of people to give individual measures an overall adequacy rating and then 
explain why they judged these measures to be adequate or inadequate. In the 
second method, the researcher could ask a small group of people to rate mea­
sures according to the criteria defined in Cbapter III and then give these 
measures an overall adequacy rating based upon these criteria. These two 
methods could be compared in terms of user's satisfaction with the method, 
time required to use the rnethod, and which criteria the raters believed were 
most important to consider when judging whether measures are acceptable. Based 
upon the experience gained from these b/o tests, the researcher could develop 
an improved procedure for eliciting judgments about the adequacy of potential 
measures. 

This third procedure could then be used to elicit judgments from a sample 
of individuals belonging to each of the three groups -- researchers, criminal 
justi ce practiti oners, and fundi ng agency staff. Each '1 ndi vi dua 1 woul d judge 
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the acceptability of proposed performan~e me~sures fo~ different hYP?thetical 
probation/parole agencies. These age~cles wlll vary ln terms of actlon the?ry 
and service model practiced. The ratlngs can be analyzed to see to what extent 
a subset of performance measures acceptable to members of.all three groups 
exists. Disagreements within groups can be comp~r~d to d~sagreements a~ross 
groups to determine the extent to whi~h acceptablllty varl~s as a func~lon of 
group membership. Finally, measures Judged adequate for dlff;rent actlo~­
theory/service-model programs can be compared .. That subse~ or measures ~~dged 
adequate by different cons~ituen~ groups ~or.dlfferent a~tlon-theory/ser~lce­
model programs should be glven hlghest prlorlty for testlng data collectlon 
procedures. 

How Does the Relative Importance of Different Performance Dimensions Vary among 
Constituent Groups and over Time? 

Performance dimensions that relate directly to cotrections operati~~s in­
clude cost, quantity of product, quality of service, efficiency,.and equlty o! 
distribution. In the long run, however, researchers should not 19nore effectl~e­
ness dimensions. As an aid to prioritizing future research e!forts, the relatlve 
importance of these performance dimensions to different constltuent groups should 
be researched. 

Two methods of assessing the relative importanc~ ?f multiple.attributes 
are currently being reported in the l~terature. Decl~lon t~eoretlc methods 
have been detailed both in the economlC and psychologlcal llterature, (Keeney 
and Ra iffa, 1976; Edwards, Guttentag, and Snapper, 1975; Edwards ~ 1979). . A 
second method, social judgment analysis, can also be used to derlve relatlve 
weights of different performance dimensions (Rohrbaugh and Wehr, 1978; Rohrbaugh 
and Quinn, 1979). 

We used the first method to elicit from a small group of people their ju~g­
ments about the relative inlportance of six performance dimensions in determinlng 
the overall performance for a hypothetical probation and par?le agency .. The 
average relative weights obtained from this sample of convenlence are llsted 
below: 

~f I 

Performance Dimension 

Quality of product 

Quality of service 

Efficiency 

Equity of distribution 

Benefit to society 

Total cost 

Rel ati ve vJei ght 
(Based upon a Convenience Sample, N=54) 

12 

21 

12 

16 

23 

16 

These weights raise several research questions that need to be pursued: 

1) Are the weights elicited valid representations of relative importance, 
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or are they artifacts of the procedure used to elicit the weights? 

2) To what extent do weights assigned to a performance dimension differ 
among constituent groups? 

3) Are the weights stable over time? 

4) If the weights fluctuate over time, what problems does this Cteate 
for developing and implementing a corrections performance measurement 
system? 

Two techniques, multiattribUte utility theory and social judgment analysis, 
have been used to develop relative values, or weights, for multiple objectives. 
With the multiattribute utility theory approach, judgments about the relative 
importance of different performance dimensions would be elicited separately 
from the scoring function. This method is quicker to administer than the other 
method and would be preferable on cost grounds. However, the only possible 
scoring function believed to be theoretically consistent with this procedure 
is a linear, additive composite rule. Louviere and Baker (1979) have demon­
strated that at least when tested on a problem in flood plain management, the 
composition function is not linear and additive. 

USing social judgment analysis, one derives the relative weights of perfor­
mance dimensions and the scoring function simultaneously. Individuals repre­
senting different constituent groups would be asked to judge the overall per­
formance of a number of hypothetical corrections programs on the basis of profiles 
graphically displaying their level of performance on several dimensions. For 
each rater, the overall performance rating for each profile can be regressed 
against the levels of the individual performance dimensions. The relative 
weights for that rater can then be derived from the regression coefficients of 
the individual performance dirrl::nsions. 

The researcher could elicit weights from a group of people using both 
methods. By entering for each rater the weights obtained from the multiattri­
bute procedure as coefficients in the regression equatiuns for the hypothetical 
profiles, a second set of overall performance rating can be obtained. If the 
correlations are high between these two sets of ratings, using the cheaper 
procedure would be justified. If the correlations are low, the researcher 
should try to determine the source of error and select the procedure believed 
to be most valid. 

