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ABSTRACT
Coﬁfidénce in the notion of science as a self-correcting
enterprise is weakened when we encounter the perbetuation of .

significant error by inﬁluéntial social scientists. This thesis

‘is‘a céseisgpdy'which shoV§L;hatisuch error results from both

. the failure of social sciehtists to report informatiom~eorrectly

and the failure of the scientific norm of "organized

"scepticism™.

A méthodological éfitique of>;he Special Intensi§é Parole
Unit<study (SiP%i’Séveals’that, despite having been im;:Ztantly
and widely cited, the sfudy is méthodongically flawed. Serious.
methodological problems include inadequ;te definition of the
'independent Qariablé - igtensive parole supgrvision;,a'failurg
to adeqﬁatélyyﬁeasﬁre and.report the depeﬁaéﬁf»vé;iable -
recidivisﬁ; a failqre to randomly assigﬁ paroleeslés intended;
and a laék of coptrois to ensure only experimentals récei?ed
trdfimenq. A review of fifty-five citations to the SIPU s;udy
shows only thrééuinstances of a;téntion to these flaws, and oniy
one instanéeiin which the sﬁudy has been interpreted as

N

methodologically unsound.

~ An examination of seventeen citations which cite each of

4 . ; ‘
the. fTour phases of the SIPU 'stiudy shows that only once have the

%

findings been reported correctix. Also disclosed are instances

-

of incorrect ihformationvbeing/féﬁpftefﬁabout the study’s

111



design .
This thesis concludes by recommending the consideration of
Safeguards?whiﬁh'yould bro#ide more reliable procedures for

self-correction in science .’ - ST

iv
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0 mmomgerz

In social science there is an obvious need to guardvag&inst t he.
e

perpetuation of error. In theory this is done'through the

process of "self-correctionf (Campbell snd‘Staniey, 1963:4-5;,

"Kerlinger, 1973:6; Greer, 1969:7-8). Supposedly

Mself-correction” takes place because social scientists, being . _

versed in'estabiished methodoiogical standsrds. are guided by

Y
~

_the scientific norm of organized scepticism (Merton,71942;2§;1

Storer, 1966:78-79,,87—88). According;to Storer this norm:

...isidirectiye, embogging t he pEinciple-that each _
scientist should be helld individually responsible for
making sure that previo research on which he bases his
work is valid.(Storer, 1966 78) . :
: : . \ .
Storer-adds that: - h ~ ' ‘ - - i

The scientist is obligated also by the norm to make
public his criticisms of the work of others when he
believes it to be in error....It follows that no
scientist’s contribution to knowledge can be accepted -
without careful "scrutiny, and that the scientist must
~doubt his own findings as well as those of others. He.
must hold himself entirely responsible for t he goodness
of his work. (Storer, 1966: 79) ) . .

Clearly this is an immense responsibility.»
Barnes and Dolby (1970 3- 25) point out, however, that

v,x B

evidence for thef@xistence~of t he norm_of organized scepticism"

~(and other nmorms) “is not available and in fact has only been

~ —

—— v A v - e — - o -

TA1so see R.K.Merton "Science and the Social Order," Chapte? 12
in R.K. Merton, The Sociology of Si:iencea University of Chicago
Press, 1973 » (pp. 264-266). Chapter is reprinted from Philosophy
of Science 5 (1938 321-337). .




professed" by scientists to exist? In a different ein,

Mitroff (1974 579 -595) . acknowledges the.i‘istence of ‘worms, but

¢

- ‘attempts to show that social scientists adhere to a setgof

Fats

counternorms . "Organized dogmatism" provides the counternorm for
"organized‘scepficism", In describing this counternorm he'quotes

Boguslaw (1968 59)

B S S VS e

Each scientist should make certain tqat previous work by
" others on which he bases his work is sufficiently
" identified so that others can be held responsible for
- 'inadequacies while any possible credit accrues to
— ... -onegself. (Mitroff . 1974:592) . . . M ¢ MU s

. Similarly, Weinstein (1979:639-652), following a discussion Gof
,f;aud 1n:scienée, concludes that specializég}op»has weakened the‘
norm of "organizedﬂg%epticism" to the extent-thatw"desailed

examinatiod"h;as almost{beed replaced by hcriteria such as
»prestigenu-of sharad assumptions"”. | 7 |
7;lﬁrisados’sdrpfisidgrdeosse é#isfs eodeefﬁidgrﬁorganiiedi
-scepticisﬁ“ and how it costributes to the self—co:rection
',brpcess as "organized scepticism” 1is not a set of rigorous .

standard pf’cedures for assessing research but merely an -

While Barnes and Dolby provide no evidence, they argue that
sclientists are only selectively scepticallas enacious advocacy -
of theories by individual scientists generaTly brings reward
S ~within a scientific- Sub=group sufPcient -to-outweigh-sanctions
5" from outside it. The scientist generally has a specific

viewpoint which makes4him4scepLinalloilsnmelxesultslwhile

"uncritically accepting others; this is the norm...at best we can
claim that scientists possess a distinctive patfern of
scepticism". (1970:10-11)(emphasis added)




7expectancy of the social science community{ Confidence 1in
AVorganized scepticisn" is weakened further when;ﬁe,encounter the
pernetnation ot significant errors‘bybprolific and influantial
~social scientists. Furthermore, when these errors are found to

be ‘the result of "misrepdrting", as well as the failure of

-.soclal- -sclentists to exercise the,norm,of "organized .. ... . ...

sceﬁticism"*:therprocess appears to be less a scientific

enterprise than one which compounds error.

— e U - . ,,,,,,,x,

Th%? thesis examines the perpetuation of a number of errors
concerning the classical and seminal Special Intensive Parole

rUnit (SIPU) study and illustrates both the failure of "organized.

P X

)

:‘4-.

,séepticism" to serve as a method of self-correction and the

failure of social scientists to report information,correctlv. A

‘major errdr is the belief that the SIPU study is a
methodol cally adeqnate experiment and is among the best

reseaych ever conductéd in corrections. Additional problems
. f "

. involve the contention that the findings of the study provide

knowledge on deterrence, the differential effectivenessuof —

—— - o — G - - —

3Underlying this expectancy is the belief that science’s reward
system (i.e. professional recognition) serves as a control
mechanism (Storer, 1966:19-27; Merton, 1957:635-659; Campbell,
1979:181-201) . ‘ - )

l'"Differential effectiveness means the effectiveness of the

iiiiinterxentinnistxategyiﬂasidifferent4fnrisnmeitypesinfinffenders»

than for others, or the effectiveness was differentially
affected by the presence of one or more variables . It 1s the
former meaning to which social scientists refer, although there
seems mo reason why the latter should not be recognized.

