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WHAT WORKS?

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT PRISON REFORM

ROBERT MARTINSON

The tremendous increase of crime during the 1960s heralded a shift in the way Americans
would come to view criminals in the next decade, leading to a law-and-order movement in
the early 1970s. The Martinson Report, a massive study undertaken at that time to determine
the most effective means of rehabilitating prisoners, concluded that, “with few and isolated
exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have had no appreciable
effect on recidivism,” These words were interpreted to mean that "nothing works” as far as
rehabilitating prisoners was concerned and that a new direction needed to be found. In 1 D74,
a summary of the study’s findings was presented by Robert Martinson in The Public Interest.
Other research studies supported Martinson's conclusion and, by the end of the decade, a
paradigm shift had occurred in corrections from rehabilitation to deterrence and just deserts.
The influence of Martinson’s article, the first published account of the aforementioned sur-
vey, cannot be underestimated-—it was “the stzaw that broke the camel’s back.” Support for
the rehabilitative ideal and the medical model of corrections decreased substantially after its
prblication.

n the past several years, American prisons American prisons, perhaps more than those of
have gone through one of their recurrent peri-  any other country, have stood or fallen in public
ods ol strikes, riots, and other disturbances. esteem according to their ability to fulfill their

Simultaneously, and in consequeence, the articu-  promise of rehabilitation.

late public has entered another one of its spo- One of the problems in the constant debate

radic fits of attentiveness to the condition of our  over “prison reform” is that we have been able to
prisons and to the perennial questions they pose  draw very little on any systematic empirical knowl-
about the nature of crime and the uses of punish-  edge about the success or failure that we have met
ment. The result has been a widespread call for  when we have tried to rehabilitate offenders, with
“prison reform,” ie, for “reformed” prisons which  various treatments and in various institutional and
will produce “reformed” convices. Such calls are  noninstitutional settings. The field of penology has
a familiar f

ature of American prison history.  produced a voluminous research literature on this

Excerpts {rom "What Works? Questions and Answers About Prisen Reform” by Robert Martinson. The Public Interest
35:22-54. Copyright ® 1974 by National Affairs, Inc. Reprinted by permission.
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subject, bur unul recently there has been no com-
prehiensive review of this Hierature and no attempt
to bring its findings 1o bear, in a useful way, on
the general question of “What works?” My pur
pose in this fchapter] is to sketch an answer to that
guestion.

THE TRAVAILS OF A STUDY

In 1966, the New York State Governor's Special
Committee on Criminal Offenders recognized
their need for such an answer. The Committee
was organized on the premise that prisons could
rehabilitate, that the prisons of New York were not
in fact making a serious effort at rehabilitation,
and that New York's prisons should be converted
from their existing custodial basis (o a new reha-
bilitative one. The problem for the Commitee
was that there was no available guidance on the
question of what had been shown 1o be the most
effective means of rehabilitation. My colleagues
and I were hired by the commiitee 10 remedy this
defect in our knowledge; our job was to undertake
a comprehensive survey of what was known about
rehabilitation.

In 1968, in order 1o qualify for federal funds
ander the Omnibus Crime Controf and Safe Streets
Act, the state estabiished a planning organization,
shich acquired from the Governor's Committee
he responsibility for our report, But by 1970, when
he project was formally completed, the state had
‘hanged its mind about the warth and proper use
of the information we had gathered. The Governor's
-ommittee had begun by thinking that such infor-
nation was a necessary basis for anv reforms that
dight be undertaken; the state planning agency
nded by viewing the study as a document whose

isturbing conclusions posed a serious threat to the
rograms which, in the meantime, they had deter-
tined to carry forward. By the spring of 1972
dly a year after | had re-edited the study for final
ublication—the state had not only failed to pub-
sh it, but had also refused to give me permission
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o publish it on my own. The docament itself would
still not be available 10 me or 10 the public wday
had not Joseph Alan Kaplon, an attorney, subpoe-
naed it from the state for use as evidence in a case
before the Bronx Supreme Court.!

During the time of my efforts o get the study
released, reports of it began to be widely circulated,
and it acquired something of an underground repu-
tation. But this article is the first published account,
albeit a brief one, of the findings contained in that
1,400-page manuscript.

What we set out to do in this study was fairly
simple, though it turned into a massive 1ask. First
we undertook a six-month search of the literature
for any available reports published in the English
language on attempts at rehabilitarion that had
been made in our corrections systems and those of
other countries from 19453 through 1967, We then
picked from that literature all those studies whose
findings were interpretable—that s, whose design
and execution met the conventional standards of
social science research. Our criteria were rigorous
but hardly esoteric; A study had to be an evalua-
tion of a treatment method, it had 1o Py an
independent measure of the improvement secured
by that method, and it had to use some control
group, some umtreated individuals with whom
the treated ones could be compared. We excluded
studies only for methodological reasons: T hey pre-
sented insufficient data, they were only prelimi-
nary, they presented only a sumindry of findings
and did not allow a reader 10 evaluate those find.
ings, their results were confounded by extraneous
factors, they used unreliable measures, one could
not understand their descriptions of the treatment
in question, they drew spurious conclusions from
their data, their samples were undescribed or too
small or provided no true comparability between
treated and untreated groups, or they had used
imappropriate statistical tests and did not provide
enough information for the reader to recompute
the data. Using these standards, we drew from
the total number of studies 231 acceptable ones,
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which we not only analvzed curselves but sum-
marized in detail so that a reader of our analysis
would be able to compare it with his independent
conclusions,

These treatrnent studies use various measures
of offender improvement: recidivisin rates (that
is, the rates at which offenders return to crime],
adjustment to prison life, vocational success,
educational achievement, personality and asti-
tude change, and general adjustment 1o the out-
side community. We included all of these in our
study; but in these pages | will deal only with the
eifects of rehabilitative treatment on recidivism,
the phenomenon which reflects most directly how
well our present treatment programs are perform-
ing the task of rehabilitation. The use of even this
one measure brings with it enough methodolog-
ical complications to make a clear reporting of
the findings most difficult. The groups that are
studied, for instance, are exceedingly disparate,
so thar it is hard to teli whether what "works”
for one kind of offender also works for others. In
addition, there has been Hutle attempt to repli-
cate studies; therefore one cannot be certain how
stable and reliabie the various findings are. Just
as important, when the various studies use the
term “recidivism rate,” they may in fact be talking
about somewhat different measures of offender
behavior--ie., “failure” measures such as arrest
rates or parole violation rates, or “success” mea-
sures such as favorable discharge from parole or
probation. And not all of these measures Corre-
late very highly with one another. These dithcul-
ties will become apparent again and again in the
coutse of this discussion,

With these caveats, it is passible to give a rather
baid summary of our findings: With few and iso-
lated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have
been veported so far have had no appreciable effect on
recidivism. Studies that have been done since cur
survey was completed do not present any major
grounds for altering that original conclusion. What
follows is ap attempt to answer the guestions and

challenges that might be posed to such an ungual-
ified statement.