To discover whether there is agreement about the relative imp~rtance of 
different performance dimensions, the researcher could use the procedure selected 
above to elicit weights from members of the three constituent groups. If dif­
ferent constituent groups agree about the relative importance of performance 
dimensions and their preferences are stable over time, the implications for 
future performance measurement research are clear: Future research ought to 
focus first upon the performance dimensions agreed to be most important. For 
example, the relative weights obtained in our convenience sample were benefit 
to society, 23%; quality of service, 21%; equity of distribution and total cost, 
each 16%; quantity of product and efficiency, each 12%. If these weights were 
found to be consistently the same across time and constituent groups, it follows 
that measures of program outcomes and service quality are generally considered 
more important than measures of quanti ty of product and effi ci ency. Thi s fi ndi ng" 
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would suggest that, given limited reSOUI'ces for future measurement research, 
one ought to give priority to measuring a correction program1s service quality 
and benefit to society. 

If, on the other hand, people within constituent groups agree with each 
other but disagreement prevails among these groups, the questions of which 
group1s preferences measurement research ought to address first should be con­
sidered. Without explicit consideration, this problem is likely to be resolved 
de facto by having whoever pays for a corrections performance measurement system 
determine its content. 

This same decision theoretic approach can be used to research two other 
questions relating to specific performance dimensions. The first question is, 
what equity standard should be used when comparing the distribution on services? 
The standards discussed in Chapter III were input equality, output equality, 
categorical equality, and demand. The second question relates to multiple 
outcomes. What is the relative importance of different outcomes, such as in­
creased employment, reduced criminal activi~y, and increased family stability? 
Chapter .LV presented one illustration using multiattribute utility theory for 
determining relative importance among outcomes. 

ESTIMATING EFFICIENCY AND IMPACTS 

In addition to resear.ching critical operations in corrections programs, 
identifying measures that different constituent groups can agree upon, and 
learning how the relative importance of different performance dimensions varies, 
we l'ecommend that further research be conducted on two performance dimensions 
efficiency and impact. The two sections that follow propose further research 
applying statistical models to efficiency and impact measurements. 

Average Cost and Frontier C~st Models 

In Chapter IV we suggested technical efficiency as a benchmark against 
which to compare program performance. Estimating technical efficiency requires 
developing cost functions for correctional programs. Cost functions have been 
estimated for California and Federal prison systems (Witte, et al., 1979). The 
general empirical mode: for long-run prison costs developed 15:-

long-run 
average 
cost 

= f(number of individuals incarcerated, number of 
programs provided, price of capital, price of 
labor, index of offense seriousness, personal 
characteristics of inmates, previous criminal 
record of i nmates ~ pri son condi ti ons, 1 evel of 
security, type of capital and personnel available.} 

To OUf knowledge no other research on corrections average cost and frontier cost 
funttions has been conducted. 

We feel that further research applying traditional average cost and frontier 
cost functions can be used to (a) identify which local units within a state 
system are operating most efficiently, (b) diagnose the factors associated with 
low cost per offender, (c) estimate the reduction in cost that would be possible 
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if technical efficiency prevailed, and (d) predict future costs, given estimated 
changes tn offender population, offender ch.aracteristics, quality of corrections 
program processes, and so on. 

Research on corrections cost functions requires developing a statistical 
model for corrections programs relating the average cost of production to.the 
level of direct output or product, the quality of direct output~ the serV1ce 
conditions under which production takes place, and the cost of 1nputs (e.g., 
facilities and manpower) to the production process. 

The average cost function would have the following general form: 

average = f(prices of labor, material, capital; output; 
cost a vector of quality attributes; a vector of 

service conditions) 

For probation programs, a possible output might be number of probation days, 
qualified by such p~ogram attributes as caseload size, types of supportlv: 
services provided: and level of surveillance. Another approach to operat1onal­
izing the output variable would be to develop an index o~ overall .output ~s 
described in Chapter IV. The index could weight the var10US qual1ty at~r'lbutes 
and generate a single weighted output for us: in the.a~erage cost funct1on. 
The index method cou:d also be used for serV1ce condlt1ons, such as level of 
need of offenders served. If no unique index of multiple output can be.developed, 
one could estimate a multi-product cost function. (See Darrough and He1neke 
(1978) 'for an example of the use of such a cost function in the police area.) 

Multivariate Statistical Outcome Models 

In Chapter IV, we illustrated multivariate statistical model~ng as a method 
of isolating corrections program effects from other f~cto~s tha~ 1n!luence pro­
gram outcomes. The general theoretical model for est1mat1ng th1S eTfect takes 
the following form: 

outcome = f(correctional program output, offender charac­
teristics, environment in which the correctional 
program operates) 

The size of the coefficient for the independent variable, correctional program 
output, will indicate the portion of program outcome that is attributable to 
program output rather than other factors. 

We agree with Banks et~. (1976: 60) in the priority that they give to 
outcome measurement research over process measurement research: 

Expenditure of resources o~ careful process meas~rement without 
adequate outcome measures 1S not supportable. Wlthout a sense of 
the degree of outcome success of a project it is meaningless to 
attempt to unravel the complexity of factors contributing to the 
outcomes. 

While researchers have recently given considerable attention to measu~ing 
outcomes when evaluating corrections programs, outcome measurements are stll1 
not generally available. Even when outcome measurements are available, one 
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usually does not know to what extent the corrections program (rather than other 
factors) contributed to the outcomes. We recommend proceeding with three types 
of outcome-measurement research. 