)



parole supervisiow, and on the effect.cf"employment on
recidivism among parolees. Also in error is the claim that t he
study's findings prcvide proof ofythe inefficacy of parole
supervision- The two most setious errors involve the beliefs
‘that the SIPU study provides part of the justification for both
significant change s in social policy in the ekdtm,in, istration of
criminai'justiCe and ditectives for future research in
criminology._

The analysis in this thesis shows there are drastic
discrepancies between the originally published version of the
SIPU study and most of the contemporary descripticns and
evaluationsvof’it in social‘science and criminoiogy literature.
Thevoriginal researchidocumentvreveals methodological
inadequacies of such magnitude that no valid conclusion; or
social policy implications can be made from any individual phase
of the study or from the four phases together. Additionally, an
analysis of citations to the study shows a lack oanccurate
reports on the study’s findings as reported in the original
research document . | | |

"The methodological inadequacies of the SIPU study, its

widespr'ead but essentially uncritical acceptance, and the

frequency with which the original findings ‘have been misreported




clearly show the need to develop a more-reliable means for

self-correction. This-thesis 1is 6ffered as an attempt to draw

critical attention t¢ this need. In the’finalychapter new

z

saféguards are proposed.




I. THE PERPETUATION OF ERROR IN CRIMINOLOGY AND THE SIPU STUDY

In the social sciences, reseerch‘on t he perpetuation of
‘ertOr 18 scant. Reynolds'(1966:85—83)ltraces and documetts t he
‘teporting of an ensubstantiatedrclaim (1.e.women are better at
celor distrimiﬁation‘than men)taken as fact in psyehblogy'ﬁﬁile'
Lauer (1971:881-8895 argues that eertain assumptions ({1 .e.
change 1is traumatic,4not normal) aBeut social change ere
Fscientific 1egifimations“ of fallacies. Mackie (1973:431—447))
zshowelthat a major concept (i.e. stereotypes) 1In SOCielogy lacks
the empiricai basis sociologists claim‘it has, and Morrison and-
Henkel (1969:131-140) record the persistent and inappropriate
uee of statistical techniques despite the considerable dispute
about them in feputable socfal "sclence journals. ) |

The petpetuation of error in'criminology epparent1§ Has not
been studied. To be sure, there is no shortage of receﬁt
examples of where etrors have -occured. Ross and McKay
(1978:279-295) note that criminologists will be led to "four
erroneous conclueions" unless -a reassessment is‘made of the
tesearch en correctional treatment techniques, while Cousineauu>
and Verdun- Jones (1979 295 297) draw attention to flaws in

studies on plea bargainiug. Roesch and Corrado (1979:530-541)

Mfound that a major and widely supported study of rehabilitation

and diversion which claimed to show evidence of the inefficacy



~ reveals thatithe'"eonnlete devaluation of phrenology as being

of sueh programs either glossed over or ignored completely .

most of the basic or standard criteria for program evaluation.

Savitz, Turner & Dickman (1977: 41~ 56) argue that criminologists
have wrongly pointed to Lombroso as the founder of "scientific"
eriminology YPositivist‘School) when tnis'erqdit should go to _
Gall. Theirlexamination of Gallfs uork and references to 1it,

completely unscientific is never based on the author’s>

developed by Gallian phrenolbgists".(1977:42);

Factors contributing to the perpetuation of error include

Al

. the ways literature reviews are conducted (Yin, Bingham and

Heald, 1976:139-156) fhe_dommonly'accepted practice of citing

secondary sources rather than'originally published research

(Sjoberg and Nett, 1968:324-325); and thermisreporting of

‘original research (Carey, 1967:408-416).<Head1ey‘and Taveggia

(1977:108-116) recently analyzeu the process whereby textbook

authors create and perpetuate error. Their research of textbook

knowledge'discloses significant disrepancies between what is

described in textbooks and what is reported in the original

research reports.;Hea41ey and Taveggia found that discrepancies

were the consequence of erroneous citationaoand thewomissionmof~~—~'

relevant and pertinent detail (1977:112-113) . Most disquieting

v

|
l

gonsidered evaluation of the published wbrkdjreeearch,ranq,uataerj

is, as Weinstein (1979:639-652) reminds us, the fact that error

in' science can be, created through fraud. She concludes that



¢

"mucﬁrfraﬁ&ﬂlg 1ikéiyf;; 6§§;¥W§;gﬁout béiné-discoQéréd" and
réfers to Cyril Burt’s yidely,cited work on the relggiﬁnship‘
betwéen I.Q. and herediti as a case in point.® She notes that
~Burt was accused of'having "doctored" or invenﬁed his 1.Q. test
data to support hié’iheory on intelligence. An analysis
documenting the virtual absence of correcl_cxtations to the SIPU
sfudy, leﬁdéﬁéigﬁifiéént«credeﬁéé to the cﬁnclﬁéibné ofrfhesé”
students»of the norm of self-correction.

For various reasons the SIPU s;uﬁyrseems tg,be an-
apbfopriate point at yhich}to beginmaﬁ examination of the

)

perpetuati\n of error in criminology . First, the SIPUXstudy has

been cited often . Over more than tﬁo décades at ieasr‘fifty
different social scientists have cited the study (geé Table I
below) 1in fifty-five puslications.'The publications iﬁclude
textbooks, anthologies, government reports; aﬁd,presﬁigious
jourﬁals. Thus information aboﬁt t he QIPQ study has been
‘available to criminologists, and we would expect that at leést

fifty social scientists would have given the study and its

‘findings some scrutiny.
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Second, the study is considered excellent. Glaser )
 (1964:457) describes the study as "Probably the most extensive
controlled experiment'in American,dofreetional history, and

perhaps in world history". Robinson’and Smith (1971:70) ciaim

‘the study employed "random assignment of casés" while Borch,

-ﬁMcSweeny3jandrSoderstrom~(19781661}~writing’in the'Evaluation"”
gnarterlz cite omne phase of the study (Phase III) as "evideace"

of the feasibility ‘and scope of randomized field experiments.

 Fina11y, Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks (1975 1-161) categorize

the study as nearly a "pure" design in terms of internal

validity. These authona claim the criteria of Campbell and

Stanley (1963:4~5) guided them in their quest forﬂinternaily

- valid stiudies (éee Lipton etkjﬂ«, 1975:16) . 0f two hundred and
in

thirty-one studies examined - .a meta evaluation by Lipton

et.al., only twelve other studies received as high a rating as

3

naS’assignedrone phase (i .e.Phase III) of the SIPU studyh

1Having passed initial screening standards, studies were

subsequently evaluated in terms of how far their research

designs satisfied the authors’ criteria of internal validity.