EDUCATION AND VOCATIONAL
TRAINING

1. Fsi'tir true that a correctional facility running a truly
rehabilitative program—one that prepares inmates
for life on the cutside through education and vecd-
tional training—will turn out more successful indi-
viduals than will a prison which merely leaves its
inmates to Tote

If this is true, the fact remains that there is very
little empirical evidence to support it. Skill devel-
opment and education programs are in fact quite
common in correctional facilities, and one might
begin by examining their effects on young males,
those who might be thought most amenable to such
efforts. A study by New York State {1964)° found
that for young males as a whole, the degree of suc
cess achieved in the regular prison academic edu-
cation program, as measuted by changes in grade
achievement levels, made no significant difference in
recidivism rates. The only exception was the relative
improvement, compared with the sample as a whole,
that grealer progress made in the top 7 percent of the
participating population—those who had high [.Qs,
had made good records in previous schooling, and
wha also made good records of academic progress in
the institution. And a study by Glaser (1964) found
thar while it was true that, when one controlled for
sentence length, more attendance in regular prison
academic programs slightly decreased the subse-
quent chances of parole viclation, this improvement
was not large enough to outweigh the associated
disadvantage for the "long-attenders”. Those who
attended prison school the longest also turned out 1o
be tiose who wete in prison the longest. Presumably,
those getting the most education were also the worst
parole risks in the first place.”

studies of special education programs aimed at
vocational or social skill development, as opposed

e — o




h-‘ﬂh-_—--“+m-:mh“|_-___.._ -

to conventional academic education programs,
report similarly discouraging results and reveal
additional problems in the field of correctional
research. Jacobson {1963} swdied a program of
“skill re-education” for institutionalized voung
males, consisting of 10 weeks of daily discussions
aimed at developing problem-solving skills. The
discussions were led by an adult who was thoughs
capable of serving as a role madel for the boys, and
they were encouraged to foliow the example that he
set. Jacobsan found that over a1, the PHORIAMN Pro-
duced no improvement in recidivism rates. There
was only one special subgroup which provided an
exception o this pessimistic finding: If boys in the
experimental program decided afterwards 1o 20 On
to take three or more regular prison courses, they
did better upon release than “control” bovs who
had done the same. (Of course, it also seems likely
that experimental boys who did ror take these extra
courses did worse than their controls.)
Zivan (1966) also reported negative results fram
a much more ambitious vocational training pro-
gram at the Children's Village in Dobbs Ferry, New
York. Boys in his special program were prepared for
their return to the community in a wide variety of
ways. First of all, they were given, in sequence, three
types of vocational guidance: “assessment counsel-
ing.” “development counseling,” and “pre-place-
ment counseling.” In addition, they participated in
an "occupational orientation,” consisting of role-
playing, presentations via audiovisual aids, field
rips, and talks by practitioners in various felds
¥ work. Furthermore, the boys were prepared for
vork by participating in the Auxiliary Mainwnance
~orps, which performed various chores in the insti-
utioty; a boy might be promoied from the Corps o
he Work Activity Program, which “hired” him, for
small fee, to perform various artisans’ tasks. And
nally, after release from Children’s Village, a boy
1 the special program received supportive after
are and job placement aid.
None of this made any difference in recidi.
i rates. Nevertheless, one must add that it is

el s
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impassible 1o tell whether this failure jay in the
program dself or in the conditions under which
it was administered. For one thing, the education
department of the institution itself was hostile to
the program; they believed instead in the efficacy of
academic education. This staff therefore tended to
place inn the pool from which experimental subjects
were randomly selected mainly “multi-problem”
boys. This by itself would not have invalidated the
experiment as a test of vocational training for this
particular type of vouth, but staff hostility did not
end there; it exerted subtle pressures of disapproval
throughout the life of the program. Moreover, the
program’s “after-care” phase also ran into difficul-
ties; boys who were sent back to school before get-
ting a job often received advice that conflicted with
the program’s counseling, and bays actually look-
ing for jobs met with the frustrating fact that the
program’s personnel, despite concerted efforts, sim-
ply could not get businesses 1o hire the boys,

We do not know whether these constraints, so
often found in penal institurions, were responsibie
for the program's failure; it might have failed any-
way. All one can say is that this research fajled to
show the effectiveness of special vacational train-
g for voung males.

The only clearly positive teport in this area
comes from a study by Sullivan (1 967) of a program
that combined academic education with special
training in the use of IBM equipment. Recidivism
rates after one year were only 48 percent for experi-
mentals, as compared with 66 percent for controls,
But when one examines the data, it appears that
this difference emerged only between the controls
and those who had successfully complered the train-
ing. When one compares the control group with all
those who had been enrolled in the program, the
difference disappears. Moreover, during this siudy
the random assignment procedure berween exper
imental and control groups seems 1o have braken
down, so that towards the end, better risks had a
greater chance of being assigned 1o the special
program.

s —
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1n sum, many of these studies of young males
are extremely hard to interpret because of flaws in
research design, But it can safely be said that they
provide us with no clear evidence that education or
skill development programs have been successful.

TRAINING ADULT INMATES

When one wins 1o adult male inmates, as opposed
to young ones, the results are even more discourag-
ing. There have been six studies of this type; three
of them report that their programs, which ranged
from academic 1o prison woTk experience, pro-
duced no significant differences in recidivism rates,
and one—by Glaser (1964)—is almost impossible
to interpret because of the risk differentiais of the
prisoners participating in the various programs.

Two studies—by Schrur {1948} and by Saden
(1962)—do report a positive difference from skill
development programs. in one of them, the Saden
study, it is questionable whether the experimental
and control groups wete truly comparable. But what
is more interesting is that both these “positive”
studies dealt with inmates incarcerated prior 1o or
during World War II. Perhaps the rise in our educa-
tional standards as a whoie since then has lessened
the differences that prison education or training can
make. The only other interesting possibility emerges
from a study by Gearhart (1967} His study was as
one of those that reported vocational education ©
be nonsignificant in effecting recidivism rates. He
did note, however, that when a tralnes succeeded in
finding a job related to his area of training, he had
a slightly higher chance of becoming a successful
parolee. 1t is possible, then, that skill development
programs fail because what they teach bears so little
relationship to an offender’s subsequent [iHe outside
the prison.

One other study of adults, this one with faidy
clear implications, has been performed with
women rather than men. An experimental group of
institutionalized women in Milwaukee was given
an extremely comprehensive special education
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program, accompanied by group counseling.
Their training was both academic and practical; it
included reading, writing, spelling, business filing,
child care, and grooming. Kertering {1965} found
that the program made no difference in the wom-
en's rates of recidivism.

Two things should be noted about these studies.
One is the difficulty of interpreting them as a whole.
The disparity in the programs that were tried. in the
populations that were affected, and in the instite-
tional settings that surrounded these projects make
it hard to be sure that one is observing the same
category of treatment in each case. But the second
point is that despite this difficulty, one can be rea-
sonably sure that, so far, educational and voca-
tional programs have not worked. We don't know
why they have failed. We don’t know whether the
programs themselves are flawed, or whether they
arc incapable of overcoming the effects of prison
life in general. The difficulty may be that they lack
applicability 1o the world the inmate will face out-
side of prison. Ot perhaps the type of educational
and skill improvement they produce simply doesn’t
have very much to do with an individual’s propen-
sity to commit a crime. What we do know is that,
to date, education and skill development have not
reduced recidivism by rehabilitating criminals.

THE EFFECTS OF INDIVIDUAL
COUNSELING

2. But when we speak of a rehabilitative prison, aren’t
we referring to more than education and skill devel-
apment alone? [sn't what's needed [is] some way of
counseling inmates or helping them with the deeper
problems that have caused their maladjustment?

This, too, is a reasonable hypothesis; but when
one examines the programs of this type that have
been tried, it's hard to find any more grounds for
enthusiasm than we found with skill development
and education. One method that’s been tried—
though so far, there have been acceptable reports




only of its application 1o young offenders—has
been individual psychotherapy. For voung males,
we found seven such reported studies. One studdy,
by Guirman {1963) at the Nelles School, found such
treatment to be ineffective in reducing recidivism
rates; another, by Rudofl (1960), found it unrelated
W fmstitutional violation rates, which were them.
seives related to parole success. [t must be pointed
out that Rudoff used only this indirect measure of
association, and the study therefore cannot rule
out the possibility of a reatmem effect, A third,
also by Gutiman (1963) but at another institution,
found that such veatment was actually related w
a slightly higher parole violation rate; and a study
by Adams [1959b and 1961b) also found a fack of
improvement in parole revocation and first suspen-
sion rates.