1) Develop theoretical and empirical models for outcomes in addition 
to the labor market and post~release criminal activity outcomes 
discussed in Chapter IV. 

2) Build upon the labor market and criminal activity models by 
developing simultaneous equation models. 

3) Collec.t the data required to estimate these models. 

USING PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS 

Before corrections agencies implement performance measurement systems, 
they need to know how to collect the data on a regular basis, what the measure­
ment system would cost, and what incentives are necessary for corrections actors 
to collect the data and use the performance measurements. 

Understandi~g Incentives for Measuring Performance 

Before performance measurement systems are implemented, researchers should 
carefully consider how different corrections actors perceive the costs and bene­
fits of the system. In Chapter I we listed a number of managerial tasks that 
might be aided by per'formance measurement. In Chapter III we noted the politi­
cal uses to which per'formance information might bf> put. Individual corrections 
actors I perceptions of utility may differ from our observations. Willingness 
to collect data and use performance measurements is likely to be strongly a.ffected 
by each actor1s perception of how performance measurement can help or hurt him 
personally. Efforts to institutionalize regular performance measurement are 
likely to be frustrated when corrections actors believe that performance mea­
surement will harm them more than help them. 

Both rewards and penalties can act as incentives. Believing that doing a 
good job of measuring performance will favorab1y impress the boss and increase 
one1s chance of pr-omotion is an example of a perceived reward. Believing that 
dragging one1s feet on the performance measurement task might result in losing 
one1s job is an example of a perceived penalty. Examples of perceived disincen­
tives are believing that nobody will really use the performance information when 
it is generated and believing that the extra work required to collect the data 
and prepare the reports is an unfair burden. 

Genera1ly, researcher's need to identify and classify the different factors 
that serve as incentives or disincentives for corrections actors to develop and 
use performance information. Any ,jurisdiction seriously contemplating perfor­
mance measurement would be well advised to inventory the likely incentives existing 
in its corrections agency. Building incentives into the performance measurement 
effort is as important to the success of the effort as is the technical work. 

Developing and Testing Procedures for Regular Data Collection 

In a one-time data collection effort$ such as an impact evaluation, ad hoc 
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data collecti?n procedures can be developed by trading off data needs against 
the fu~ds avallable ~o d? th~ eva~u~tion. The data collection problem is some­
what dlfferent when l~stltutlonallzlng data collection so that performance mea­
s~rements can be routlnely made on a regular, repetitive basis. In this situa­
tlon, one must carefully consider annual cost., the burden that data collection 
plac~s upo~ different corrections actors, and the procedures required to ensure 
the lntegrlty of the data. 

Tw? research efforts already under way are directly related to this data 
col~ectlon pr?blem. The Urba~ Institute (1978) has for the past two years been 
actlvely testlng data collectlon procedures that would permit monitoring prison 
and parole.outcomes .. These ~ea~u~es ~elate to the concepts of escape frequency, 
escape serlousness, lnm~te vlct~mlz~tlon~ safety of prison physical plant, fire 
con~equences, ovcrcrowdlng, sanltatlon, lnmate physical and mental health status, 
attl~Llde ch~nge, post:re1ease employment success, and recidivism. The factors 
consldere~ ln evaluatlng the advantages and disadvantages for the measures in­
clude ratlonale fo~ the measure, how the measure can be broken out, data source 
sources for comparlsons, data cost and quality. 

In another research effort, Spectrum Analysis (1979) has developed an in­
strument ~o mea~ure community adjustment of ex-offenders. The twenty items 
included ln thelr scale for adult male felons are the fo1l6wing: 

relationship toward spouse 
relationship toward other family members 
fu1~~11ment ?f parental and household obligations 
socla1 relatlonships with known criminals 
non-criminal relationships outside of immediate family 
residential stability 
use of spare time 
school attendance 
church attendance 
employment stability 
job skills and attitudes 
job performance 
major source of income 

. financial management 
psychiatric diagnosis 
emotional stability 
attitude toward supervision 
alcohol use 
other drug use 

Little rese~rch has.b~en completed that tests data collection procedures 
for process, equlty, efflclency, and cost-effectiveness measures. We would 
re~ommend that r~searchers devote more effort to this area as soon as we learn 
WhlCh meas~res ~lfferent constituent groups agree are adequate for these per­
formance dlmenslons. 

Developing Model Performance Measurement Systems 

This last phase of research links the researcher to the practitioner. Re­
searchers would work wlth a few corrections agencies to develop performance mea-
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surement systems tha.t provide the pe!;'formallce information that ,agency manage­
ment believes it needs. Drawing upon the experience obtained when developing 
these several performance measurement systems, researchers could prepare several 
model systems that would suit a range of corrections agencies, both i'n terms of 
the performance information provided and system development and operating costs. 

One would expect that the specific measures and statistical techniques 
actually included in a corrections performance measurement system would vary 
from one agency to another because: 

a) agency managers differ in the relative importance they 
attach to different performance dimensions; 

b) data processing capabilities vary; 

c) methodological sophistication of support staffs vari€s; 

d) the specific program processes to be measured vary; 

e) data collection capabilities vary; and 

f) constraints and information demands placed upon agencies 
by levels of government above the agency vary; 

The researcher would work with a few corrections agencies in order to see how 
interests, measurement, and utilization capabilities are likely to vary among 
agencies; assess the level of interest in implementing measurement systems and 
identify obstacles to developing them; nevelop model or sample performance 
measurement systems tailored to the needs of those agencies worked with; and 
prepare descriptions of these model performance measurement systems that the 
National Institute of Justice could distribute to interested corrections agencies. 

