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I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to provide a thorough explanation of the evaluation of the 
impact of the Community Corrections Act (CCA) on Social Justice. The report is a 
supplement to the Minnesota Community Corrections Act Evaluation: General Report. 
The evaluation of Social Justice relies on findings from the evaluations of appropriate
ness of sanctions and public protection. The technical reports on each of those 
evaluations should be consulted for an explanation of sanction and public protection 
findings. 

The conceptual overview for the evaluation (see Research Design) identifies objec
tives, goals and outcomes of the CCA. The objectives follow directly from provisions 
in the Act and are conceptualized as contributing to three goals. The balance between 
goals results in two outcomes - Efficiency and Social Justice. The balance between 
the goals of public protection and appropriateness of sanctions constitutes Social 
Justice. Although the CCA policy is intended.to bring benefits to both the public and 
to offenders, a tension exists between the two goals. For example, the public could 
perhaps best be protected by incarcerating all offenders. However, there is a sense 
that justice is not served when offenders are given too severe sanctions while the 
public experiences very little risk. Similarly, there is a sense that justice is not served 
when offenders receive minimal sanctions while the public is at great risk. The 
evaluation of Social Justice investigates this delicate balance between concerns for 
offenders and concerns for public safety. Considering the CCA's effects on public 
protection and appropriateness of sanctions, does the balance between these two goals 
produce a higher or lower level of Social Justice? . 

Social Justice is evaluated primarily with data on adult offenders. Although the public 
protection and appropriate sanction evaluations do provide data on juvenile offenders, 
shortcomings in those data suggest they would provide a very imperfect indication of 
Social Justice. Juvenile data are not used to provide precise estimates of Social 
Justice, but they are inspected to suggest whether reliance on adult findings 
misrepresents the impact of the CCA. 

II. DEFINITION OF SOCIAL JUSTICE 

Because Social Justice carries a variety of connotations and suggests different 
normative outcomes to different people, it is important to clarify how the term is 
being used in this evaluation. In reviewing philosophical traditions of social justice, it 
became apparent that the term is used here in a somewhat untraditional and more 
complicated way. Social Justice is usually considered a distributive principle. That is: 

... each individual has exactly those benefits 
and burdens which are due to him by virtue of 
his personal characteristics and circumstances 
(Miller, 1976, p. 20). 

At its simplest, "to each his due". 

According to this standard definition of justice, the goals of both public protection and 
appropriate offender sanctions represent forms of justice. If one agrees that the 
public in general does not deserve offender threats, then the higher the levels of public 
protection, the more just is the situation for the public. Ideally sanctions should 
prevent further offenses through rehabilitation, deterrence or incapcitation. When an 
offender is prevented from committing a new offense a just outcome exists for the 
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public; when an offender commits a new offense an unjust outcome exists for the 
public. Similarly, the more that offenders receive the sanctions that they deserve, the 
more just is the situation for offenders. 

Social Justice, as it is being used in this evaluation, represents the relationship 
between justice for the public and justice for the offender. Social Justice is not a 
distribution of a particular benefit or burden throughout society, but instead it is a 
balance of two states of justice; one for the public and one for the offender. This 
conceptualization is not meant to imply a balance between two distinct social groups. 
Rather what is appropriate for offenders as well as what is fair for the public are both 
social values, The concern with appropriateness of sanctions is a social concern with 
doing "right" things for offenders, not a set of values articulated by offenders 
themselves. The balance between public and offender interests, then, is in reality a 
balance between two social values. 

It is possible that justice for one group is in conflict with justice for the other. For 
example, reducing offender threats could conceivably be in conflict with increasing 
appropriateness of offender sanctions. How can one determine, then, whether Social 
Justice has increased when one group benefits and the other is burdened? There are a 
number of possible outcomes, but it is not immediately clear which constitute an 
increase in Social Justice. If there is an increase in both public protection and 
appropriateness of offender sanctions, then the outcome clearly is more just. Similar
ly, if both goals decrease, the outcome clearly is less just. The problem arises when 
one goal increases and the other declines. The position adopted here is that Social 
Justice is said to increase so long as justice in the aggregate increases; that is so long 
as the total number of deserved situations increases. Thus, if offender sanctions are a 
great deal more appropriate at a slight loss of public protection, Social Justice 
increases. On the other hand, if sanctions become only slightly more appropriate but 
the public is put at great risk, Social Justice decreases. 