There were two studies at variance with this pat-
tern. One by Persons (1966) said that if 5 boy was
judged 10 be “successfully” treated—as opposed
o simply being subjected 1o the treatment experi-
ence--he did tend to do better, And there was one
finding both hopeful and cautionary: At the Deuel
School (Adams, 1961a), the experimental boys
were first divided into two groups, those rated as
“amenable” 1o treatment and those rated “non-ame-
nable.” Amenable boys who got the treatment did
better than non-treated boys. On the other hand,
“non-amenable” boys who were treated actually
did worse than they would have done if they had
received no treatment a1 all. It must be pointed owt
that Guuman (1963}, dealing with younger boys
in his Nelles School study, did net find such an
“amenability” effect, either to the detriment of the
win-amenables who were treated or to the benefit
of the amenables who were treated. But the Deuel
school study (Adams, 1961a) suggests both that
here is something 1o be hoped for in treating prop-
tly selected amenable subjects and that if these
ubjects are not properly selected, one may not only
vind up doing no good but may actuatly produce
arm, There have been two studies of the effects of
wdividual psychotherapy on voung incarcerated
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Jemale offenders, and both of them {Adams, 1959a;
Adams, 1961b} report no significant effects from
the therapy. But one of the Adams studies {1959a)
does contain a suggestive, although not clearly
interpretable, Anding: If this individual therapy
was administered by a psychiatrist or a psycholo-
gist, the resulting parole suspension rate was almost
two-and-a-half times higher than if it was admin-
istered by a social worker without this specialized
training.

There has also been 2 much smalier number of
studies of two other types of individual therapy:
counseling, which is directed towards a prisoner’s
gaining new insight into his own problems, and
casework, which aims at helping a prisoner cope
with his more pragmatic immediate needs. These
types of therapy both rely heavily on the empathetic
relationship that s 1o be developed between the
professional and the client. It was noted above thar
the Adams study (1961b) of therapy administered
to girls, referred to in the discussion of individual
psychotherapy, found that social workers seemed
better at the job than psychologists or psychiatrists.
This difference seems to suggest a favorable outlook
for these aliernative forms of individual therapy.
But other studies of such therapy have praduced
ambiguous results. Bernsten {1965} reported a
Danish experiment that showed that socto-psycho-
logical counseling combined with comprehensive
welfare measitres—ijob and residence placement,
clothing, union and health insurance member
ship, and finandial aid—produced an improvement
amang some short-term male offenders, though
not those in either the highest-risk or the lowest
risk categories. On the other hand, Hood, in Britain
{(19686), reported generally non-significant results
with a program of counseling for voung males,
{Interestingly enough, this experiment did poing
to a mechanism capable of changing recidivism
rates. When boys were released from institutional
care and entered the army directly, “poor risk” hovs
among both experimentals and controls did better
than expected. “Good risks” did worse.)

TS —




210

$o these foreign data are sparse and not in
agreement; the American data are just as sparse.
The only American study which provides a direct
measure of the etfects of individual counseling—a
study of California’s Intensive Treatment Program
{California, 1958a), which was “psychodynami-
cally” oriented—found no improvemnent in recidi-
vism rales.

It was this finding of the failure of the intensive
Treatment Program which contributed 16 the deci-
sion in California o de-emphasize individual coun-
seling in its penal system in favor of group methods.
And indeed one might suspect that the preceding
reports reveal not the inadequacy of counselingasa
whole but only the failute of one rype of counseling,
the individual type. Group counseling methods. in
which offenders are permitied to aid and compare
experiences with one another, might be thought w
have a better chance of success. So it is important
to ask what results these alternative methods have
actually produced.

GROUP COUNSELING

Group counseling has indeed been tried in correc
tional institutions both with and without a spe-
cifically psychotherapeutic orientation. There has
been one study of “pragmatic,” problem-oriented
counseling on young institutionalized males by
Secke! (1965). This type of counseling had no sig-
nificant effect. For adult males, there have been
three such studies of the “pragmatic” and “insight”
methods. Two {Kassebaum, 1971; Harrison, 1964)
report no long-lasting significant effects. {One of
these two did report a real but shore-term effect
that wore off as the program became institution-
alized and as offenders were at liberty longer) The
third study of adults. by Shelley (1961}, dealt with
a “pragmatic” casework program, directed towards
the educational and vocational needs of institu-
tionalized young adult males in a Michigan prison
camp. The treatment lasted for six months and at
the end of that time Shelley found an improvement
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in attitudes; the possession of “good” attitudes was
independently found by Shelley 10 correlate with
parole success. Unforunately, though, Shelley was
not able 10 measure the direct impact of the counsel-
ing on recidivism rates. His two separate correla-
tions are suggestive, but they fall short of being able
to tell us that it really is the counseling that has a
direct effect on recidivism.

with regard to more professional group psycho-
therapy, the reports are also conflicting. We have two
stadies of group psychotherapy on young males.
One, by Persons {1966), says that this treatment did
in fact reduce recidivism. The unproved recidivism
rate stems from the improved performance oaly
of those who were clinically judged to have been
*successfully” treated; still, the overall result of the
treaiment was (o improve recidivism rates for the
experimental group as a whole. On the other hand,
a study by Craft (1964) of young males designated
“psychopaths,” comparing “seli-government” group
psychotherapy with  “authoritarian” individual
counseling, found that the "group therapy” boys
afterwards committed twice as many new offenses
as the individually treated ones. Perhaps some
forms of group psychotherapy work for some types
of offenders but not others; a reader must draw his
own conclusions on the basis of sparse evidence.

With regard to young females, the resulis are
just as equivocal. Adams, in his study of females
{1939a), found that there was no improvement £o
be gained from treating gitls by group rather than
individual methods. A study by Taylor of borstal
{reformatory) girls in New Zealand {1967) found
a similar fack of any great improvemnent for group
therapy as opposed to individual therapy or even 10
no therapy at all. But the Taylor study does offer one
real, positive finding: When the “group therapy”
girls did commit new offenses, these offenses were
less sericus than the ones for which they had origh
nally been incarcerated.

There is 2 third study that does report an over-
all positive finding as opposed to a partial one.
Truax {1966} found that girls subjected to group




psychotherapy and then released were likely 1o
spend less vime reincarcerated in the future, But
what is most interesting about this improvement is
the very special and important circumstance under
which it occurred. The therapisis chosen for this
program did not merely have 1o have the proper
analytic training; they were specially chosen for
their “empathy” and “non-possessive warmth.” In
other words, it may well have been the therapists’
special personal gifts rather than the fact of ireat
ment itselt which produced the favorable result
This possibility will emerge again when we exam-
ine the effects of other types of rehabilitative treat
ment fater in this article,

As with the question of skil development, it
is hard o summarize these results. The programs
administered were various; the groups to which
they were administered varied not oftly by sex but
by age as well; there were also variations in the
tength of time for which the programs were carried
on, the frequency of contact duri ng that time, and
the period for which the subiects were followed up.
Stifl, one must say that the burden of the evidence
is not encouraging. These programs seem to work
best when they are new, when their subjects are
amenable to treatment in the first place, and when
the counsetors are not only trained people but
‘good” people as well. Such findings, which would
10t be much of a surprise 1o a student of organi-
-ation or personality, are hardly encouraging for a
»olicy planner, who must adopt measures that are
enerally applicable, that are capable of being suc-
essfully institwionalized, and that must rely for
rersonnel on something other than the exceptionat
ndividual.

RANSFORMING THE INSTITUTIONAL
NVIRONMENT

- But maybe the reason these counseling programs don’t
seert 1o work 1 not that they are ineffective per se,
but that the Insvitutional envirenment outside the pro-
gram is unwholesome enaugh 10 undo any good work
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that the counseling does. Isn't a truly successful reha-
bilitative institution the one where the inmate’s whole
environment is directed towards true correction rather
than towards custody or punishment?