This resulted in a scale ranging from 1, the very best kind of

design, to 18, the very woérst kind of design. All studies were.

placed on the scale, and assigned a number to indicate the

,author’s judgment on the methodological adequacy (Lipton, et
al.,1975:17). In addition to assigning each research to a

numerical category, a letter grade of A or B was assigned to

qualify the numerical ranking by signifying 1n a "gross" way the
reservations of the authors in their interpretations of the
rﬁhhihﬁgkkﬁﬂm/£¥i%e{ia~£erAEH%ﬂHHH#ﬁﬂ&ﬂ%*ﬁf‘fhﬁ‘iﬁffﬁT‘ET&&E‘*‘*““4*””

were not specified.
The combination of criteria, and the scoring of research,

designs by number and letter were applied to some 231 studies.
Of these, only 13 studies were placed in numerical category 1.
' 3
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Third; the SIPU study has been used as gvsource‘of aiiegEd
knowledgé.for a_broaﬁ range of ihportaht matters in criminology.
Spécifically, the SIPU.study has been regarded as providing
khowlédge on the question of deterrence (e.g-‘L&rner,‘1977:213);
préviding knowledge on the questiom of thé effect'of gmploym;ntv
on récidi;ism,amongdparolsesw(é;ggkSutherland andLCreséey, rr7~wwg T
‘1966:6444656;1978:640—65i;'Tappan3 1960:738); providing
information about prédiction techniques (i;e- Gottfrédson,
‘1975586é87f; ﬁfoﬁidiﬁglévidénéé ﬁof tEe‘éfficac&W;f parolé

supervision (e;g- Conrad, 1965:295; Canadian Parole Service

 memo, 1978:1-5; Dréssler, 1969:268-269); providing evidence for

the inefficacy of parole Sﬁpervision (e.h: Carney,'1977:106;
Miller, 1979:256-257,262; Outerbridge, 1968:378-387; O‘Leary,
1974:937;,Gibb0ns, 1968:529, 1973:541—542); providing evidence

of the inefficacy of correctional treatment generélly'(e.gf'
. -,

Kasslebagm; Ward and Wiiner, 1971;368; Citizens Inquiry,

1975:69-70,104; Outerbridge, 1970:189-200; Robinson and Smith, K\]'

1971:76-77; Mattinson,'1974:46—47; Greenberg,‘1977:135-136); and

. providing directions for new research (differential

effectiveness of Specific techniques) (e.g. Glaser,

1(cont d)Numerical category 2 was the research design score given to the

greatest number of studies. Lipton, et al judged- 140 studies-to- e

have achieved this rather high score. The SIPU studies were )

awarded the following scores: _ B
SIPU I - 2B (see p .153) ‘
SIPU II - 2B (see p.156)
SIPU III - 1B (see p.160)
SIPU IV - 2B (see p.l61)
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1969(b)11-465 Brill, 1978:229; Soloman, 1976:266; Harlow, Weber
and Wilkins, 1971: 343; Klapmuts, 1973:419).
Finally;‘the SIPU study sSeems aﬁ appropriate basis for

gnalysis because criminologists have used SIPU findings as part.

of the basis forlrecommendiﬁg important changes in criminal

the justification for important policy changes concerning pérolé

in particular, (e .g-. Outerbridge, 1970:189-200) and the -

corrections system in general (e.g. Martinson, 1974:22-54;

Outerbridge, 1970:189~200). ‘ o \\\w

Given the clearly démonstra;ed impact of'the SIPU studykon
criminological theory and because it has béen use& as the basis
for justifying ¢riminal justice policy, it is notvunreaéonéble'
toleipéct that if would have met at least mini@pm methodological
criteria. Unfortunateiy, as the next chaptér shows,-the SIPUF
study left a host bf validity concerns unénswered‘aﬁd,;:qwgily

important,’maﬁy others in considerable doubt .*

v



Il. A CLASSIC STUDY REVISITED ) Q\ ’

- . ] -

INTRODUCTION

One would e%pectstﬁaf‘Lfecriminologists'ate‘guided'by”£E€’“
sorm of "organized scepticisﬁ" then'major methodoiogicaliflsws
in the research cited (in this case the SIPU study) would be'
identified- Major flaws would be easily identifiable and based
on methodological criteria the social scilence eommunity“ﬁould»
recogsize as appfopriaee,_attainable, anq well within generally
accepted "minimal" standards of scientific adequacy (e .g . see

v

_Bernstein, 1978:24-47) .1

The analysis presented in this chapter provides»an

assessment of the SIPU research agginst five criteria, four of

which are methodological. One criterion, while not
methodological, 1s quite‘clearly a critefion for scientific
adequacy . A reading of the original report on the SIPU research

reveals that none of the study‘s four phases came close to
Bernstein ‘s analySis of social scientist’s conformity to
technical norms purports that such conformity is variable among
evaluative researchers. Unfortunately, Bernstein’s report of the

analysis does wot provide sufficient information concerning the

sample of evaluative regsearchers studied to permit the reader to

(hEHLﬁrma{e—deiiﬂi%ive*fﬁﬂciﬁﬁiﬂﬁ”‘EﬂﬁﬁiﬁY‘UﬂfUTtUﬁHtE tn%
" analysis did not provide an account of which of the (six)
methodological prescriptions' listed shows the greatest
variability.

13
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meeting any one of these five criteriafﬁ"

FIVE "INITIAL" CRITERIA

AClearly, the criteria used here represent only a partial

~

list of the criteria generally considered impértant in‘empiqying

~an experimental design, intended to test the efficacy of an

Vintervention strategy. In fact, the criteria to be used here

.

would better be described as "initial" criteria for if an
experiment failed to meet any oqe'9£,themd”the;e,wggiﬁ,bﬁmng,ﬁeaﬁ;;;,-af
L T

need for a more'rigorous assessment of construct, statistical,

external, or internal validity{ These criteria are:

1. Adeduate Defihitions . The definitidhs provided-for the Ce e

_dependent and inde ent variables must be sufficiently

13

operatiogal so the coMponents of each are identifiable. This

criterion is a pre—requiSite to an assessment of

replicability’. N

2. Adequate MeaSurement . The measurement of the dependent and.

independent variablesfmuSt be such that they are

interpretable and offer at least a modest indication of

~ .

2For an excellent discussion on the assessment of 'validity"in .
experimental and quasi-experimental designs see; Cook, Cook, and
Mark, 1977 (103-139) "Randomized and Quasi-experimental Designs
in Evaluative Research: an Introduction” in L. Bgﬁm&n (ed )
Evaluative Research Methods: a Basic Guide, Bevggigﬁﬂtlls' Sage
Publications. . . “

. ) . . "'}.,
.
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reliability Wtys.‘

3ﬂ Adequate Selection Techniques . Theére must be evidence that

subjects weré asaigned to-contral,and experimental groups omn
a random basis, or>assigned through the use of matching
techniques . This criterion is a pre-requisite to an

assurance that an observed effect or non-effect is nct due
B . oy ‘i

. to a differenbe in the kinds of persons between "and within

groups . k; ' L ‘ ~
pf

4. Adequate Control Over Independent Variable nghere must be,,,f

some evidence that the experimental group is subjectedlto
the intervention strategy as. defined but that theAconttol
group is not;-This'criterioqlis a pre—requisite to an
assessment of the effect of the”independent variable.

5. AdequatekResearch Report . The .research report must provide

sufficient information to permit-renlicability, -

ve%ification; and the discovery of possible error’ in the
datajpnd research design. This criterion makes it possible

for_independent observers to exercise the scientific norm of

organized scepticism 4 ' S '

-

SA measurement is cogﬁidéred to possess "realiability" when it
.1s consistantly accurate unmder varying conditions. A measurement’
'is considered to possess "validity" when what we intend to-
measuxe 1s measured and not something" else.