Social Justice is conceptualized typically as a distributive principle. This view of 
Social Justice as an aggregative principle as well (i.e. the total amount of dp-servec! 
situations, not only their distribution) makes this a somewhat different conceptual
ization yet one that appears appropriate for this eValuation in which two states of 
justice must be balanced. Social Justice is said to increase if the total amount of 
justice (i.e., deserved situations) experienced by the public and offenders increases. 
This situation could eXist if justice for one group declines, so long as justice for the 
other group increases to a greater extent':. 

III. METHODOLOGY 

A. A Method for Comparing Actual and Predicted Levels of Social Justice 

In measuring Social Justice, like efficiency, the concern is to assess whether the CCA 
provides a better situation than would exist without the CCA; that is, a comparison of 
actual and predicted levels of Social Justice. The measurement of efficiency which is 
explained in a separate technical report involves a straightforward ratio of costs per 
public protection. Any ratio producing more protection per dollar spent indicates a 
more efficient system. Social Justice, however, does not lend itself to such 
straightforward measurement. 

The evaluations of public protection and appropriate offender sanctions provide 
estimates of successes (public protection) and appropriate offender sanctions with 
CCA participation. It is also possible to predict successes and appropriate offender 
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sanctio~s had are~s not participated in the CCA. Indicators of public protection and 
approprIate sanctions are explained thoroughly in the reports for those two evalua
tIon~. The p~oblem in this section is to devise a method that can use these actual and 
pr?dlCted estimates to assess whether Social Justice has increased with CCA particip
atIOn. 

Two options clearly are inadequate. First, a ratio of appropriate sanctions per 
offe~der success dO,es not pro~ide an indicator of justice. The firHt example in Table 1 
pr?vldes data that If treated ~n a parall~l I?anner to efficiency would indicate justice. 
WIth t~e CCA t~e hypothetical data mdicate that public protection is increasing 
(denomma~o~), whIle apJ;:..~·opriate offender sanctions decrease (numerator). According 
~o the de~I~ItIons of SOCIal Justice discussed above, these data do not indicate a more 
Just condItIon. The public is better off than without the CCA (100 more successes) but 
?ffenders are worse off (200 fewer appropriate sanctions). The distribution of benefits 
IS even more unequal and the total amount of benefits decreases (the public gains 100. 
offenders lose 200; net loss of 100). A ratio parallel to an p-fficiency ratio obviously 
does not provide a measure of Social Justice. 

A second alternative considered is to use a ratio but to use as a standard of Social 
Justice a r,atio o,f o~e. A ratio of ?ne indicates that both grQups are benefiting 
equally, whIle ratios .l.arther from one mdicate one group is benefiting at the expense 
?f the other. But the second example in Table 1 illustrates that this method also is 
mad~quate t~ measure Social Justice. While the hypothetical data with the CCA 
prOVIde a r~tIO of one, one group is losing while the other remains the same. Thus, the 
total benefIts are reduced although benefits are more equitably distributed. This 
method ,gets, at t,he ?istributive dimension of social justice but it misses the 
aggregatIve dImenSIOn (I.e., the total level of justice). 

What is required is a method that can provide a measure of both the distributive and 
aggr?gative di~en~ions of S~cial J~stice. Such a method is depicted in Figure 1. 
PU?liC protectIOn IS the vertIcal aXIS while offender sanctions is the horizontal axis. 
!hI~ example assume~ there are ~OO offenders in the post-CCA popUlation. Complete 
JustIce f?r the pubbc o~curs WIth, 500 successp.s. Complete justice for offenders 
occurs WIth ?OO ~ppi'o~rlate sanctIOns. The problem is to develop a measure of 
whether the SItuatIOn WIth the CCA provides more Social Justice. 