This argument has not only been made, it has
been embodied in several institutiona! Programs
that go by the name of “milieu therapy.” They are
designed to make every element of the inmates
environment a part of his treatment, o reduce
the distinctions between the custodial siaff and
the treatment staff, to create a supportive, non-
authoritarian, and non-regimented atmosphere,
and to enlist peer influence in the formation of con-
structive values. These programs are especially hard
to summarize because of their variety. They differ,
for example, in how “supportive” or ‘permissive”
they are designed 1o be, in the extent 1o which they
are combined with other treatment methods such
as individual therapy, group counseling, or skill
development, and in how completely the program
is able to control all the relevant aspects of the insti-
ttional environment,

One might well begin with two studies that
have been done of institutionalized aduls, in regu-
lar prisons, who have been subjected to such treat-
meni; this is the category whose results are the most
clearly discouraging. One study of such a program,
by Robison (1967}, found that the therapy did seem
ta reduce recidivism after one year. After two years,
however, this effect disappeared, and the treated
convicts did no better than the untreated. Another
study by Kassebaum, Ward, and Wilnet (19713,
dealt with a program which had been abie 10 effect
an exceptionally extensive and experimemtally rig-
orous traissformation of the institutional environ-
ment. This sophisticated study had a follow-up
period of 36 months, and it found that the program
fad no significant effect on parole failure or success
rates.

The resuhis of the studies of vouth are more
equivocal. As for voung females, one study by
Adams (1966) of such a program found that it had
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no significant effect on recidivism; another study,
by Coldberg and Adams (1964), tound that such
a program did have a posiive effect. This effect
declined when the program began to deal with giris
wha were judged beforehand 10 be worse risks,

As for young males, the studies may conve-
niently be divided into those dealing with juveniles
{under 18) and those dealing with youths. There
have been five studies of milieu therapy adminis-
tered 1o juveniles. Two of them—by Lavlicht {1962}
and by Jesness [1265)—report clearly that the pro-
gram in question either had no significant effect or
had a short-term effect that wore off with passing
time. Jesness does report that when his experimen-
tal juveniles did commit new offenses, the offenses
were less serious than those committed by controls.
A third study of juveniles, by McCord (1953) at the
Wiltwycik School, reports mixed resulis. Using two
measures of performance, a "success” rate and a
“failure” rate, McCord found that his experimen-
tal group achieved both less failure and less success
than the controls did. There have been two positive
reports on milieu therapy programs for male juve-
niles; both of them have come out of the Highfields
program, the mifieu therapy experiment which has
become the most famous and widely quoted exam-
ple of “success” via this method. A group of boys
was confined for a relatively short time 1o the unre-
strictive, supportive environment of Highfields;
and at & follow-up of six months, Freeman (1956)
found that the group did indeed show a lower recid-
ivism rate {as measured by parole revocation) than
a similar group spending a longer time in the reg-
ular reformatory. McCaorkle (1958} also reported
positive findings from High-fields. But in fact, {as}
the McCorkle data show(s], this improvement was
not so clear: The Highfields boys had lower recid-
ivism rates at 12 and 36 months in the fellow-up
period, but not at 24 and 60 months, The length
of follow-up, these data remind us, may have large
implications for a study’s conclusions. But more
important were other flaws in the Highfields exper-
itnent: The populations were not fully comparable

(they differed according to risk level and time of
admission}; differern organizations—the probation
agency for the Highlield boys, the parole agency
for the others—were making the revocation dect-
sians for each group; more of the Highfields boys
were discharged early from supervision, and thus
removed from any risk of revocation. In short, not
even from the celebrated Highfields case may we
take clear assurance that milieu therapy works.

in the case of male vouths, as opposed 10
male juveniles, the findings are just as equivocal,
and hardly more encouraging. One such study by
Empey (1966} in a residential context did not pro-
duce significant results. A study by Seckel (1967)
described California’s Fremont Program, in which
institutionalized youths participated in a combi-

nation of therapy, work projects, field wips, and |

community meetings, Seckel found that the youths
subjected to this treatment committed more vio-
lations of law than did their non-treated coun-
terparts. This difference could have occurred by
chance; still, there was ceriainly no evidence of
relative improvement. Another study, by Levinson
(1962-1964), also found a lack of improvement in
recidivism rates—but Levinson noted the encour-
aging fact that the treated group spent somewhat
more time in the community before recidivating,
and committed less sericus offenses. And a study by
the State of California {1967} also shows a partially
positive finding. This was a study of the Marshall
Program, simifar to California’s Fremont Program
but different in several ways. The Marshall Program
was shorter and more tightly organized than its
Fremont counterpart. 1n the Marshall Program, as
opposed 0 the Fremont Program, a youth could
be ejected from the group and sent back to regular
institutions before the compietion of the program.
Also. the Marshall Program offered some additional
benefits: the teaching of “social survival skills” {ie,
getting and holding a job), group counseling of
parents, and an occasional opportunity for boys o
visit home. When youthful offenders were released
to the Marshall Program, either directly or aftes
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spending some time in a regular institusion, they
did no better than a comparable regularly instity-
tionalized population, though both Marshall vouth
and youth in regular institutions did better than
those who were directly released by the court and
given no special treatment.

S0 the youth in these milieu therapy programs
at ieast do no worse than their counterparts in regu-
lar instftutions and the special PrOgrams may <ost
less. One may therefore be encouraged-—not on
grounds of rehabilitation bwt on grounds of cost
effectiveness,

WHAT ABOUT MEDICAL TREATMENT?

4. Isn't there anything you can do in an institutional ser-
ting that will reduce recidivism, for instance, through
sirictly medical treatmeni?

A number of studies deal with the resulis of

efforts to change the behavior of offenders th rough
drugs and surgery. As for surgery, the one experi-
mental study of a_plastic surgery progr: by
Mandell {1967)—had negative results. For non-
addicts who received plastic surgery, Mandell pur-
ported to find improvement in performance on
paroie; but when one reanalyzes his data, it appears
that surgery alone did not in fact make a significant
difference,
) Onetype of surgery does seem to be highly suc-
tesstul inreducing recidivism. A twenty-year Danish
study of sex offenders, by Stuerup (1 960}, found that
while those who had been treated with hormones
ind therapy continued 1o commit both sex crimes
29.6 percent of thern did s0) and non-sex crimes
21.0 percent], those who had been castrated had
ates of only 3.5 percent {not, interestingly enough,
rate of zero; where there’s a will, apparentiy there's
way} and 9.2 percent, One hopes that the policy
mplications of this study will be found to be dis-
actly Hmited,
As for drugs, the major report on such a prC-
tamr—involving  tranguilization—was made by
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Adams {1961b). The wranquilizers were adminis-
tered to male and female institutionalized vouths.
With boys, thete was only a slight improvement in
their subsequent behavior; this improvement disap-
peared within a year. With girls, the tranquilization
produced worse results than when the girls were
given no treaiment at all.

THE EFFECTS OF SENTENCING

5. Well, at feast it may be possible o muanipukite cer-
tain gross features of the existing, conceptional prison
system—such as length of semience and degree of
securily—in order 1o affect these recidivism rates.
sty this the casel

At this point, it's still impossible 1 say that
this is the case. As for the degree of security in an
institution, Glaser's (1964) work reported that, for
both youth and adults, a less restrictive “custody
grading” in American federal prisons was related
0 success on parole; but this is hardly surprising,
sirice those assigned to more restrictive custody are
likely to be worse risks in the first place. More to the
point, an American study by Fox (1950) discovered
that for "older youths” who were deemed to be good
risks for the future, a minimum security institution
produced better results than 2 maximum security
one. On the other hand, the data we have on vouths
under 16 —from a study by McClintack {1%61). done
in Great Britain—indicate that so-called Borstals,
in which boys are totally confined, are more effec
tive than a less restrictive regime of partial physi-
cal custody. In short, we know very little about the
recidivisin effects of various degrees of security in
existing institutions; and our problems in finding
out will be compounded by the probabiliry that
these effects will vary widely according 1o the par
ticular type of offender that we're dealing with.