SUMMARY 

We have concluded this book about measuring corrections performance by 
proposing an agenda of research that one could undertake within the theoretical 
framework developed here. This proposed research is premised upon the belief 
that one should answer these questions before deciding to implement a performance 
measurement system: 

:r I 

. What are the critical operations in corrections programs 
upon which performance measurements ought to focus? 

What measures can different constituent groups agree upon 
as being adequate measures of performance? 

How does the relative 'importance of different performance 
dimensions vary among constituent groups over time? 

What incentives and disincentives exist for people tc 'llect 
data for measuring performance and to use performance infor­
mation? How can one build additional incentives into an 
organization and reduce existing disincentives? 
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Other researchers are currently testing data collection procedures for various 
performance measures. Once the issues listed above have been researched, it 
will be possible to integrate the results of their research on data collection 
procedures with that outlined in this chapter. Additional research will then 
be needed for testing data collection procedures for some performance dimensions 
not now receiving much attention. These dimensions are equity of service distri­
bution, process, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness. 
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Agency 

t;; Alabama 
~ State Board of Corrections 

State Board of Pardons and Parole 
Dept. of Youth Services 
Local 

Ala.ska 
Human Resources Agency 

At'i zona 
State Dept. of Corrections 
Local 

Arkansas 
Dept. of Corrections 
Human Resources Agency 
Local 

California 
Human Resources Agency 
Local 
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0'1 

Agency 

Colorado 
Dept. of Corrections 
State Court 
Local 

Connecticut 
Dept. of Adult Probation 
Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Youth Services 
State Court 

Delaware 
Dept. of Corrections 
State Court 

District of Columbia 
Dept. of Corrections 
Social Rehabilitation Administration 

(Human Resources) 
D.C. Superior Court 

Flori da 
Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Health and Rehabilitation 

(Human Resources) 
Local 
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Agency 

Georgia 
Dept. of Human Resources 
Dept. of Offender Rehabilitation 

(Corrections) 
~ Local 
'-I 

,' .. "". 

Hawai i 
State Board of Parole and Pardon 
Dept. of Social Services and Housing 

(Human Resources) 
Adult Probation Division 
Fami ly Court 
Local 

Idaho 
Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Health and Welfare (Human 

Resources Agency) 
Regional Youth Services Programs 
Local 

III i noi s 

. . , 

Dept. of Corrections 
State Courts 
Local 
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Agency 

Maine 
Dept. of Mental Health and Corrections 
Local 

Maryland 
Dept. of Health and Mental Hygiene 

(Human Resources) 
Dept of Public Safety and Corrections 
Local 

Massachusetts 
Human Services Dept. 
Local 

Michigan 
Dept. of Corrections 
Human Resources (Social Services) 
Local 

Minnesota 
Dept. of Corrections 
Local 
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APPENDIX A (cont'd.) 

Agency 

Mississippi 
Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Youth Services 
Local 

~ State Probation and Parole Board 
o 

Missouri 
Dept. of Social Services (Human Resources) 
Local 

Montana 
Human Resources/Dept. of Institutions 
Local 

Nebraska 
Dept. of Correctional Services 
Local 
State Parole Board 

Nevada 
Dept. of Human Resources 
Dept. of Parole and Probation 
Dept. of Prisons/Administrative Board 
Local 
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Agency 

New Hampshire 
Dept. of Probation 
Administrative Board (Adult) 
Administrative Board (Juvenile Institution 

and Services) 
Parole Board 

New Jersey 
Dept. of Corrections 
Local 

Nev.,l Mexi co 
Criminal Justice Department 
Local 

New York 
Dept. of Corrections 
Division of Probation 
Division of Youth 
Local 

North Carolina 
Dept. of Corrections 
Human Resources 
Local 
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Agency 

North Dakota 
Dept. of Institutions 
Dept. of Probation and Parole 
Dept. of Welfare 
Local 

Ohio 
Dept. of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
Local 
Youth Commission 

Oklahoma 
Dept. of Corrections 
Human Resources Agency 
Local 

Oregon 
Human Resources Agency 
Local 

Pennsylvania 
State Board of Probation and Parole 
Dept. of Justice 
Dept. of Public Welfare 
Local 
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Agency 

Rhode Island 
Dept. of Corrections 

South Carolina 
Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Juvenile Services 
Local 
Probation and Parole Board 

South Dakota 
Administrative Board 
Human Resources Agency 
Local 

Tennessee 
Dept. of Corrections 
Local 

Texas 
Dept. of Corrections 
Local 
Parole Board 
Youth Counci 1 
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APPENDIX A'(cont'd.) 