— . L . - e I el

McTavish et al (1977:37) citing McTavish and Andersonm (1973) -

note that ong criterion' for scientific research calls for
research!fgvto 'gather and analyze relevant data in a. manner
such that each possible conclusion 1is potentially falsifiable".

15
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" The above criteria are essentially a restatement of the

ﬂexclusion"»crlterie used by Lipton, Martinson,.and Wilks

(1975:6- 7) in their compendious evaluation of evaluation

studies. Lipton et al estab\ished eleven exclusion criteria

whieh they used -.to rule out studieS'which were so inadequate
methodological adeqnacy (see Appendix A)i,The criteria used

for the present analysis are also consistent (although less

Tnclusive) with the seven criteria Logan (1972 378 389)

cltes}as the minimal methodological requirements a study:
muSt‘meet before itimerite any further consideration as to
its,%cientific adeouacy (see Appendix‘}).
Again lt is emphaeized'that the;crlteria used here are
onlyrore—feqnieitesﬂtoienrassessment‘of sclentific a&equacy.
\%ﬁese eriteria were eppliedvto the fourhphases of the SIPU

¥

study . Eechjphase is described below.

T —— - —— - - ——

5Martineon, however, later criticized the procedures used in

" the selection of studies inecluded in the Lipton et al survey

because he felt they were too rigourous, needlessly rejecting

significant pieces of work because o;Agethodological flaws . He

is quoted as saying, "we must set aside methodological =

‘fanaticism, “which is the hallmark of every field that loses
sight of substantive concerns" and it was reported that he added

_they did not permit or warrant further assessment of ~ . . .

that research paid for by the public should be expected to
produce some new information even if not methodologically
perfect . (Reported in ‘the Criminal " Justice Newsletter; 1978,
vol.9, 24, pg.4.)(emphasis added) -

16



THE SIPU‘STUDY:—PHASE I TO Iv

In July of 1953, the California Department of Corrections
-(Division of Adult Paroles) bégan_experimenting with reduced
parole caseloads as a way of decfeasing the number of parolem

violators_returned to prison. It was assumed that reduced

caseloads would offer more intensive Supervision to parolees . _ ... ... ...

than was available in the ﬁsual'parole caseload. The predicted
ﬂresulté:df intensive supemvision was a loﬁer recidivism;rate;
-Underfthé‘Sﬁé¢1él;1ﬁténsive'Parole'ﬁnit (SIPU) Program the
authorities dééigned ana;iﬁbiementéd four eiperiﬁents to test
the effectiveness of reduced caéeloads;GIn‘each experiment tHe
size Qf the reduced caseload differed, as did‘the length of
\intensive supervision. These experiménts were referred to as

Phase I:FifteenlMan Caseload Study (1956), Phase II:Thirty Man
The SIPU Program also included a separately conducted and
reported study. (sub-study of Phase IV) which was designed to-
test the hypothesis that parolees with high base expectancy
scores should require less supervision than parolees with lower
scores . This study was known as "The High Base Expectancy
Study" . See Joan Havel, Research Report #10, Research Diviston,
Department of Correctionms, State of California (l4pp)(no date) «
Thé study will not be referred to further in the present
analysis because it does not address the issue of caseload
sizes, as do the other research reports on- the SIPU research.
Care was taken to ensure that the citations used in the present
analysis were not referring.to the sub-study as opposed to the
larger Phase IV study. Of all the citations to the SIPU research
only three made reference to Research Report. #IO.VThese
citations are Glaser (1969b:45), Lerner (1977: 223), and Adams
(1976:254) « Lerner (1977) and Adams (1976) cite the Parole -

~—Outcome Study (Phase IV) as well. In another writing Glaser also
fefers to a "Phase V" study, although he cites no reference for
it; and apparently it has not been mentioned elsewhere by
anyone . (see Glaser 1969a:310-312;1964:458).

17



Caseload Study (1958), Phase III (1962), énd‘Phase IV: Pa;bleiﬁ
Outcéme Sfudy‘(1965)- >

Phase I began in February, 1954 and ended in mid-1955 (SIPU
I:6). Prior to the study the averagé caseload size for the
California Adult Parole Adthoritybwas about ninety parolees-. Thg

plan of the researchers was to establish a pool of parolable

inmates and then to randomly assign them to either the regular,

A

ninety man caéeloads, or to iﬁgensive,,fifteen man cas¢loads. It

was believed each parolee assigned to the fifteen man caseloads

"very close

would réceive at least two hours per week of
contact" (SIPU I:l’- This kind of'suﬁerviSion waé to be provided
for three months, followed by assignment to the fegular ninety
man caseloads . It was intended that .the randomizafion process
would allow for the systeﬁatic coﬁparison of‘pafolee success
rates between thé regular and intensive case loads’.

Phase II took place from July;195% to June, 1959 (SIPU
II:5). In this\phase‘the size of the experimental caseloads was
increased from fifteen to thirty and_it'wa; intended that

e : .

- parolees assigned to these caseloads would spend six rather thani
three months under intensive supervision before being -

transferred'to thé ninety man caseloads- Again, it was intended
that the randomization pfﬁcess would allow for the systematicﬂ

-———_—————-——_-——-—

.lTHIs phase of the study was also concerned with ‘the test of

the practicability of releasing men on parole for an average of
three months in advance of the usual time without hazard to the
public safety. (see SIPU I: 3)

18



eomparisonyof parolee success rates.between—the regular and
intepsive caséloads®

Phase III took place from Jh1y, 1957 to June, 1959 (SIPU
IIi:4). In this .phase caseioad Sizes were set at thirty—five_for
experimentals aﬁd seveety—twd for eontrols: An additional~design
Chaﬂgg*ftem'the firsttwophaseé\xi;“iﬁeAeliminetionof the 7 
requieement that parolees‘trensfer ‘foﬁ reduced to regular sized
caseloads after a set period of time. In this phase‘it was «
expected that experiﬁeﬁtals would remain oe‘tHe'reduced
caseloads for the duretioh of the study. As inbthe first two
phases;bsuccess rates between pareleeskon the regular and
intensive caseloads were compared after ; t&elve month follow-up
ﬁeriod%

in Phase iV, which ran from 5u1y i§59 to January; 1962{
caseload siees were set at fifteen, thirty, and seventy (SIPU
Iv:ii). A comparisonjof the Succese rates of the_paroleee

\assigeed fo eachkof the three caseload sizes was made after a

L

twelve month followup'?

8As per footnote #7, this phase was also concerned with advanced
release (SIPU-II:l). '

gPhase III also included a twenty-four month follow -up period
(see STIPU TIIT:l, 10=-12)- — ekt

1This phase of the sfudvaas also designed to test differences
among parolees of different maturity levels (see SIPU IV: 1-46).