The same problems of mixed results and lack
of comparable populations have plagued attempts
to study the effects of sentence iength. A number
of studies—by Narloch (1959}, by Bernsten (1965),
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and by the State of California {(1936}—suggest that
those who are released earlier from insttutions
than their scheduled parole date. or those who
serve short sentences of under three months rather
than longer sentences of eight months or more,
either do betier on parole or at least do no worse?
The trmplication here is quite clear and important
Even if early releases and short sentences produce
no improvement in recidivism rates, one could at
least maintain the same rates while lowering the
cost of maintaining the offender and lessening
his own burden of imprisonment. Of course, this
implication carries with it its concomitant danger:
the danger that though shorter sentences cause no
worsening of the recidivism rate, they may increase
the total amount of crime in the community by
increasing the absolute number of potential recidi-
vists at farge.

On the other hand, Glaser’s {1964} data show
not a consistent linear relationship between the
shortness of the serwence and the rate of parole suc-
cess, but a curvilinear one. Of his sublects, those
who served less than a vear had a 73 percent success
rate, those who served Up (O w0 years were only
65 percent successful, and those who served up
three years fell to a rate of 36 percent. But among
those who served sentences of more than three years,
the success rate rose again—io 60 percent. These
findings should be viewed with some caution since
Glaser did not control for the pre-existing degree af
risk associated with each of his categories of offend-
ers. But the data do suggest that the relationship
between sentence length and recidivism may not be
a simple linear one,

sMore imporiant, the effect of sentence lengih
sevrns to vary widely according to type of offender.
lr 2 British study (1963}, for instance, Hammond
found that for a group of "hard-core recidivisis,”
shortening the sentence caused no improvement in
the recidivism rate. in Denmark, Bernsten (1965)
discovered a similar phenomenon: That the ben-
eficial effect of three-month sentences as against
eight-mmonth ones disappeared in the case of these

*hard-core recidivists.” Garrity found an other
such distinction in his 1956 study. He divided his
offenders into three categories: “pro-social,” “anti-
sacial,” and "manipulative.” “Pro-social” offenders
he found to have low recidivism rates regardless of
the length of their sentence; "anti-social” offenders
did better with short sentences; the “manipulative”
did better with Jong ones. Two studies from Britain
made vet another division of the offender popula-
tion, and found vei other variatons. One {Great
Britain, 1964} found that previous offenders—but
not first offenders—did better with longer sentences,
while the other {Cambridge, 1952) found the reverse
to be true with juveniles.

To add to the problem of interpretation, these
studies deal not only with different tvpes and car-
egorizations of offenders but with different types
of institutions as well. No more than in the case of
institution type can we say that length of sentence
has a clear relationship to recidivism.

DECARCERATING THE CONVICT

6. All of this seems 1o suggest that there’s not much we
know how to do to rehabilitate an offerder when he's
in an institution. Doesn't this lead to the clear possi-
bility that the way to rehabilitate offenders is to deal
with them outside an Institutional serting?

This is indeed an important possibility, and it
is suggested by other pieces of information as well.
For instance, Minet (1967) reported on a milieu
therapy program in Massachusents called Ourward
Bound. It took youths 154 and over; it was oriented
toward the development of skills in the out-of-doors
and conducted in a wilderness atmosphere very dif-
feremt from that of most existing institutions. The
culmination of the 26-day program was a final 24
hours in which each youth had 1o survive alone in
the wilderness. And Miner found that the program
did indeed work in reducing recidivism rates.

But by and large, when one takes the pro-
grams that have been administered in institutions
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and applies them in a non-institutional selting,
the results do not grow to €NCOLIAZING propor-
tions. With casework and individual counseling
in the community, for instance, there have been
three studies; they dealt with counseling methods
from psycho-social and vocational counseling to
“operant conditioning,” in which an offender was
rewarded first simply for coming o counseling ses-
sions and then, gradually, for performing other
types of approved sets. Two of them report that the
community-counseled offenders did no better than
their institmjonal controls, while the third notes
that aithough community counseling produced
fewer arrests per person, it did not ultimately reduce
the offenders chance of resuming to a reformatory,
The one study of a non-institutional skill devel-
opment program, by Kovacs {1967}, described the
New Start Program in Denver, in which offenders
participated in vocational training, role playing,
programmed instruction, group counseling, col-
tege class attendance, and trips to art galleries and
maseums. After all this, Kovacs found no signifi-
cant improverment over incarceration,
There have also been studies of milieu therapy
programs conducted with youthful male proba-
tioners not in actual physical custody. One of them
found no significant improvement at all. One, by
Empey {1966}, did say that after a follow-up of six
months, a boy who was judged to have “success-
fully” completed the milicu program was less likely
W0 recidivate afterwards than was a “successful ”
tegular probationer. Empey’s “successes” came out
»f an extracrdinary program in Provo, Hiah, which
umed to rehabilitate by subjecting offenders w0 a
wi-supportive milicu. The staff of this program
perated on the principle that they were not to go
vut of their way to interact and be empathetic with
he boys. Indeed, a boy who mishehaved was 1o be
netwith "role dispossession” He was to be excluded
rom meetings of his peer group, and he was not to
© given answers o his questions as o why he had
een excluded or what his ultimate fate might be.
his peer group and s nreetings were designed o
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be the major force for reform at Provo: they were
intended to develop, and indeed did develop, strong
and controlling norms for the behavior of individ-
ual members. For one thing, group members were
not o associate with delinguent boys cwtside the
program; for another, individuals were 1o submit
1o a group review of all their actions and problems;
and they were 16 be completely honest and open
with the group about their attitudes, their think
ing patterns, their states of mind, and their per-
sonal failings. The group was granted quite a few
sanctions with which to enforce these norms: They
could practice derision or temporary ostracism,
at they could lock up an aberrant member for the
weekend, refuse to refease him from the program,
or send him away to the regular reformatory.

One might be tempted w0 forgive these methods
because of the success that Empey reports, except
for one thing. If one judges the program not only by
its “successful” boys but by all the boys who were
subjected to fi—those who succeeded and those
who, not surprisingly, failed—the totals show no
significant improvement in recidivism rates com-
pared with boys on regular probation. Erpey did
find that both the Prove boys and those on regular
probation did better than those in regular reforma-
tories—in contradiction, it may be recalled, 1o the
finding from the residential Marshall Program, in
which the direct releases given no special treatment
did worse than boys in regular institutions.

The third such study of non-residential milieu
therapy, by McCravy (1967), found not only that
there was no significant improvement, but that
the longer a boy participated in the treatment, the
worse he was likely to do afterwards.

PSYCHOTHERAPY IN COMMUNITY
SETTINGS

There is some indication that indjvidual psvchother-

apy may “work” in a community setiing. Massimo
(1963} reported on one such program, using what
might be termed a “pragmatic” psychotherapeutic
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approach, inciuding “insight” therapy and a focus
on vacational problems. The program was marked
by its small size and by its use of therapists who were
personally enthusiastic about the project; Massimo
found that there was indeed a decline in recidivism
rates. Adamson (1956}, on the other hand, found
no significant difference produced by another pro-
gram of individual therapy {though he did note that
arrest rates among the experimental boys declined
with what he called “intensity of treatment”}, And
Schwitzgebel (1963, 1964), studying other, differ-
ent kinds of therapy programs, found that the pro-
grams did produce improvements in the attitudes of
his boys—but, unfortunately, not in their rates of
recidivism.