The first step in Figure 1 is to plot the predicted values of successes and sanctions 
without, the CCAo (point X). One then draws a line through this point that btersects 
each aXlS ~t a 45 ~gle. Along this line one unit of success is equivalent to one unit 
of approprIate sanctIOns. Some persons might disagree with this value position that an 
off~nder is equal to an individual in the public. However, the most neutral position 
avall~ble t~ the researcher is to assume all are equal. If persons could articulate the 
relative weIght of each group (e.g., an individual in the public is worth twice as much 
as ,an offender), a,lin~ could be drawn at a different angle to reflect these different 
weIghts. From thIS dIagonal line one draws two additional lines at 450 angles. One 
t~en has s~x se~tions in ~hich the actual CCA values can fall when plotted. The main 
dIagonal lme separates Just and unjust outcomes. This diagonal line indicates the 
aggr~gat~ dimensions of social justice. If the actual CCA value falls anywhere above 
the lme, m the aggregate the total amount of justice has increased. If the actual CCA 
value falls, anywhere below this line, in the aggregate the total amount of justice is 
less than WIthout the CCA. 

The distributiv~ di~ension of Social Justice is indicated by the lines that separate 
three types of Justice and three types of injustice. These sections, in other words, 
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TABLE 1: Hypothetical Data I I lustrating the Inadequacy 
of a Ratio to Measure Social Justice 

Exampl e 1: 

Example 2: 

II Appropriate 
Sanctions 
Successes 

II Appropriate 
Sanctions 
.succes£;es 

Pred i cted Rat io 
without CCA 

300 
400 

400 
500 

(3/4) 

(4/5) 

Actua I Rat i 0 

with CCA 

100 
500 (1/5) 

400 
400 (1) 
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FIGURE 1: A Method to Measure Social Justice Unde~ CCA 

NUMBER OF 
SUCCESSES 

500 

(Publio Proteotio ) 

o 

(INJUSTICE] 

Absolute 

E. 

NUMBER OF APPROPRIATE OFFENDER SAN~TiONS 

J JUSTICE I 
Absolute 

c. 

x = Hypothetical estimate of predicted number of appropriate 
offender sanctions and predioted number of successes 
without the CCA. 

A throuqh F = Hypothetical estimates of actual number of 
appropriate offender sanctions and actual number of 
successes with the eCA. 
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indicate which group is benefiting or being burdened with the CCA. Consider first tht:: 
possibilities of justice, those points falling above the diagonal line. If the actual CCA 
values fall in the center section (e.g., point A), both groups are experiencing more 
justice with CCA participation. This section, therefore, has been labelled absolute 
justice since everyone benefits. If actual CCA values fall in the upper section of 
justice (e.g., point B), the public is benefiting at the expense of the offenders. One 
can see that at any point in this section the public is gaining to a greater extent than 
offenders are losing. There is justice because there is more total justice, but it is a 
relative justice because one group benefits while another is burdened. The lower 
section of justice (e.g., point C) represents the opposite case in which offenders are 
gaining a great deal while the public is losing to a lesser degree. 

The types of injustice can be handled in exactly the same way. If the actual CCA 
values fall in the center section below the diagonal line (e.g., point D), there is 
absolute injustice because both groups are worse off than they would be without the 
eCA. If the values fall in the upper portion below the diagonal line (e.g., point E), 
there is relative injustice. The public has gained a little but offenders lose to a 
greater extent so that in the aggregate there is less justice. Finally, if actual CCA 
values fall in the lower portion below the diagonal line (e.g., point F), there i& t'('lative 
injustice. Offenders are receiving somewhat more appropriate sanctions, but because 
there are many more failures among offenders, in the aggregate there is less justice. 

This method of plotting Social Justice has several advantages. First, it provides a 
visual presentation of actual and predicted levels of justice so that findings can be 
easily reported and understood. Second, it provides a convenient way to illustrate the 
two dimensions of Social Justice. By creating the six sectors of justice and injustice, 
both the level of justice is depicted (aggregate dimension) as well as the group(s) that 
is benefiting (distributive dimension). This latter characteristic is particularly useful 
because it permits the reader to make a personal determination of whether the 
outcome is more or less just. While a certain definition of Social Justice has been 
imposed and a measure devised according to that definition, the manner in which the 
outcome is reported enables persons with a different sense of social justice to assess 
whether outcomes meet this sense of justice. For example, someone might disagree 
that point C in Figure 1 in fact represents justice. According to the above definition 
it does, but to someone else it might not (e.g., someone who greatly values individuals 
in the public over offenders). The presentation of the findings in this way enables 
readers with different values to interpret findings according to those values. 

B. A Problem of Different Population Sizes 

The application of the method described above requires a choice of what values to plot 
- numbers or percentages. The choice makes no difference when populations for the 
public protection and sanction evaluations are the same. However, the target 
population for each goal has been defined differently, meaning that the population 
numbers plotted on each axis differ. 