19



THE SIPU STUDY AND CRITERIA #1 AND #2 (ADEQUATE DEFINITION AND

MEASUREMENT) -

While each of the four phaées was designed to assess the

impactrof inteftisive supervision of parolees, it 1is astounding to
discover that this variabie was never defined or adequately
measured . The concept of intensive supervision 1is cssentialiy.a

qualitafive one, similar to the iﬁea of the gravity of crime

unately, the researchers regarded

(Nettler, 1978:60) . Unfo:

caseload size and the nukber of "contacts'" between parolees and

their supervisors as the indicator of this concept. While there

'

'is always a concept-indicator problem in research (Nagel,
71961:93-94; Hirschi and Selvin, 1967;177-198) the attempt to
simply Bubctitute the number of contacts as a measure of thc
intensityﬂof supervicion'confuses che frequcncy of supervision
with the quality and incensity of suéeiyision. This is a

methodologically and inferentiélly dubious practice (Sellin and
‘ v o

Wolfgang, 1964:1-4; Sjoberg and Nett, 1968:267-271; Nettler,

1978:60)d

If, however, one 1is preparedkto overlook the
concept—indicator‘problems and simply accept the stady as an

attempt to determine the efficacy of reduced caseload sizes,

- —— - —— " ————— —— -

llCarter and Takagi. (L967434 46) and Garter and WilkinS'W' 7
(1976:391-401) have argued that it is useless to use "caseload
components of supervision. This criticism is also pointed out by
Adams, Chandler, and Neithercut (1971:46) in their critique of

the San Francisco project.
: .

20



tﬁén éﬁé.still conffgnts thé faﬁt that caselogd size itself was
go\bporly measﬁréd as to render each phase of the study
nugatbry. | |

First,‘parole officéfé‘were permitfedpsome flexibilit& in
"transfefring subjects from the expefimentai grbups. Tﬁe Phase £L¢

'ldésign, for examplé, called for the expérimental subjects to

remain under intensive supefvision’for.three months, yet due to

a variety of problems some barolees were supervised for only two

-

months while -others ?ere képt on for as 1eng.as six months,

. (SIPU I:6)f Tﬁe Phase II design called'for experimentals to

receive six months intensive supervision, yet parole agents were
allowed to transfer'subjécts as early aé_thrég months or retain

them for as long aé‘ﬁiné months (SIPU If:6). We are tsld by the =~ |
Phase III research document;thét "except for a few cases" SIPU
paroleés did not‘remain ﬁndéf intensive supervision for the
intended‘two—yeaf period, but that "the range was six to
tweﬁty—four monthé" (SIPU III:llﬂﬁ With respeqt to Phase 1v,

we are not even told hqw long parolees remained on the émaller
caseloads » Despite these variations‘in actual suﬁervision time,
in each of the four phases data are presented fQ? all parolees

12The average 1s reported as "16.5 months" (see SIPU III;11).
The researchers suggest that it "reasonable to assume that '
transfers occured with the same- relative frequency 1in the
control group (see SIPU III;4). This, however, seems a rather
bold assumption giyﬁn,Lbal_ihgygdgunoxgpxevide—aﬂy—infﬂfmafinnf
on the number of parolees transferred earlier. They refer only
to "unknown numbers”". Information in this regard was also
lacking in the first two phases. (see SIPU III;4).
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/ip thé exéeriméntais aé if the; wére all supefvised for the same
tiﬁe.period-. . | | “
~Second, éﬂd pfobably most important, caseload size was
defined as andvﬁeasured by tﬁe number of contécts between -
parolees aﬁd their supefyisqrs. In the Phaée,I report wé»are not
informed ofrthe‘natﬂre'of these "cbﬁtacts"‘(iea telephone
conversations or'bersonal interviews) and no tables éf data on
,;he number of contacts are provideé; We are told only that the
number of céntacts for the experimentals "tended té ;Qerage
between eight and nine contacts a mbnth"‘and ranged between wide
1imit; (SIPU I;6). Not even .crude guesses about ghe average
number of contacté for the contfols»aré‘provided.‘Similarly, t he
reports on Pﬁases IIT and IV fail to provide any‘information
ahput the kind or number of comntacts feceived by experiméntals
and controls. 7
It is only'in‘Phase IT that the reseafchers glve serious

a

attention to the matter of contacts « The researchers report that
although the .-number of contacts in both experimental and control
groups varied within wide limits, experimentals averaged twice

as many contacts as controls (SIPU II:9). But this statement is

misleading. In order to estimate the frequency of contacts for

the parolees on the small and large caseloads the researchers

selected tyg;gﬂgglgg;_IhgwgigggAggmglgrggnaisLﬁdﬁaiAthipey—Wﬁ~f~h~f7(4/~f
parolees from the small caseloads and thirty'from the large

caseloads, while the second sampfé.consisted of twenty-four from

22



’Tifgé7655516553 §ﬂaWEwenty-ééven bérolees f;omrthe smail
caselqads (the approximgpé-number'of subjects tn this phasé éf
the study is 1,063 expefimehtaié and 2,065 conlrolsf. The
researchefs répofted the findings from this sampling indicated

"a significant number of cases in each category received the

same number of contacts from the parole-agents" (SIPU II:9).

L]

shows, however, that the "significant number" amounts to
virtually half (49.5%) of the subjects sémpled- Unfortunateiy,

all data are presented in terms of the average number of "\

contacts receivéd, so Wwe do not know how'hany_experimentals did
‘not actﬁally receive ingeusive supervision as intended, or how
many\controls”did receive inteﬁsive shpervisién as uninten&ed-
We do know from'thelavailable‘data though, that there is clear:
lack of evidence that only experimentals recelved treatment and
i ’ .

good reason to believe that some experimentals received little
- 1f agf treatment .

Tﬁe next concern relates to probleﬁs in the measurement of
»the\dependent variable . Apparently, in each phase of thé study
the outcome measures were unreéliable and inadequately répdrted.

In Phase I the measure consisted of a "major arrest"

defined as "arrest followed by conviction and sentence Ofo?fFX,mW,

days or more" (SIPU I;7)e The report states that this measure

included "a few cases of obvious felony offenses by parolees

that were not prosecuted" (SIPU I;7). The researchers provide no

5
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information on the criteria for determiﬁing "obvibus“felony
offences", nor do'they tell us who made this judgment or how
man& of‘these caégs'thgre weré- Iﬁ\addition, "many" (an unknown
nﬁmber) paroléés "were hospitalized or referred to psychiatric
facilitiés in lieu of return ‘to prison" (S1PU I:9). Nowhere are
we‘told if_?he'fefe;rals were,cpunted as succeéses; failqreé,ior,,,, o
were dropped from the study. Furthermore, these referrals were
iprimarily for chronic alcoholiés‘and narcotic addicts - (SIPU I1I:9)
- a éroup of‘ﬁaroléeé‘who ﬁere suﬁposediy scfeenéd o#frbivthev
project (see SIPU I:3).