And with groap therapy administered in the
compunity, we find yet another set of equivocal
results. The results from studies of pragmatic group
counseling are only mildly optimistic. Adams
{1965} did report that a form of group therapy,
“guided group interaction,” when administered to
juvenile gangs, did somewhat reduce the percent-
.age that were 10 be found in custody six years fater.
On the other hand, in a study of juveniles, Adams
(1964) found that while such a program did reduce
the number of contacts that an experimental youth
had with police, it made no ultimate difference in
the detention rate. And the autitudes of the coun-
seled youth showed no improvement, Finally, when
('Brien (1961} examined a community-based pro-
gram of group psychotherapy, he found not only
that the program produced no improvement in
the recidivism rate, but that the experimental boys
actually did worse than their controls on a series of
psychological tests,

PROBATION OR PAROLE
VERSUS PRISON

But by far the most extensive and important work
that has been done on the effect of community-
based treatments has been done in the areas of pro-
bation and parole. This work sets out to answer the

question of whether it makes any difference how
you supervise and treat an offender once he has
been released from prison or has come under state
surveillance in Heu of prison. This is the work that
has provided the main basis to date for the claim
that we do indeed have the means at our disposal
for rehabilitating the offender or at least decarcerat-
ing him safely.

One group of these studies has compared the
use of probation with other dispesitions for offend-
ers; these provide some slight evidence that, at least
under some circumsiances, probation may mate
an offender’s future chances better than if he had
been sent to prison. Or, at least, probation may not
worsen thase chances.” A British study, by Wilkins
(1958), reported that when probation was granted
more frequently, recidivism rates among probation-
ers did not increase significantly. And another such
study by the state of Michigan in 1963 reported
that an expansion in the use of probation actually
improved recidivism rates—though there are seri-
ous problems of comparability in the groups and
systems that were studied.

One experiment—by Babst (1965)—compared
a group of parolees, drawn from adult male felony
offenders in Wisconsin, and excluding murderers
and sex criminals, with a similar group that had
been put on probation; it found that the probation-
ers cominitted fewer violations if they had been
first offenders, and did no worse if they were recidi-
vists. The problem in interpreting this experiment,
though, is that the behavior of those groups was
being measured by separate organizations, by pro-
bation officers for the probationers, and by parole
officers for the paroiees; it is not clear that the defi-
nition of “violation” was the same in each case. or
that other types of uniform standards were being
applied. Also, it is not clear what the resulits would
have been if subjects had been released directly w
the parole organization without having experienced

prison first. Another such study, done in Israel by B

Shoham {1964), must be interpreted cautiously

because his experimental and control groups had §
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shightly different characteristics. But Shoham found
that when one compared a suspended sentence plus
probation for first offenders with a one-year prison
sentence, only first offenders under 20 years of age
did better on probation; those from 21 0 45 actu-
ally did werse. And Shoham's findings also differ
had found that
parole rather than prison brought no improvement
for recidivists, but Shoham reported that for recidi-
vists with four or more prior offenses, a suspended

from Babst's in another way. Babst

sentence was aciually betier—though the improve-
ment was much less when the recidivist had com-
mitted a crime of violence.

But both the Babst and the Shoham studies,
even while they suggest the possible value of sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole for some
offenders {though they contradict each other in
telling us whick offenders), also indicate a pessimis-
tic general conclusion conceraing the limits of the
effectiveness of treatment programs. For they found
that the personal characteristics of offenders—
“first offender status, or age, or type of offense”—
were mote lmportant than the form of treatment in
determining future recidivism. An offender with a
“favorable” prognosis will do better than one with-
out, it seems, no matter how you distribure “good”
o7 “bad,” "enlightened” or “regressive” treatinents
among them.

Cuite a large group of siudies deals not with
probation as compared 1o other dispositions, but
instead with the type of treatment that an offender
recelves once he is on probation or parole. These
are the studies that have provided the most encour-
aging reports on rehabilitative treatment and that
have also raised the most serious questions about
the nature of the research that has been going on in
‘he corrections field,

Five of these studies have dealt with vouthful
srebationers from 13 to 18 who were assigned 1o
srobation officers with small caseloads or provided
vith other ways of receiving more intensive super-

siston (Adams, 1966 [two reports|: Feistman, 1966;
{awaguchi, E.‘J{af, Pilnick, 1967} These studies
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report that, by and large, intensive supervision does
work——that the specially treated voungsters do ber-
ter according to some measure of recidivism. Vet
these studies left some important questions unan-
swered. For instance, was this improved perfor-
mance a function merely of the number of contacts
a youngster had with his probation officer? Did &
also depend on the length of time in treatment? Or
was it the quality of supervision that was making
the difference, rather than the quantity?

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION: 4‘;&
THE WARREN STUDIES

The widely reported Warren studies (19664, 1966b,
1967} in California constitute an extremely ambi-
tious attempt to answer these questions. In this
project, a conuol group of youths, drawn from
a pool of candidates ready for firsi admission to
a California Youth Authority institution, was
assigned fo regular detention, usually for eight w
nine mounths, and then released to regular super-
vision. The experimental group received consider-
ably more elaborate treatment. They were released
directly to probation status and assigned ©12-man
caseloads. To decide what special treatment was
appropriate within these caseloads, the youths were

divided according to their “interpersonal maturity 'T’

tevel classification,” by use of a scale developed by
Grant and Grant. And each level dictated its own
special type of therapy. For instance, a youth might
be judged to cecupy the lowest maturity level; this
would be a youth, according to the scale, primar-
iy concerned with “demands that the world take
care of him, .. He behaves impulsively, unaware of
anything except the grossest effects of his behavior
an others.” A youth like this would be placed in a
supportive environment such as a foster home; the
goals of his therapy would be to meet his depen-
dency needs and help him gain more accurate per-
ceptions about his relationship to others. At the
other end of the three-tier classification a vouth
might exhibit high maturity. This would be a vouth
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who had internalized “a set of standards by which
he judges his and others’ behavior. ... He shows
some ability to understand reasons for behavior,
some ability to relate to people emotionally and
on a long-term basis.” These high-maturity youths
could come in several varietizs—a “neuroic act-
ing ou,” for instance, a “neurotic anxious,” a "situ-
ational emotional reactor,” or a “rultural idemiher”
But the appropriate treatment for these vouths was
individual psychotherapy, or family or group ther
apy for the purpose of reducing internal conflicts
and increasing the youths’ awareness of personal
and family dynamics,

“Success” in this experiment was defined as
favorable discharge by the Youth Authority; “fail-
ure” was unfavorable discharge, revocation, or
recomnmitment by a courl. Warren reported an
encouraging finding: Among all but one of the “sub-
types,” the experimentals had a significantly lower
failure rate than the controls. The experiment did
have certain problems: The experimentals might
have been performing better because of the enthusi-
asm of the staff and the attention lavished on them;
none of the controls had been directly released to
their regular supervision programs instead of being
detained first; and it was impossible 1o separate the
effects of the experimentals” small caseloads from
their specially designed treatments, since no experi-
menial vouths had been assigned to a small case-
toad with “inappropriate” treatment, or with no
treatment at all. Sull, none of these problems were
serious enough 1o vitiate the encouraging prospect
that this finding presented for successful treatment
of probationers.

This encouraging finding was, however, accom-
panied by a rather more disturbing clue. As has
been mentioned before, the experimental subjects,
when measured, had a lower failure rate than the
controls. But the experimentals also had a lower
success rate. That is, fewer of the experimentals
as compared with the controls had been judged
te have successfully completed their program of
supervision and to be suitable for favorable release.