The relevant population for evaluating appropriateness of sanctions is all community 
and state cases. The relevant popUlation for the public protection evaluation, on the 
other hand, is all community and less serious state cases. The argument is that the 
CCA has a responsibility to encourage the incarceration of offenders who ought to be 
imprisoned, but the CCA is not responsible for the criminal behaviors of these 
offenders following their incarceration. Thus, serious state cases are included in the 
sanction evaluation but not in the public protection evaluation. The population for the 
sanction evaluation is in all cases larger. 
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The effect of different population sizes is that when one plots numbers of appropri~te 
sanctions and numbers of successes, sanction results have a greater effect on SOCIal 
Justice conClusions. Consider the following example. The actual post-CCA percent
age of cases with appropriate sanctions is eighty ~ercent and the percentage, of 
successful cases is seventy-five percent. The predICted percentage o,f cases ~Ith 
appropriate sanctions in the absence of the CCA is se,venty-five p~rcent (I.e. sanctIOns 
are improved by five percent with the CCA) whIle the predICted pe~centag~ of 
successes in the absence of the CCA is eighty percent (i.e. public protectIOn declmes 
by five percent with the CCA). If one plots actual ~nd predi~ted percel!tages, the 
decline in public protection is exactly offset by the mcrease ~n app:oprIat~ness of 
sanctions (five percent), producing a conclusion of no change m SOCIal JUstIce (the 
"actual" point falls on the diagonal line in Figure 1). 

When one applies these percentages to the post-CCA, populations to ob~ain ?umbers 
and when the sanction population is larger, the change m number of sanctIOns IS larger 
than the change in number of successes. That is, the increase in numb?r of 
appropriate sanctions outweighs ,the de~line in number ,of successes, producmg a 
conclusion of an increase in SOCIal Justice for the benefIt of offenders. When one 
plots numbers, sanction results contribute more to Social Justice conclusions than do 
public protection results. When one plots percentages, results from the two evalu
ations contribute equally. 

The decision is that the unequal contribution of the two goals in fact represents, most 
accurately the implicit operation of the policy. If the CCA has the poten~Ial of 
affecting more cases in one goal than another, then that effect should be ~onsIder?d. 
Numbers therefore rather than percentages are estimated for the SOCIal JustICe 
plots. This decisio~ recognizes that the CCA has the potential of affecting more 
sanctions than offender successes. Said differently, it recognizes th~t the targ~t 
population for the sanction evaluation is larg~r than the targ~t POpul~tIOn for p~bllC 
protection. While this decision has the potel!tIal to, ~ffect SOCIal JustIce conclUSIOns, 
in no case do results differ using the alternatIve deCISIOn. 

C. Estimating Actual and Predicted Numbers of Successes 

The evaluation of public protection uses offender successes as an indicator of public 
safety. The more that offenders are prevented from commit,ting new offenses 
(felonies) the more the public is protected. The target populatIOn for the goal of 
public pr~tection is all cases sentenced to the comI?unity and all less serious c~~s 
committed to prison. Estimates of actual and predIcted successes are ba~ed on thIS 
post-CCA target population. The population and sample, data are avallabl? only 
through 1978 because the public protection evaluation reqUIres a follow-up perIOd for 
coding new offenses. Estimates of successes, therefore, are no~ made for Roc~-Nobles 
whose entry is 1/1/79. Estimates also are not made for Washmgton because Its CCA 
entry of 7/1/78 provides only six months of post-CCA cases. 

The public protection evaluation relies on comparisons of success rates {i.e. pro
portion of offenders not committing new felonies~ before al!d after C<?A e~t~y af!1ong 
samples of offenders in each CCA area. The publlc protectIOn evaluatIOn dIstmgUIshes 
success rates in the short term, the long term and overall. The overall success rates 
are used for estimating successes in the early and middle participants. Because of 
their recent entry only short-term success rates can be used for Region 6 West, Blue 
Earth and Hennepin. 
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The estimate of the actual number of successes is derived by multiplying the sample 
post-CCA success rate by the post-CCA target population. The method for predicting 
number of successes had an area not entered the CCA depends upon the research 
design used in evaluating public protection. The designs are explained thoroughly in 
t~e report on public protection. For some areas the design is a pretest-posttest design 
wIthout control groups. The middle participants (Red J.Jake-Polk-Norman, Todd
Wadena, Arrowhead Regional Corrections and Anoka) have no comparison counties. 
The comparisons originally planned for Region 6 West and Blue Earth were rUled out as 
invalid. For areas 'ith no comparison data, predictions are based solely on the pre
CCA success rates. When there is no significant change in success rates after CCA 
entry, the predicted number of successes is considered to be the same as the actual. 
When there is a significant change in success rates after CCA entry, the predicted 
number of successes equal~ the pre-CCA sample success rate multiplied by the post
CCA target population. 