Agency 

Utah 
Dept. of Social Services (Human Resources) 
Local 
State Courts 

Vermont 
Human Services 

Virginia 
Dept. of Corrections 
Local 

Washington 
Human Resources 
Local 

West Virginia 
nept. of Corrections 
Local 

Wisconsin 
Dept. of Health and Social Services 

(Human Resources) 
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APPENDIX A (cont'd.) 
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"Human Resources Agencies: Adult Corrections in State Organizational Structures" 
and 1979 data was obtained from the ACA Directory, 1979. 
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APPENDIX B 

DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR POSITIONS IN CORRECTIONS 

CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR 

The chief administrator has the overall responsibility for the operation 
of his agency. The position carries a variety of titles including: chief 
administrator, director, superintendent, warden, and sheriff. The exact 
extent of the chief administrator's authority is dependent upon the type of 
organ'izational structure and the sources of funding for the agency. Responsi­
bilities may include determining the agency's overall goals, objectives, and 
activities; setting standards for the administration of services provided; 
coordinating with other corrections agencies; and supervising lower-level 
management, program staff members, and ultimately all personnel and clients 
within the agency. 

The selection of chief administrator may be political, through the merit 
system, or self-appointed (found only in community-based corrections agencies). 
Positions may be awarded to political supporters with particular correctional 
philosophies, to a prof~ssional correctional careerist, or to an ex-offender 
or ex-client with personal experience in corrections. 

Requirements for this position usually include a combination of the 
following criteria: (1) practical experience in corrections, (2) a college 
degree or equivalent and, (3) some specialization in a corrections related 
field such as administration, sociology, criminology, social work, psychology, 
or law. It is possible for a chief administrator to be appointed without 
any of these qualifications. 

COURT AND HEARINGS COORDINATOR 

In probation and parole, this position is responsible for coordinating 
hearings between the court, the probation or parole officer and other 
personnel, and the client. Within the prison or jail, the hearings coordinator 
is responsible for the scheduling of parole hearings, court hearings such as 
trial appearances, litigation, and appeals, and other types of hearings. 
This position may be part of another position depending upon the organizational 
structure of the agency and is rarely found in a comnlunity-based correctional 
agency as a separate position. Appointments to the position can be political, 
appointment by administrator or deputy administrator, or through the merit 
system. Educational requirements for the position may vary from legal or 
paralegal experience to business or public administration dependent upon the 
individual agency and/or state requirements. 

EXECUTIVE MANAGER/DIVISION DIRECTOR 

This position is usually located only within larger agencies where 
diversification is necessary because of the large numbers of clients handled. 
There may be o~e division director who is responsible for the other specialized 
division directors or a variety of executive managers with the responsibility 
for one specific area: business, personnel, research and evaluation, or 
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ove~a~l organiz~tional manag~ment. Appointments to the position may be 
polltlcal, appo!ntment by chlef or deputy administrator, or through a merit 
system. Ed~c~tl0nal backgrounds and requirements generally correspond to the 
type of posltlon. Many must meet state or local requirements for employment. 

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT DIRECTOR 

The middle management director is located within large and diversified 
departments where his presence is necessary for the overall functioning of 
the agency. He may report to a Management or Organization Director or to a 
Depu~y or Chi,e,!, Administrator. Duties include management of subordinates, 
detal~ed han?ll~g of personnel problems and dgency functioning, and manage­
ment ln ~pec!allzed areas. (courts or field work). He may establish lesser 
leve~ obJectlves, and advlse superiors on necessary changes and organizational 
~equlreme~t~. Educat~onal requirements usually include extensive experience 
ln a.speclflc cor~ectlonal area and a degree in a corrections-related subject 
(soclal work, soclology, psychology, law). In community-based corrections 
facilities, this position is not common because of the small agency size. 

SUPERVISORY MANAGEMENT DIRECTOR 

.The ~upe:viso~y man~gement d~rector is. responsible for those subordinates 
worklng dl:ectly ~lth cll~nts o~ lnmates. The director oversees agency staff 
who work wlth asslgned cllents/lnmates, client difficulties with assigned 
sta!f members, staff.problems and ne~ds, client/staff and client/program 
asslgn~ents. So~e dlrectors have cllent-related responsibilities themselves. 
Educ~tlonal requlrement~ vary by agency-type, although most directors are 
requlred to have extenslve experience in the specific agency's operations 
and many have worked their way up through a merit system. 

CUSTODIAL/CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL 

.Custodial/correctional personnel work directly with clients and inmates 
and.lnclude ~upport me~bers responsible for the overall operation of the agency. 
Thelr educatlonal requlrements vary with exact staff position and agency. 

CLIENTS 

~lients can be ~ategorized by type of program, type of housing, type of 
securlty, type of crlme, or by personal characteristics. In all programs, 
except some community-based correction~ agencies, clients have been required 
~o serve a sentence by the courts. ThlS sentence can be determinant or 
lndeterminant. Clients within a community-based correctional program may 
have been plac~d there by pre-sentencing by the courts or police, or have 
en~ered on thelr own accord. In some community-based correctional programs, 
cll~n~s w~rk as.staff.members in the substance abuse program or in some other 
posltlon lncludlng malntenance, food services, or auxiliary staff. The age 
of "adult" clients vary as state definitions for "adult offenders" vary by 
state, although most are 18 years old and older. 
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APPENDIX C 

DEJ]NITIONS OF PERFOR~1ANCE MEASURES AND COMPARISONS 

What Is Spent? 