The resuits‘df Phase Ii were mgasuredvby Both the Total
Arrest Rate and the Parole.Violﬁtion Rate, si;ce the researcheré
were unable t; decide which.was,the better measure (SIPU II;22);
The difference betﬁeen Total Arrests and Paroie Violations was
listed as the Minor Arrest Rate (sentences of less than ninety

 days)¢ The problem with using both Total Arrest Rate and Parole
Violation Rateias criteria can be found when we ekamin; thé
researchér's‘definitiop of ﬁParole Violafion"{.
Parole Violaiions are defined as tho;e‘acts resQIting in
conviction and sentence of 90 days or more, and, in
addition, include all acts following which the parolee

is returned to state prison by the Adult Authority.'
(SIPU 11;12)

/- R P

Since Parole Violations were not broken down to distinguish

 between "sentences of ninety days or more" and "violations
‘actioned by the Authority", we do not know to what extent Parole

Violations, and thus Total Arrests are affected by the paroie

° - 24 .



agents themselves. Nor do we know the ratio of "ninety days"

-

.returns to "Parole Authority" returns between experimental and

‘control groups.

" In Phase III the researchers used different criteria (no
arrest, minor arrest, major arrest, return to prison) (SIPU
III:5). Again, however, the criteria used in this phésewpresentr
the same problem as did the criteria used in Phase II. The
criteria are defined as‘follows:

‘Minor arrests are arrests followed by release,_aquittal
or sentence of less than 90 days, also included are :
parole violations not followed by a return to prison . :
Major arrests are those followed by senténces of 90 days -
or more and include also cases in which a felony 1is
committed but not prosecuted, cases awaiting trial on a
.felony charge, and felony probation. Returns include
subjects returned on technical violations as well as
those returned with new convictions. '

~(STIPU II;5)

In Phase IV the researchers éppear to have partiall&
corrected for the above by clearly distinguishing "Techﬁical
Violations" from other measures used (see SIPU 1IV:12). There is,
however, another problem relating to measurement in this phase.
The researchers report the loss of 10%Z of the subjects 1in one

geographic area and 27.8% in another through transfers. We are

not told whether or not these "losses" were dropped from the

study. This Vselectiqnfmoptélityﬁ problem, of course, represents . — -

a serious threat to validity since the experimentals (and

possibly controls) are composed of different kinds of subjects
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at the time of post-testing (see Cook and Campbell, 1976:227f§

THE SIPU STUDY AND CRITERION #3 (AQEQUATE SELECTION TECHNIQUES)
The feseafcher's‘plans for each phase of the study wagbto

réndomly assign pafélees to experimentél énd conFrolvgroupS‘from

a po?lmof“parélable inmates . Wﬁile;randomization in research is B

kédméfiégs difficultr%he SIPU :@searchers'Hgttempts to

rapdémize sufféred‘from several significant prqbléms; Some of

t he morefobvious deflections from randomization are outlined v e

Yelow.
In the firstwplace, the researchers decided thét pafolqes
without employment could be aééigned to smail caséloads but thaF
. those assigned to the fegular caseloadé had to have employment.

‘S;andard practice, prior to the implementation of Phase I,

—— s -t . - - — -

13Cook and Campbell list "mortality"™ as a threat to internal
validity that can be appropriately safeguarded against throjugh
randomization. This listing, however, is not correct becaus

.although the control and experimental subjects may be similar
upon entering the experiment their "reasons" for leaving the ~
experiment might be quite different given the two groups are '
exposedzto different intervention strategies . Not knowing the ' Ci

. reasoné we can not know to what extent they were affected by

the impact of the intervention strategy, and thus we can not g
know the actual effect of the strategy .

lbgeaea Ricken and Boruch (1974 50 67), Kq;linger (1973:323);

Cook, Cook and Mark (1977:111-= liS)- While these -writings note : S
the difficulties of randomization in research, none express .
_ doubt about jhegiaAﬁihiliLmeBnLuchﬁgMLSneenyﬂfSndexsxxomfnglﬁﬁr R
- 655-695) have provided a bibliography of field experiments to -

illustrate the feasibility of "Randomized Field Experiments"

Unfortunately the SIPU Study: Phase III is onme of the examples
listed by the authors.
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required all parolees to have employment upon release. However, .
when the project began it "was agreed that the increaged time’
each’ SIPU officer would have available to work With\iyjh parolee

would make it possible to permit release without employment"

-

F

(SIPU I136). o : | . :
This defleotlon from ranoomization carried over into. Phase -
Il)where "parolees in the experimental.group could be released
on parole without~prior assurance of‘employment. Thie ie in
7 csitrast with thelcontrol grouprwnere prlor aasnrancerof :
employment was mandatory"(SIPU II:19). An examination of thes\*ﬁk
table on page 21 of the’research‘docnment showé that whlle 99%
of those on the large caseloads held jobs, onlyv49Z of .those on
’the small oaﬁeloads held jobs. (see Appendix C for SIPU Table)-
There is no indication offered in elither the report on ?hase III
or Phase IV that the iseue of employment digd not carry over into
theserlater two phases.
On the matter of employment the researchers failedAto vien
t he impatt of Employability as a potentially relevantvvariable
rin determlning differences'in parole success rates regardless of
“the type of snpervision'provided.fOne would assnmefemployable

- parolees differed from those who were not able to secure

employment and that their situations while on parole would be,

different enough in important ways, to affect their success
rates . One might further assume parolee supervisors spent a

certain, if not considerable, amount of time on the intensive
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caséloadé déaling with mattér§ relating‘to parolee -employment, o

) permitting unaccounted for differencés in the type of )

“ supervision provided between the intemsive and regular JP\\“\\\\\J
caseloads . | ' -

. A re—aséessment of the‘data presented on page 21 of the
research<d§éument showsVtheVaboveﬁassumptions.to be\mést

reasonable . The énalysis shows that only 14.5%7 of parolées \\g

released to small caseloads were assisted in dbtaining-

éﬁployméﬁt’By.afpéfole'officer} On the other hand,raﬁéiysiérdfi

v

the data shows 55.09% of parolees released to large caseloads

were assisted by the parole officer. These figures suggest that
parolees assigﬁed to the large case ldads may have been. more
employable and/or cooperative.

We can also see, by re-analyzing data from the Phase II

vféport, that 34.16%Z of those released to small caseloads were
asgisted by family or friends in finding gmployment'and onlyb
31 .48% were assisted by family or friends without aséistance ;
from‘s%sewhére- dn‘the other hand,aﬁ3.752~of7those released to .

the large caseloads were aséisted by family or friends without

assisfaqce from elsewhere. The fact that a greater percentage of

the regulaypvaseloads (nearly 10%) received assistance from

family and friends might also éﬁgggéfwtﬁézwgwdigpropofﬁlgﬁatéwﬂ7” ‘

- -imthis group enjoyed greater community. support than did

some in the small caseloads .’
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In sum "assurance of employment" as a condition of
assignment to the lqzi:f caseloads clearly indicates thaf

randomizatidn did no ¢cur and as a result there were important
K} '
differences between controls and. experimentals on empldyment.u
\/2\ . . - o ) . *
Additionally, it is possible that the supervisors on the small

< caseloads spent a greater amount of time degpM™wmg with matters of . ..