The public protection evaluations of Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted, Crow Wing-Morrison, 
Ramsey and Hennepin utilize comparison county data. When comparison data are 
available the predicted number of successes is based on the pre-CCA success rate 
adjusted for changes occurring in the Jomparison counties. Should the success rat~ 
change not be significantly different from the change found in the comparison 
counties, the predicted number of successes is considered to be the same as the actual 
n~mber with the CCA. However, when the success rate change is significantly 
dIfferent from the change occurring in the comparison counties, the pre-CCA success 
rate is adjusted by the average percentage change found in the comparison counties. 
For example, if the average percentage change in an area's comparison counties is 
+05% the CCA area's pre-CCA success rate is increased by 05%. This adjusted rate 
multiplied by the post-CCA target popUlation constitutes the predicted number of 
successes had a county not participated in the CCA. 

D. Estimating Actual and Predicted Numbers of Appropriate Sanctions 

The evaluation of appropriateness of sanctions uses the Minnesota Sentencing 
Guidelines grid as the criterion for determining the appropriateness of offenders' 
sanctions (commitment vs. non-commitment). The target population for this goal is all 
offenders sentenced for felony offenses. The estimates of actual and predicted 
numbers of appropriate sanctions are based on this target population. Population and 
sample data are available only through 1978 because of the follow-up requirement for 
coding sanction changes. 

The sanction evaluation compares the proportions of offenders with appropriate 
sanction':! before and after CCA entry in samples of offenders in each CCA area. The 
evaluation provides data on appropriateness at the time of sentencing and two years 
after sentencing. The latter measure takes into account the effects of sanction 
changes. Data on appropriateness two years after sentencing are used for the early and 
middle participants. Thus, the estimates of Social Justice for these areas are based on 
data covering the long term for both sanctions and successes. Because of their recent 
entry, data on appropriateness at the time of sentencing must be used for Region 6 
West, Blue Earth and Hennepin. These sanction data are comparable to the short-term 
success data used for these three recent partiCipants. 

Procedures for estimating the actual and predicted numbers of appropriate sanctions 
are identical to those explained in the section above on successes. The estimated 
actual number of appropriate sanctions while partiCipating in the CCA equals the post
CCA sample proportion appropriate multiplied by the post-CCA target population. 
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When no significant change in appropriateness after CCA entry is identified, the 
predicted number of appropriate sanctions had a county not participated is considered 
to be the same as the actual. When a significant change is identified, the predicted 
number vi appropriate sanctions equals the post-CCA target population multiplied by 
the pre-CCA sample proportion appropriate. For CCA areas with comparison data, 
the pre-CCA sample proportion is adjusted by the average percentage change 
occurring in the comparison counties. 

E. Inspecting Juvenile Dat& 

Although Social Justice analyses are not conducted with the juvenile data, it is 
important to assess whether the adult findings are representative. If there is 
evidence, for example, that Social Justice regarding adult offenders declines but 
Social Justice regarding juvenile offenders perhaps increases (or vice versa) it is not 
legitimate to report only one set of results. Researchers want to be confident that not 
evaluating social justice for juveniles does not illegitimately hide either positive or 
negative findings. 