Cost is a measure of the resources consumed by a program as measured in 
do11a~ It is not the opportunity cost, or the benefits foregone by allocat­
ing resources to this program rather than to some other. Cost would include 
both direct costs (costs that can be easily identified with specific programs) 
and indirect costs (overhead). As is the case for most of the performance 
measurements, cost comparisons will often be much more useful to decision 
makers than measurements without comparisons. Fiscal conformance for a 
program may be measured by comparing program cost for some determined fiscal 
period with the funds appropriated to it for that period by a legislative 
body. Budget certification and allotments frequently place additional 
restrictions upon the objects or purposes upon which appropriations may be 
spent and the time period during which such spending may take place. A 
measure of fiscal conformance might be the percentage of funds allotted that 
were spent. The greater the percentage exceeds 100, the lower the programs I 

rating would be in terms of fiscal conformance. 

What Is Produced? 

Product measures focus on what the program's direct output is and how 
much output there is. What the program produces can be measured by identify­
ing the services delivered or the number of times regulations are enforced. 
For a probation program, a product measure might be the number and type of 
counseling services provided to offenders. For a prison custodial services 
program, the product might be the number of units of custodial services 
delivered, measured in prisoner man-year equivalents. Responsiveness measures 
compare products to citizen or client expectations about what those products 
should be. Product conformance measures ~ompare products with program plans 
or performance agreements. 

How Is Service Provided? 

Process measures focus upon program content, upon the way a program 
transforms resources into products. An analysis and flow charting of a 
program's activities should help identify the processes that need to be 
measured. A process n1easure of the intake activity in a probation program 
might be the percentage of probationers for whom presentence investigations 
were reviewed prior to setting the conditions of probation. Process conformance 
can be measured by comparing the way a program actually transforms resources 
into products with whatever processes are mandated by laws, regulations, guide­
lines, or program plans applicable to the program. Examples of process 
conformance measures for the intake activity in a probation program might be 
(1) the percentage of probationers for whom presentence investigations were 
reviewed prior to setting the conditions of probation, divided by the percentage 
set in the guidelines, (2) the percentage of probationers for whom rehabilitation 
and supervision plans were developed divided by the percentage set forth in the 
program plans, and (3) the percentage of offenders informed of the conditions 
of probation at the beginning of the probation period divided by the percentage 
mandated by State regulations. 
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How Good Is the Service? 

Service characteristic measures focus upon dimensions of program operations 
that can be translated into comparative measures of a program's quality. 
Examples of such dimensions include the waiting time betwe~n presen~ati?n of . 
a client for service and service delivery, the error rate lnherent ln dlagnostlc 
procedures, the accessibility of service to the client, the client's and 
public's satisfaction with the service ~eceived or the ~egulations e~f~rced, 
and the cost to the client (both economlC and psychologlcal) of obtalnlng 
the service. Quality measurements are made when service characteristic 
measurements are compared with (1) standards, (2) the service characteristics 
of other programs, or (3) service characteristics of the program in earlier 
time periods that indicate how well a program is o~erating., E~amp1~s of 
quality measures might be (1) the percentage of c1lents satlsfled wl~h ~he 
services provided by program A compared with program B, (2) the predl~tlve 
validity and re1iabi1ity of the classification scheme used compared wlth that 
of the most valid and reliable scheme available, and (3) number and percentage 
of services required that were not received, by reason, compared with prior 
years for the same program. 

Who Gets Served? 

Distribution measures describe the target group upon whom laws or 
regulations are enforced or to whom services are delivered. Common dime~sions 
of distribution measures include geographic area, sex, race, age, educatlon, 
economic status, severity of offense, and extent of need. Eguity measures 
compare the actual distribution of services or enforcement,wlth some preferred 
distribution derived from values or laws. A number of equlty standards have 
been discussed (Lineberry and Welch, 1974: Ostrom, Parks, Whitaker, and 
Percy, 1977). Among these standards ar~ ~npu~ equali~y (Example: Each p~isoner 
should receive the same amount of rehabllltatlon servlces), output equallty 
(Example: Each prisoner should be educated to the same level), categorica~ 
equality (Example: Each minimum security prisoner should be able to exerClse 
the same degree of freedom within an in~titution), and,dem~nd (Examp~e: All 
prisoners who ask for vocational educatlon should recelve It.). POllCY . 
conformance measures compare the actual distribution with the criteria contalned 
in guidelines or regulations that define who is eligible for a given service. 

Service with What Results? 

Outcome measures describe the effect or impact of the program upon clients 
who were directly ~erve~ or ~~rqups who were i~direct1Y a!fected as a 
result of the program I s prodUtf~ A program may tn gger a chal n of events . 
that occur over a period of many years. Common outcome measures for correctlonal 
programs include (1) number and.percentage of offe~ders employed after program 
completion, (2) average change ln school grade achlevement by graduates of an 
academic school program, (3) reconvictions~ by type of offense a~d type and 
length of disposition, and a~erage change ln scores on (~) The ~lnnesota 
Multiphasic Personality I~ventory or other tests,measurlng socla1 and 
psychological adjustment after treatment: Ef!ect~veness,measures compare 
actual outcomes with outcome levels set ln obJectlves, wlth outcomes of other 
programs, or with prior year outcomes of the same program. An example of an 
effectiveness measure would be the employment rate for completers of Program A 
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divided by the employment rate stipulated in that program1s objective. A 
benefit measure attaches weights to an outcome measure that reflect the value 
of the outcome to society. The benefit of a program might be expressed in 
dollars (the total dollar amount of property theft averted by Program A) or 
in subjective utility ratings (the benefit of this outcome is judged to be 
say, 80 on a scale ranging from 0 to 100). 