Y

(wemployment, permitting unaccounted for differences in the tybe'

of sﬁpefvision providedQ -

T " "Oothetr deflections from th€4¥hndbﬂ;éééiéﬁﬁéﬁito%;Eéfﬁiéééﬁéo
-experimental and toﬁtrollgroﬁps occured in each of the four

phases . With»féspeét to Phase I, parolees designated aé‘high

risk parolees were released to the experimental group only (SIPU

i

/

N I:4). While we are told by the researchers that the evaluation

zfpf this érbup waé pgcessgrily gxcludgd and the results tabulated
\geparately, fhe evaluation of these subjects sepérateiy'doés not
ﬁecessarily cérrect for the poésibiexqonsequéaces of>thié'
déflectionrfromzrandomiza%ion. The "presence" of thgse subjects

in the experimental groups ma& have had an'effecfion the other

'experimental subjects or on the treatment received by the other
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. , 15
subjects .

With respect to Phases II and III the researchers

4

themselves inform us of deflections from randomization. They
state:

However, at least two. factors prevented a purely random
assignment of cases without disrupting the necessary:

First, there were months when for particular areas it
was necessary to designate all availlable cases as
experimental . In addition, the late receipt bf cases
from institutions made it difficult, at times, to insure

. .....adequate  representation from that prison-populations. . o

(SIPU II1:10; SIPU III:23 - Appendix A) .

Additionally, base expectancy scoreggf Phase I1I subjecte
show that controls and experimemtals‘di‘ Indeed differ, the
scores being significantly higher for the experimentals than for
the controls (see Appendix D for SIPU Tahle). The researchers

note,-in referring to. this difference that.

-

L Although the case assignment method was intended to
preclude any such biasing, differences in the time of
-—__,l- _____________ i ) ) s

15These effects, respectively, can be seen as a "history" threat
to internal validity and a "random irrelevancy in the
experimental setting", and thus a threat to statistical
conclusion validity (see Cook and Campbell, 1976:224-233).

16 A "base expectancy score'" or preiigtion equation 1s a score
assigned to a parolee (or offenderd~and it 1s calculated from
information on the parolee’s background (i.e. record, age) which
has been predetermined as significant with respect to. , -
recidivism. The score is intended to serve as a predictor of

_recidivism. The author ‘assumes as do the SIPU researchers that ——

similar scores imply that parolees are similar. It is recognized
though that such an agsumption is not a good one since it is

functioning of the Placement Program of the Division - -- e

possible that even 1f there are similar scores, di‘lerences
could be masked in the equating process and it is possible that
the offenders differ significantly with respect to important,
but unknown variables. .
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feporting parole referrals from the different

institutions coupled with the need to keep SIPU -

caseloads filled and to make assignments before all

releases for a given month had been reported made

complete randomness difficult to achieve.

(SIPU III:24)

vae additional deflection from rannomizatinn in Phase IV {is
an obvibusvone. As well as‘an attempt to assess tne efficacy of
’ieducen”éaseioa&s”inmtﬁiskﬁbase,ﬂtﬁe aesign aISO'inﬁdiVédi
variation of maturity levels of patelees and the4narole agent
approsch to supervision. The research design called for random
‘assignmentvqf eqnalrnumbefs of "high and low matnrity" parolees
to each agent'catrying‘a ls—man, 30-man, or 70~man caseioad. A
paucity of high-maturity_subjects, however, resulted in the"
assignment of high—maturity subjects‘to 15~-man and 30-man
caseloads, and "virtually no high maturity subjects in,the.large
(70—man)'¢aselbans" (STIPU 1IV:9).

Finally, all fenr'phases’of the.SIPU study suffer from a’
deflection from randomization which raises doubt ‘about t he
external validity of the findings in each phase. Unlike the
‘problems described above, this-deflection QOes not constitute a

violation of the present criteria.. It is, however, a serious

issue %nd t hus merits notation.

The is ue is the deflectionrfrom randomization”with respect -

to the pool ¢f parolees from which the SIPU subjects were to be

trandomly assiigned. The selection of inmates forming the pool of

a

randomly ass ed parolees exclnded several kinds of inmates
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deemed unsuitable for.superfision in‘intenei§eICaseldads.(see,
‘SIPU I:3; SIPU II:5; SiPU III:23; SIPU IV:8). In other words
inmates were notvcensiderﬁd perolable unless tﬁei were suitable
rfor super&ision'in intensive caseloads. So, cbntra;y'to the
claimg made in each’of'the four research reports, the SIPU study
was ppt deeigned to test for“fhe ippaet of in;ensive,sqpervigion
on pagolees per se, but, rather, the study was an attempt to
asseﬁs éhe impact ef intenéi&e Supefvisiop‘on‘paroleeé deemed
sﬁiféble for such sgpervision. This means tha; the parolees .
studied were not>a sample of a universe from which one Gouldv

normally want to generalize (see Cook and Campbell, 19765235f]

THE SIPU STUDY AND CRITERION #4 (ADEQUATE CONTROL OVER

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE§
| fhe'failure of the researchers to fulfill criteria one and
Viewo‘pfecludes the conclusion that treatment was'received as
defined and tﬁat only the experimentals received such treatment.
It was noted earlier that, af best, we can really only say we

.; don “t- know who received what . Ignoring problems associated with

criteria one and two we are still rquired to say the

researchers failed to meet criterion four, since QirtuallyAhalf

‘of the subjects received about the same number of contacts - »

v —— - o ——— -

17A1s0 see Suchman (1967:103); Williams and Evans (1969:
'118-132); Kerlinger (1973:324-325); Cook, Cook, and Mark (1977:
108-109); and Rutman (1977:35-36) . ’ : ‘

32



l
! ©

Rega¥ding the failure of thé study to>meet critéfion #4,
theirgsearchérs have tried tQ make thelpoint tﬁat‘the study did
meef it. They Belieﬁgd differences in the intensity of
supervisionAreceived_bgtween-éxperiméntals and controls were
- made ‘evident on the basis of a time study fhey conducted which
‘revealed that SIPU agents and ponfrol agents spent 37Z.and 40%
of their respecﬁive time making contacts (SIPU II:9—10). The
;éseérchers reasoned from this information that theASIPﬁ agents

must have spent three times as much time per case in contacts as

did the control agents (SIPU IT:10) . Here again, the rgsearéhers
are usidg’a frequency/time concept to indigate an essentially
qualitative concep;- ASSuming wé‘are willing to overlook this
-problem, t he fime study does not rule out the fery iikely
bossibility that: the length of‘cOntacts varied‘within wide
limits for botﬁ grpupé and further, fhaf a large number of
paroleesvreceived the same number ;f minﬁtgs in contacts in the
small as in the. large caseloads . In qny?case, the length of time
for contacts was mot measured . We might also bear in mind that
supervision was to be measured in terms of "freéuencyﬁ, not
"length of time in contacts". Thus a conclusion that -
experimentals and controls received diffgrent treatment is’

unwarranted . The researchers themselves support this concluqron 

in reporting on the findings of Phase II when they state:

...the lack of clear-éﬁt differences in -frequency of
contacts between the experiental aqd'control groups may
have helped to obscdure whatever real differences might -

-

»

! ) 3 3



have existed between these two groups.
(SIPU IT:1).