Juvenile commitment rates are negative indicators of appropriateness of juvenile 
sanctions. Juvenile arrest rates are negative indicators of public protection. General
ly, juvenile commitments decline with eCA participation (appropriateness of sanctions 
improves) but arrest rates tend to increase (public protection declines). Researchers 
have not emphasized either the positive juvenile sanction results or the negative 
juvenile public protection results because neither evaluation is as sound as the 
corresponding adult evaluations. Both juvenile stUdies have the following limitations: 

1. The inferences from the juvenile data are more problematic than those for 
adults. There is a clearly defined and enumerated adult target population 
of the CCA. From this adult target population representative samples are 
drawn from which inferences can be made to the target population. 
Extensive data are collected on sanctions and follow-up criminal behaviors. 
Inferences can be made from the adult sample results on sanctions and 
public protection to the target population. Because of careful sampling 
there is a small but known element of error that can be considered in this 
inference. The juvenile situation is far less satisfactory. The target 
population is not clearly defined. It is believed to be larger than the adult 
target population but certainly not as large as the total population-at-risk. 
Because there is not a clearly defined and enumerated target population, it 
is not possible to draw samples of juveniles. As a result the data that are 
used are county-level aggregate commitment rates and arrest rates based 
on the total population-at-risk. The inference is from the total population
at-risk to an ambiguous target population. The degree to which commit
ments and arrests are accounted for by the target population and whether 
this population and the population-at-risk overlap and whether this degree 
is changing over-time are unknown. The extent of error is unknown and 
cannot be considered in interpreting results. Thus inferences to juveniles 
in the target population from aggregate data based on the population-at
risk may contain errors. 

2. Both commitment and arrest data provide imperfect indicators of the 
concepts being evaluated. For adults the sample data indicate what type 
of offender receives what type of sanction and indicate which offenders 
are reconvicted for new felonies. For juveniles, however, it is not known if 
a felony arrest represeltts the commission of a felony; it is not known if a 
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decrease in commitments represents the same amount of increase in the 
use of more appropriate community sanctions. 

3. Each evaluation has available only one data set. Moreover, both the 
commitment and arrest data are subject to error. While reporting 
problems decrease the reliability of arrest data, the commitment data in 
the early 1970's are affected by problems in data entry. The inclusion of 
all non-CCA areas in both eValuations should help to control the effects of 
the data errors, but any error systematically affecting CCA or non-CCA 
counties remains uncontrolled. In contrast intercoder reliability tests were 
conducted to assure the accuracy of the adult sample data. Additional 
data were also available to provide corroborating evidence for the. adult 
analyses. 

Because of these problems the evaluations of juvenile sanctions and public protection 
probably provide less precise indications of the changes in the two goals that have 
resulted from CCA participation than is true for the adult evaluation. On the other 
hand, failure to analyze the juvenile data leaves the study open to the criticism of 
illegitimately failing to report positive or negative findings. The changes in 
commitments and arrests are therefore inspected to determine the net change in the 
two goals. Each reader can interpret those data as he sees fit. 

Commitment and arrest rates are both based on the juvenile population-at-risk. The 
mean number of commitments (per thousand population) for the post-CCA years 
provides an estimate of the actual number of (in)appropriate sanctions. The mean 
number of arrests (per thousand population) for the post-CCA years provides an 
estimate of the actual number of arrests with CCA participation. The mean pre-CCA 
commitment and arrest rates, adjusted by the percentage change found in the non
CCA counties, provides a predicted number of inappropriate sanctions and arrests had 
an area not entered the CCA. The actual minus the predicted number of commitments 
indicates the change in appropriateness of sanctions that can be attributed to the 
CCA. The actual minus the predicted number of arrests indicates the change in Public 
Protection that can be attributed to the CCA. The two change scores are comparable 
because they are based on the same population-at-risk figures. Thus, the two change 
scores can be compared to determine the net contribution of the CCA. For example, 
if there is one more appropriate sanction for everyone thousand juveniles but one 
more arrest, there is no net increase or decrease, resulting in a maintenance of Social 
Justice. 

IV. RESULTS 

Data on actual and predicted successes for the ten CCA areas are reported in Table 2. 
Data on actual and predicted appropriate sanctions are reported in Table 3. For nine 
of the ten CCA areas included in the Social Justice evaluation, the actual and 
predicted numbers of successes and appropriate sanctions are the same. There is, 
therefore, no change in Social Justice and thus no need to create a Social Justice 
figure. 