Service at What Cost? 

Cost/product measures simply divide the total cost to produce a product 
by the number of units produced. Such measures might include (1) cost per 
offender counselled, (2) cost per unit of custodial services rendered, and 
(3) cost per offender given job training. Eff~ciency measures compare actual 
cost per unit produced to a standard, to unit cost of other programs, or to 
prior-year unit costs for the same program. 

Results at What Cost? 

Cost/outcome measures divide the cost to achieve an outcome by the amount 
of that outcome. For example, cost per percentage increase in employment rate 
attained, cost per alcoholic rehabilitated, and cost per ex-offender employed 
would be cost/outcome measures. Cost-effectiveness measures compare actual 
cost/outcome with that set in objectives or obtained by other programs or 
that obtained in prior years by the same program. 

What Environmental Conditions Exist? 

External condition measures are not program specific; they describe those 
characteristics in the program1s environment that influence both demands that 
will be made upon the program for service and the program1s ability to achieve 
the outcomes set for it. As an example of influence upon demand, the age 
composition of the population in a state might influence the demands that will 
be made upon correctional programs for rehabilitative services. As an example 
of influence on outcome, the unemployment rate in a state might influence a 
program1s effectiveness in placing its graduates in suitable jobs. Unmet 
need measures compare external conditions with goals established or desired 
conditions determined by beliefs or values. Examples of unmet need measures 
might include the percentage of people afraid to leave their homes at night 
for fear of bei ng mugged compar'ed with the bel i ef that nobody I s movements 
should be restricted due to fear of becoming a victim of crime. 
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APPENDIX D 

CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING PROPOSED MEASURES: 
DEFINITIONS AND RATING SCHEME 

I. Criteria for Rating Technical Adeguacyl 

1. Valid - Does the measure logically represent the concept to the mea­
sured? Two components of validity that merit separate ratings are 
completeness and uniqueness. 

a. Complete - Does the measure cover the entire concept or 
construct? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Measure covers the entire concept or construct. 

1 = Medi um - Measure covers an -important facet of the concept 
or construct. 

o = Low - Measure covers no major facet of the concept or 
construct. 

b. Unique - Does the measure represent some concept or construct 
not covered by any other measure in this set? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - No other measure in this set represents this 
concept or construct. 

1 = Medium - Other measures in this set represent different 
facets of this concept or construct. 

o = Low - Other measures in this set represent the same facet. 

2. Reliable - If a measurement is repeated, will the results be identical? 
Are there fluctuations in the characteristic to be measured, changes in 
transient personal or situational factors, or inconsistencies in the 
measurement procedure that result in variation in the measurements 
attained? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Can be confident that measurements will be sub­
stantially identica1. 

1 = Medium - Variations due to fluctuations in the characteris-

lBlair, Monitoring the Impacts of Prison and Parole Services, was especially 
helpful in suggesting rating categories for many of these criteria. 
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3. 

II. 

h s in transient personal 
tic to be measured and c ang~ 'mal Effects of 
or situation~l factors a~e'~~~'if proper procedure 
instrumentatlon can be ml nl 

is followed. 
laced in the measurement 

a = Low - Not much confid~nce ~ant~: ~haracteristic to be mea-
due to fluctuat~ons ln ient ersonal or situational 
sured, changes ln trants f the measurement procedure used 
factors, or the effec s 0 

Accurate - Is the measuremen 
or bias? t free of systematic error 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Little or no systematic erro~ 

1 = Medium - Size of s.ystema~icd error is known 
across tlme perlo s. 

and is constant 

a = Low -
Its size is , k own to be present. 

systematic error lS n d constancy across time 
either large or unk~own an 
per"j ods is undeterml ned. 

Practicality 
data collection or analysis cost? 

1. 

2. 

Cost - How much will 

Rating categories: , 
1 an ear of professlonal or 

a = High - Probably in exce:s of $~O abo additional expenditures 
analytic staff tlme o~ , 
for professional servlces. , 

f rofessional or analytlc 
1 = Medium - Perhaps 3-12 man-monthSd?ngPexpenditure for profes­

staff time or correspon 1 

sional services. 

2 = low - Less than 3 man-months 
, What is the anticipated ease 

Ease of data collectlo~ d to make the measurement? 
obtaining the data nee e 

or difficulty of 

Rating Categories: 
already computerized and generally accessible. 

2 = Easy - Data are 
'1 ble but in hard copy files 

1 = Moderate - Data are,generallbYta~~~a~ amount of effort. 
and requlre a su s a 

available only with field work. a = Difficult - Data are 

III. Utility - User Independent 
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Comparable - Can this measure be used to compare different p~ograms 
with each other? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Can obtain measurements for different types of pro­
grams and at different points in time. 

1 = Medium - Can obtain measurements for programs of the same 
type at different points in time. 

a = Low - Measurement is unique to a specific program or time 
period. 

Sensitive - Is the discriminating power of the measurement procedure 
sufficient to capture the variation that occurs in the object, events 
or situations being measured? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Can make distinctions fine enough to capture any 
significant variation. 