ANDY TREATMENT

When my colleagues and | undertook a rather labo-
rious reanalysis of the Warren data, i became clear
why this discrepancy had appeared. It turned out
that fewer experimentals were “successful” because
the experimentals were actually committing more
affenses than their controls. The reason that the
experimentals’ relatively farge number of offenses
was not being reflected in their failure rates was
simply that the experimenials’ probation officers
were using a more lenient revogation policy. In
other words, the controis had a higher failure rate
because the controls were being revoked for less
serious offenses,

$o it seems that what Warren was repoTting in
her “failure” rates was not merely the treatment
effect of her small caseloads and special programs.
Instead, what Warren was finding was not so much
achange in the behavior of the experimental youths
as a change in the behavior of the experimental
probation officers, who knew the “special” status of
their charges and who had evidently decided w0
revoke probation status at & lower than normal rate,
The experimentals continued t commit offenses;
what was different was that when they committed
these offenses, they were permitted to remain on
probation.

The experimenters claimed that this low revo-
cation policy, and the greater number of offenses
committed by the special treatment youth, were
not an indication that these youth were behaving
specially badly and that policy makers were sim-
ply letting them get away with it. Instead it was
claimed, the higher reporied offense rate was pri-
marily an artifact of the more intense surveillance
that the experimental youth received. But the data
show that this is not a sufficient explanation of
the low failure rate among experimental youth;
the difference in “tolerance” of offenses between
experimental officials and control officials was
much greater than the difference in the rates at
which these two systems detected youths commit-
ting new offenses. Needless to say, this reinterpre-
tation of the data presents a much bleaker picture
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of the possibilities of intensive supervision with
special treatment.

"TREATMENT EFFECT” VERSUS
"POLICY EFEECTS”

This same problem of experimenter bias may also
be present in the predecessors of the Warren study,
the ones which had also found positive results from
intensive supervision on probation; imdeed, this
disturbing question can be raised about many of
the previously discussed reports of positive “treat-
ment effects.”

This possibility of a “policy effect” rather than a
“treatment effect” applies, for instance, to the previ-
ously discussed studies of the effects of intensive
supervision on juvenile and youthful probationers.
These were the studies, it will be recalled, which found
lower recidivism rates for the intensively supervised.®

One opportunity to make a further check on
the effects of this problem is provided, in a slightly
different context, by Johnson (19624}, Johnson was
measuring the effects of inensive supervision on
youthful parolees (as distinct from probationers).
There have been several such studies of the effects
on youths of intensive parcle supervision plus spe-
clal counseling and their findings are on the whole
less encouraging than the probation studies; they
are difficult to interpret because of experimental
problems, but studies by Boston University in 1966,
and by Van Couveringin 1966, report no significant
effects and possibly some bad effects from such spe-
cial programs. But fohnson’s studies were unigue
for the chance they provide to measure both treat-
ment effects and the effect of agency policy.

johnson, like Warren, assigned experimental
subjects to small caseloads and his experiment
had the virtue of being performed with two sepa-
tatle populations and at two different times. But in
contrast with the Warren case, the fohnson expert-
ment did not engage in a targe continuing attempt
‘v choose the experimental counselors specially, to
rain them specially, and 10 keep them informed
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about the progress and importance of the experi-
ment. The first time the experiment was performed,
the experimental vouths had a slightly lower revo-
cation rate than the controls at six months. But the
second time, the experimentals did not do better
than their controls; indeed, they did slightly worse.
And with the experimentals from the first group—
those who had shown an improvement after six
months—this effect wore off at 18 months. In the
johnson study, my colleagues and 1 found, “inten-
sive” supervision did not increase the experimental
vouths’ risk of detection. Instead, what was hap-
pening in the johnson experiment was that the first
time it had been performed--iust as in the Warren
study-~the experimentals were simply revoked less
often per number of offenses committed, and they
were yevoked for offenses more serious than those
which prompted revocation among the controls.
The second time around, this “policy” discrep-
ancy disappeared; and when it did, the “improved”
performance of the experimentals disappeared as
well. The enthusiasm guiding the project had sim-
ply worn off in the absence of reinforcement.

One must conclude that the *benefits” of inten-
sive supervision for youthful offenders may stem not
so much from a "treatment” effect as from a “pol-
icy” effect—that such supervision, so far as we now
know, results not in rehabilitation but in a decision
to look the other way when an offense is committed.
But there is ane major modification 10 be added 1o
this conclusion. Johnson performed a further mea-
surement {1961b) in his parcle experiment: He rated
ail the supervising agemts according to the “ade-
quacy” of the supervision they gave. And he found
that an “adequate” agent, whether he was working
in a small or a large easeload produced a relative
improvement in his charges. The converse was not
truer An inadequate agent was more likely to pro-
duce youthfu) “failures” when he was given a small
caseioad to supervise. One can't much help a “good”
agent, it seems, by reducing his caseload size: such
reduction can only do further harm to those youths
who fall into the hands of “bad” agents.
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So with youthful offenders, johnson found,
intensive supervision does not seem to provide the
rehabilitative benefits claimed for it; the only such
Benefits may flow not from intensive supervision
irseff bur from contact with one of the “good peo-
ple” who are frequently in such shost supply.

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION OF ADULTS

The resulis are similarly ambiguous whea one
applies this intensive supervision 1o adult offend-
ers. There have been several studies of the effecis
of intensive supervision on adult parolees. Some of
these are hard to interpret because of problems of
comparability between experimental and control
groups (general risk ratings, for instance, or dis-
tribution of narcotics offenders, or policy changes
that took place between various phases of the
experiments), but two of them (California, 1966;
Stanton, 1964} do not seem to give evidence of the
benefits of intensive supervision. By far the most
extensive work, though, on the effects of intensive
supervision of adult parolees has been a series of
studies of California’s Special Intensive Parole Unit
(8IPUY, a 10-year-long experiment designed to test
the rreatment possibilities of various special parole
programs. Three of the four “phases” of this experi-
ment produced “negative results” The first phase
tested the effect of a reduced caseload size; no last-
ing effect was found. The second phase slightly
increased the size of the small caseloads and pro-
vided for a longer time in treatment; again there
was no evidence of a treatment effect. In the fourth
phase, caseload sizes and {ime in treatment were
again varied, and treatments were simultaneously
varied in a sophisticated way according (o personal-
ity characteristics of the parolees; once again, sig-
nificant results did not appear.

The only phase of this experiment for which pos-
itive results were reported was Phase Three. Here, it
was indeed found that a smaller caseload improved
one’s chances of parole success. There is, however,
an important caveat that attaches to this Anding:

)
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Wwhen my colieagues and | divided the whole popu-
lation of subjects into two groups—those receiving
supervision in the North of the state and those in
the South— we found that the “improvement” of
the experimentals’ success rates was taking place
primarily in the North. The North differed from the
Soputh in one important aspect: Its agents practiced
a policy of resuming both "experimental” and “con-
trol” viclators to prison at relatively highrates. And it
was the North that produced the higher success rate
among its experimentals. So this improvement in
experimentals’ performance was taking place oniy
when accompanied by a “realistic threat” of severe
sanctions. It is interesting to compare this situa-
rdon with that of the Warren studies. In the Warren
studies, experimental subjects were being revoked
at a relatively low rate. These experimentals “failed”
less, but they also committed more new offenses
than their controls. By contrast, in the Northern
region of the SIPU experiment, there was a policy of
high rate of return to prison for experimentals; and
here, the special program did seem to produce a real
improvement in the behavior of offenders. What
this suggests is that when intensive supervision does
produce an improvement in offenders’ behavior, it
does so not through the mechanism of “treatrnent”
or “rehabilitation,” but instead through a mecha-
nism that our studies have almost wotally ignored;
the mechanism of deterrence. And a similar mech-
anism is suggested by Lohman's study (1967) of
intensive supervision of probationers. In this study
intensive supervision led 1o higher total violation
rates. But one also notes that inmensive supervision
combined the highest rate of technical violations
with the lowest rate for new offenses.