The data in Table 3 indicate that the Red Lake-Polk-Norman change in appropriate
ness of sanctions provides a basis for a change in Social Justice. Because only one goal 
is changing the direction of change for Social Justice and the group benefiting or 
losing is fairly obvious. However, a Social Justice figure is drawn to illustrate the 
change in outcome. 
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TABLE 2: Actual Number of Successes with CCA Participation and 
Predicted Number of Successes without CCA Participation 

r 

Post-CCA Actua I Number of Predicted Number of 
avera II Success Ratea Target Successes with Successes without CCA Area Pre-CCA5 Post-CCA Popu I at i on a CCA Part i ci pat ion CCA Part i ci pat ion 

Dodge-F i II more-
Olmsted n.s. 82.0 
Crow Wi ng-Mo rr i son n.s. 88.2 
Ramsey n.s. 84.3 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman n.s. 86.7 
Todd-Wadena n. s. 98.0 
Arrowhead Regional 
Corrections n. s. 87.2 
Anoka n.s. 83.0 

Short-term Success Ratea 

Region 6 West n.s. 97.7 
BI ue Earth n. s. 93.5 
Hennepin n.s. 93.6 

297 244 
291 257 

2,020 1,703 
137 119 
53 52 

587 512 
319 265 

27 26 
50 47 

1,224 1,146 

244 
257 

1,703 
119 
52 

512 
265 

26 
47 

1, 146 

to Apri I 1, 1978. The correspond i ng 
The short-term success rate is 

a. The overal I success rate is based on samples of offenders sentenced 
target population consists of offenders sentenced to Apri I 1, 1978. 
based on samples of offenders sentenced through December 31, 1978. 
consists of offenders sentenced through December 31, 1978. 

The corresponding target population 

. ", 

b. If the pre-CCA and post-CCA rates are not significantly different or 
comparison county changes, "n.s." is recorded in the pre-qCA column. 
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TABLE 3: Actual Number of Appropriate Sanctions with CCA Participation and 
Predicted Number of Appropriate Sanctions without eCA Participation 

CCA Area 

Dodge-Fi II more
Olmsted 

Percentage of Cases 
with Appropriate 
Sanctions Two Years 
after Sentencinga 
Pre-CCAb Post-CCA 

Post-CCA 
Target 
Population a 

Actual Number of 
Appropriate Sanctions 
with CCA Participation 

Predicted Number of 
Appropriate Sanctions 
without CCA Participation 

Crow Wing-fvbrrison 
Ramsey 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
Todd-Wadena 
Arrowhead Regional 
Correct ions 
Anoka 

n. s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
63.5 

n. s. 

85.3 
81. 7 
85.4 
96.1 
90.5 

n.s. 84.5 
n. s. 76.1 

Percentages of Cases with 
Appropriate Sanctions at 
Time of Sentencinga 

Region 6 West 
BI ue Earth 
Hennepin 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

85.8 
83.3 
78.3 

381 
360 

2,892 
208 

66 

957 
523 

29 
52 

1,357 

325 
294 

2,470 
200 

60 

809 
398 

25 
43 

1,063 

325 
294 

2,470 
132 
60 

809 
398 

25 
43 

1,063 

a. The sample percentage and target population for two years ~fter sentencing includes cases sentenced 
to April 1, 1978. The sample percentage and target population at time of sentencing includes cases 
sentenced through December 31, 1978. 

b. If the pre-CCA and post-CCA percentages are not significantly different or not significantly different 
from comparison county changes, "n.s." is recorded in the pre-CCA column. 
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Figure 2 compares the actual and predicted levels of Social Justice for Red Lake-Polk
Norman. The increase in appropriateness of offep.der sanctions with the maintenance 
of public protection produces a net increase in Social Justice. For Red Lake-Polk
Norman offenders benefit while the public experiences no change with CCA participa
tion. 

Table 4 provides the actual and predicted number of commitments and arrests for 
juvenile offenders. These data are not reported to provide precise estimates of levels 
of Social Justice. Instead, they are reported to suggest whether reporting adult 
findings only might misrepresent the impact of the CCA on Social Justice. 

The juvenile data indicate that the increases in arrest rates tend to be greater than 
the decreases in commitment rates. The net balance in ten areas is in a negative 
direction. For nine of eleven areas the increases in arrest rates more than offset the 
decreases in commitments. In one area (Blue Earth) an increase in commitment rates 
is greater than the arrest rate decrease. In only one area (Hennepin) is the net effect 
positive: the arrest rate decline is greater than the commitment rate increase. Thus 
researchers do not believe the inability to analyze social justice for juveniles results in 
a failure to report positive findings. On the other hand, because it is believed that the 
juvenile data are not adequate to analyze the concept of social justice and because the 
extent of error is probably greater for juvenile arrest data~ it is not believed that 
negative results are inappropriately minimized. 