1 = Medium - Can make distinctions fine enough to capture 
substantial variation. 

a = Low - Cannot make distinctions fine enough to capture 
substantial variation. 

3. Clear- Can the meaning of the measure be understood? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Easily understood. 

1 = Medium - Can be at least intuitively understood given a 
definition of the measure. 

a = Low - Is complicated and only specialists understand it 
without being given extensive explanation. 

Utility - User Dependent 

1. Relevant to decision - Does the measure provide information needed to 
make a decision about the performance of a correctional program or 
activity? 

Rating categories: 

2 = High - Measurement is considered an important piece of 
information needed before decision can be made. 

1 = Medium Measurement is considered useful but not essential. 
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. 'd ~d of little or no use in o = Low - Measurement ls.c9ns1 e~. 
making the declslOn. 

. . ents, or si tuati ons be; ng mea-
2. Timely - Are chang~sk'ln tehneOUOgbhJ~~t~hee~easurements to be available be­

sured reflected qU1C y 
fore the decision must be made? 

Rating categories: 
~ 1 ly available early enough to 

2 = High - Measure~ents a~e rehgu ar al decision-making process. 
be consldered 1n t e norm 

d ly by deferring the time 
1 = Medium - Measurements can.b~ us~ ond at which the declslon 1S rna e. 

not available until after the decision o = Low - Measurements are 
must be made. 
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APPENDIX E 

A DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL AND TRUNCATED LOGNORMAL TECHNIQUE 
FOR THE TIMING OF CRIMINAL ACTIVITY 

Based on our analyses described earlier, we propose the following fully 

specified statistical model for the l~ngth of time until return to criminal 

activity. This model also provides an estimate of the number of members of a 

group expected to return to criminal activity at varying times after release. 

(LENGTH OF TIME UNTIL RETURN TO CRIMINAL ACTIVITY)i 
= 60 + 61Xil + 62xi2 + 6s number of mental 

health commitments + 64Xi4 + 65 employ­
ment stability + 6s level of addictive 
problems + 67 age + 6s sex + 69 race + 
610 IQ + 611 age at first arrest + 612 type 
of release + 61SxilS + 614 time served + 
61SxilS + 61Sxi16 + 617Xi17 + Wi 

for individuals for whom we observe a return to criminal activity during the 

follow-up period. (Length of time until return to criminal activity); is the 

observed value of time until return to criminal activity for the ith individual 

whom we observe to return to criminal activity during the follow-up period; 

60'····,617 are parameters or vectors of parameters to be estimated; xil is a 

vector of variables measuring stability; xi2 is a vector of variables measuring 

family values and activities; xi1S is a vector of variables reflecting the 

correctional experience of the ith individual; xilS is a vector of variables 

reflecting the effectiveness of the criminal justice system in apprehending and 

punishing offenders; xilS is a vector of variables reflecting the genetic and 

physiological characteristics of the ith individual; x. is a vector of variables 
117 

reflecting the environment in which the individual currently finds her or him-

self; and W is a random disturbance term assumed to follow a lognormal distribution. 

For individuals who do not return to crime during their follow-up period, 

the length of time until return to criminal activity is unobserved. 

155 



-===~~~~-~ -~~---- - -----.-------::-:--------:-:.-= .. =-=-.=.-",--.. ==-"""----.---------------------------------------...,!IJIII!!III--­~,k_., ~..-lf.. 

We recommend that the above model be estimated using maximum likelihood 

techniques available at most large computing centers. Witte and Schmidt (1977; 

Appendix) provide an explicit statement for the relevant likelihood function. 
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APPENDIX F 

A DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL AND TOBIT TECHNIQUE FOR WAGES 

Based on the analyses described earlier, we propose the following fully 

specified statistical model for the wage level of correctional re1easees if 

technically trained personnel and adequate computer facilities are available. 

WAGE. = 
1 

80 + 81 Xi1 + 82xi2 + 83 unionization rate + 
84 job permanence + 85 job opportunity + 
86 minimum wage + 87 race + 88 sex + 
89 criminal record + 810 age + 811 education 
+ 812 previous work record + 813 marital 
status + 814 number of dependents + 815 avail­
ability of other income + 816 physical condition 
+ 817 mental condition + 818 motivation + 
819 level of addictive problems + 820xi3+ 8i 

For observations where we observe nonzero wage levels, wagei is the observed 

wage level for the ith individual with a positive wage level; ~o, ..... , 820 are 

either parameters or vectors of parameters to be estimated; xiI and xi 2 are 

vectors of binary variables indicating occupation and employment, respectively; 

xi3 is a vector of variables indicating the nature of the correctional experience 

for the ith individual (the variables of interest for evaluating correctional 

activity effectiveness), and 8i is a random disturbance term assumed to follow a 

truncated normal distrubution. 

For individuals who are unemployed (i.e., individuals with a zero level of 

wages) : 

WAGE i = 0 

We recommend that the above model of wage determination for correctional 

releasees be estimated using iterative maximum likelihood estimation procedures 

available at most large-scale research computing facilities. Amemiya (1973) 

provides an explicit statement for the relevant likelihood function. 

*U.S. GOVERNMENT PIUNTING OFFICE. 1982~O-:l61-2):l1t869 
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