THE EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY
TREATMENT

[n sum, even in the case of treatment programs
adminisiered outside penal institutions, we simply
cannot say that this treatment in igself has an appre-
ciable effect on offender behavior. On the other
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hand, there is one encouraging set of findings that
emerges from these stadies. For from many of them
there flows the strong suggestion that even if we
can't “treat” offenders 0 as to make them do bet-
ter, a great many of the programs designed to reha-
bilitate them at least did not make them do worse.
And if these programs did not show the advantages
of actuaily rehabilitating, some of them did have
the advantage of being less onerous 1o the offender
himself without seeming to pose increased danger
to the community. And some of these prograrms—
especially those involving less restrictive custody,
minimal supervision, and early release—simply
cost fewer dollars to administer. The information
on the dollar costs of these programs is just begin-
ning to be developed but the implication is clear:
that if we can't do move Jor {and o) offenders, at least we
can safely do less.

There 14, however, one important caveat even
to this note of optimism: In order 1o calculate the
trug costs of these programs, one must in each
case include not only their administrative cost but
also the cost of maintaining in the community an
offender population increased in size. This popula-
tion might well not be committing new offenses at
any greater rate; but the offender population might,
under some of these plans, be larger in absolute
numbers. 5o the twial number of offenses commit-
ted might rise, and our chances of victimization
might therefore rise wo. We need 10 be able 1o make
a judgment about the size and probable duration of
this effect; as of now, we simply do not know.
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has run through much of this discussion—of siud-
tes which “found” effects without making any truly
rigofous attempt to exclude competing hypotheses,
of extraneous factors permitted to intrude upon the
measurements, of recidivism mweasures which are
not all measuring the same thing, of “follow-up”
periods which vary enormously and rarely extend
beyond the pericd of legal supervision, of experi-
ments never replicated, of “svstem effects” not
taken into account, of categories drawn up without
any theory 1o guide the enterprise. It is just possible
that some of our treatment programs are working to
some extent, but that our research is so bad that it is
incapabie of telling,

Having entered this very serious caveat, 1 am
bournd to say that these data, involving over two
hundred siudies and hundreds of thousands of
individuals as they do, are the besr available and
give us very little reason to hope that we have
in fact found a sure way of reducing recidivism
through rehabilitation. This is not to say that we
found no instances of success or partial success; it
is only w say that these instances have been iso-
lated, producing no clear pattern to indicate the
efficacy of any particular method of treatment,
And neither is this to say that factors eutside the
realm of rehabilitation may not be working to
reduce recidivism-~factors such as the tendency
for recidivism 1o be lower in offenders over the age
of 30; it is only o say that such factors seem to
have listle connection with any of the treatment
methods now at our disposal,

From this probability, one may draw any ﬂ 2
several conclusions. It may be simply that our pro- \/
grams aren’l yet good enough—that the education
we provide o inmates i still poor education, that
the therapy we administer is not administered skill-
fully enough, that our intensive supervision and
counseling do not yet provide encugh personal sup-
port for the offenders who are subjected to them.

If one wishes to believe this, then what our correc

DOES NOTHING WORK?T

7. Do all of these studies lead us irrevocably to the con-
clusion that nothing works, that we haven’t the faint-
st clue abowt fow to rehabilitate offenders and reduce
recidivism? And if so, what shall we do?

We tried o exclude from our survey those stud-

ies which were so poorly done that they simply could
w0t be interpreted. But despite our efforts, a patiern

tional systern needs is simply a more full-hearted
commitment {o the strategy of treatment.
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It may be, on the other hand, that there is a more ;/,%ﬁ Besides, one cannot ignore the fact that the pun-

radical fiaw in our present strategies —that education

at its best, or that psymg}f 41 its best, cannot
overcoine, of even appreciably reduce, the power
ful tendency for offenders to continue in erimi-
nal behavior. Qur present treatiment programs are
based on a theory of crimme as a "disease”—that is to
say, as sormething foreign and abnormal in the indi-
vidual which can presumably be cured. This theory
may well be flawed, in that it overlooks—indeed,
denies—bath the normality of crime in society and
the personal normality of a very large proportion of
offenders, criminals who are merely responding to
the facts and conditions of our soclety.

This opposing theory of “crime as a social phe-
nomenon” directs our attention away from a “reha-
bilitative” strategy, away from the notion that we
may best insure public safety through a series of
“treatments” to be imposed forcibly on convicted

offenders. These . ireatments-have —op—oocasion

ng, so

3

draconian as o offend the moral order of a demo-
cratic sogiety: and. the theary of crime as a social
nhenomer A hat-suc tments may be
froronlyoffensive but ineffective as well. This theory
points, instead, to decarceration for low-risk offend
_ers—and. presuinably, to keeping high-risk offend-
_ers in prisons which are nothing more (and aim to
‘be-nothing mare) tha custodial instiutions
But this approach has its own problems. To
begin with, there is the moral dimension of crime
and punishment. Many low-risk offenders have

committed serious crimes {murder, sometimes} and
even if one is reasonably sure they will never com-

mit another crime, it violates our sense of justice that
they should experience no significant retribution for
their actions. A middle-class banker who kills his
adulterous wife in a moment of passion is a "low-
risk” criminal; a juvenile delinquent in the ghetto
who commits armed robbery has, statistically. a
miuch higher probability of committing another
crime. Are we going to put the fist on probation and
sentence the latter to a long term in prisan?

ishment of offenders is the major means we have
for deterring incipient offenders. We know almost
nothing about the “deterrent effect,” largely because
“treatment” theories have so dominated our research,
nd “deterrence” theories have been relegated to the
tatus of a historical curiosity. Since we have almost
no idea of the deterrent functions that our present
system performs or that future strategies might be
made to perform, it is possible that there is indeed
something that works—that to some extent is work-
ing right now in front of our noses, and that might be
made 10 work better—something that deters rather
than cures, something that does not so much reform
convicted offenders as prevent criminal behavior in
the first place, Buf whether thatis the case and, ifitis,
what strategies will be found w make our deterrence
system work better than it does now, are questions
we will not be able 1o answer with data until a new
family of studies has been brought into existence.
As we begin to learn the facts, we will be in a bet-
ter position than we are now to judge to what degree
the prison has become an anachronism and can be
replaced by mote effective means of social control.

STUDY QUESTIONS

[

. What was the original impetus for Martinson's
study of the effectiveness of rehabilitation
programs?

. Discuss the methodology (research design, data
collection methods, sample, and measures) used
by the author.

3. Many times, authors citing the Martinson Report
erroneously state thai his conclusion was that
“nothing works.” What was his actual conchu-
sion? Does this differ from the one just stated?

. What exactly were the author’s conclusions about
community treatment programs?

[

.

NOTES

1. Foliowing this case, the state finally did give its
permission to have the work published; it will




appear in ity complete {orm in & forthcoming
book by Praeger.

2. All studies cited in the text are referenced in the
bibliography which appears at the conclusion of
the article,

3. The net result was that those who received less
prison education—because their sentences were
shorter or because they were probably better
risks—ended up having better chances than
those who received more prison education,

4. A similar phenomenon has been measured indi-
rectly by studies that have dealt with the effect
of various parole policies on recidivism rates.
Where parole decisions have been biberalized
so that an offender could be released with only
the “reasonable assurance” of a job rather than
with a definite job already developed by a parcle
officer (Stanton, 1963), this liberal release policy
has produced no worsening of recidivism rates.

5. It will be recalled that Empey’s report on the
Provo program made such a finding.

- But one of these reports, by Kawaguchi {1967},
alse found that an intensively supervised juve-
nite, by the time he finally “fatied,” had had
maore previous detentions while under supervi-
sion than a control juvenile had experienced.

i)
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