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Table 5 provides a summary of the findings on Social Justice based on adult offender 
data. For nine of the ten CCA areas analyzed, Social Justice is maintained. This 
maintenance is based on the maintenance of both public protection and appropriate
ness of offender sanctions. That is, in no case is maintenance the result of one group's 
gain offsetting the other group's loss. Socia.l Justice increases in Red Lake-Polk
Norman, with an increase in appropriateness of offender sanctions. 

Inspection of the juvenile data indicates that the increases in arrest rates are greater 
than the decreases in commitment rates. Because the arrest data probably are less 
reliable than the commitment data, researchers are not in a positition to conclude that 
the greater declines in public protection produce a decline in social justice. The 
limited data available do suggest, however, that the inability to analyze social justice 
for juveniles does not prevent the reporting of a positive CCA impact. 

Evidence indicates that the Community Corrections Act has little impact on public 
protection or on appropriateness of offender sanctions. It is to be expected, then, that 
the statewide conclusion is that Social Justice is maintained but not improved with the 
Community Corrections Act. 
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FIGURE 2: Social Justice in Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
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TABLE 4: The Net Effect of Changes in Juvenile Commitments and Arrests 

Number of I nappropri ate Number of Arrests 
Di fference Sanctions (Comm i tment s ) per 1,000 

+ Qer lzOOO Juveniles at-Risk Juven i les at-Risk Predicteda Actual Difference Predicteda Actual Difference Di fference Dodge-Fi I Imore-Olmsted 1.00 . 17 + .83 18.7 22.4 - 3.70 - 2.87 Crow Wing-Morrison 2.03 .77 +1.26 22.2 24.9 - 2.70 - 1.44 Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1. 01 .41 + .60 6.0 7.3 - 1.30 .70 Todd-Wadena .31 .27 + .04 1.9 6.9 - 5.00 - 4.96 Arrowhead Regional 
Co rrect ion s 1. 78 1.04 + .74 24.8 28.0 - 3.20 - 2.46 Anoka .66 .17 + .49 26.8 28.5 - 1.70 - 1.21 Region 6 West 1.20 .40 + .80 5.8 6.7 .90 .10 Blue Earth 1. 12 1. 71 - .59 27.4 27.0 + .40 .19 Wash ington 1. 50 .29 +1.21 15.1 20.1 - 5.00 - 3.79 Ramsey 1. 34 .74 + .60 32.0 39.0 - 7.00 - 6.40 Hennepin .87 1. 37 - .50 58.3 45.0 +13.30 +12.80 

a. The predicted rates are obtained by multiplying the ~re-CCA rate by the percentage 

change (pre to post) found in non-CCA counties. The non-CCA data exclude Ramsey and 

Hennepin. The predicted rates-for Ramsey are based on Hennepin changes and vice versa. 

The large changes in arrest rates for both Ramsey and Hennepin are probably explained 
by reporting problems in Ramsey Coun1-y in the early 1970's. 
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TABLE 5: Summary of Soc i a'i Just iCe Conc I us ions t~ J : i 

:1 ) , 

Publ ic Appropri ateness 
[I 

J REFERENCES 

CCA Area Protection + of Sanctions = Social Justice 

Dodge-Fi I lmore-Olmsted Maintain + Maintain = t~INTAIi~ 
U Miller, D. (1976) Social Justice Oxford: Clarendon Press 

Crow Wing-tvbrrison Maintain + Maintain = t'AU-rrAIN ["1 
._1 

Ramsey Ma i nta in il. ~1a i nta i n = W\INTAIN 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman Maintain + Increase = INCIfASE r I 11 

Todd-Wadena Maintain + Maintain = r·\fi.I NT A IN 
Arrowhead Regional Correct ions Maintain + Maintain = W\I~rrAIN lJ I 

I , 

Anoka Maintain + Maintain = r·'AINTAIN U 
Region 6 West Maintain + Maintain = rAINTAIN 
81 ue Earth Maintain + Maintain = rv\INTAI~1 D I 
Hennepin Maintain + Maintain = r/~l\INTAIN 

II 
Summary State-Wide r'V:\INTAm + r''Il\INT AIN = r,'AINTAIN fl 
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