THE SIPU STUDY AND CRITERION #5 (ADEQUATE RESEARCH REPORT)

The research reports on each phase of the study failed to

provide suffiicient information necessary‘for the discovery. of
ﬁossibleherrorﬁin both the data and research desigh. The‘ |
aSSessmenc of the study’s methodoiogical adequecy was, ih meny J
instances, hampered by the unavailabilityhéf data and other
iﬁporgant‘infqrmation,'and_thus verification was\impOSSihiea
Mo;eover, the lack of specific informetion on‘éelection
procedures, and the'definition and meaSurement of intensive
supervision make replication of each phése of the study
impossible . |

.In‘fairness to the researchers, it should be realigzed ;hat
the reports on each phaserof the study did'contain a significant.
amount of detailed information..It appears’ the researchers’ |
intent was'to provide a comprehensiye ieport oh each phase.
Perhaps more impcrtantly,'it appears the ;esearchers made an

attempt to present all information im an honest and forthright‘

marner « Throughout each report the researchers draw attention to

‘ problems which they believed could have influenced the program :

and its outcome. The researchers themselves cite several‘vieible

problems not already discussed including the failure to rahdomly

assign parolee supervisors to large and smafl caseloads (SIPU
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~I:53 SIPU II:6; SIPU III:2; SIPU IV:4); personnel turnover (SIPU -

1:9; SIPU II:6; SIPU IV:8); and madking effects éSIPU IV:l)EE
_Iﬁ addition to the above disclaimgrs; the'reséﬁrchers both
summarize the evaluétiqns of Phase I by a consultaﬁf, Dr .N.
Rudy, Professor of Statistics and publish his entire:evaluafioﬁ
in an afpé;dif. Dr . Rudy éummarized his‘evaiuétion by état}qg A
+ that the feSults of the SIPU study wefe;"largely

incomclusive'" (see SIPU I:2§—34).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A detailed and careful examination of the entire four
phases of the SIPU projéct as recorded in the original research

documents reveals that none of the phases satisfied any one of

the‘critéria used here. The examination has shown. at leaéfithat
parolees were not randomly assigned; the'indgpendent variable
(Intensive supervision) Qas not adeqﬁately defined or measured;
the Hependent variable was ina&equately meésured and repbdrted;
there was no evidence that experimentals received Freatment as
defined, and that the coptrols did not receiveltreatment;’and
t he tesearch repbrts»on each‘phasé’of-the research failed tf’
. S

provide information essential to the study’s replication and

verificatlbh;'TﬁéééJSIghIfihént"IﬁhﬂéQEEéi@éi;EléEf1§ﬁéﬁ§§é§ff

- — i ——————— —

-

”l@ﬂﬁaskiugueffetts”*mezns*the*iuttrventibn‘sfrﬁtégy‘ftféﬁfﬁent)
may have had opposite effects upon different kinds of subject

within the experimental groups. Thus an effect may be covered up

(masked) or cancelled out in gﬁé summing up of the data process.
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that each phase of thé study isvso poor there are no contlusions
to be drawn from theﬁ singly or i; cdeination in terms of
‘substantivé findings ot their social bolicy implications for
-criminal justice. | | |
As noted in the‘preceding chapter more than fifty different
sociél scientists have cited the SIPU research- The large
majority of these citations tefer to the original retearch
. documents . Of all citationé to the SIPU study diécoveted moté.

- than fifty‘cite the origimal research dotumentsq—(see Tables IT -
,énd ITI, chapter 3).‘Despite this gteat’number of references to
the original research documents, there remain only three
instances where attentiot has been given to specific
_methodblogipal problems'(e.g. Wa}ier, 1972: 127; Logan
1972:378-387; Lipton, ﬁartinson, and Wilks, 1975:116-163).

‘Qf‘the three instances whereAattentioﬁ hés:bten given to.
m&thodblogical proBleﬁs, only one (Logan , 1972:3784387) found
the study’s methodology severely flawediéﬁowever, even Logan ‘s
analySis was not entirely correct as he reported the researchers
randomized when they-did-nuo6t (see Logan, 1972:386-387) . Waller
(1972:116-205) referring to Phase III and IV, also erred in that

%

19Logan (1972:386-387), in an assessment of the first three

- —-——phases; found that 4E4T€4*94%u1}y4*fikii%&d“%ff‘?ﬂ?ﬁ%Fid{f4&ﬂ4‘811€1}&fk€f¥4-7*~**h*"“““L

.definition of intensive supervision; failed to provide evidence
that only the treatment group received treatment, and was
incapable of routinization. ‘
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Wﬁis metﬁ;doiog;cai criticism is only'of Phase ITIIZ’ : b‘\

The failure of Waller (1972) and Logan (1972) to deal more
completely with methodoloéical issues can‘Be understood &hen Qe
consider both observers failed_to‘c;néult the érigihal document
in its entirety%IThese;writers, thefefore; did not have access

to all the facts. The failure of Lipton et al. (1975) to regard

the SIPU reéearch aérbgingVmefhodpiogically”ﬁnébﬁﬁd7wh€n, ié
 fact, it met virtually all oftfheir criteria for exclusioﬁ is

- more difficulﬁ to,understandn Indeed,.aswmentionéd;in the - " _ - =
pfecéding chapter, the research was classified‘as four of the
Abest of the‘many stﬁdies theylHad reviéwed (see LiPton et al,
1975:153,156,160,161) . This is particularly confusing as{Lipton
et al note that the'iﬁtroductiéﬁ of small caseloads was not put
into effeét_and'theréfore di&‘;;t differ from the regular
caséload supervision (Lipton e£7a1, 1975:119). In addifion, théy |
point out in a fo;tnoté that the;e was "an absence of either a
theory of supervisibn or any measure of ‘adequacy’ of
supervision" (Lipton ét‘éi, 1975:119) . The authors also point to

some of the limitations of the outcome measure (Lipton et al,

1975;136-137) . These problems alone clearly satisfy their

- —— e - - N

20 yaller (1972:127)ﬂoted that the researchers failed to chepk
wthernaturewofﬂtherparolefoificersi~decisi0nﬁt9urevekefpa;oleawwww~”~—~wvf

;;”WW,ﬁ@EiLngangleJZQ4g113345133g141l3ﬁA1A5l:ﬁjgaﬁgxgjgxgnng;Lngkhase

-

IIT and thus was relying'on'secondhand information about this,
phase, while: Waller (1972) relied on Phases IITI and IV as a
reference to information about the first two phases.
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criteria four, fiVe, six, andkniﬁe for exclusiof%
The more than fifty other occasions wheré the SIPU research

has been cited, and taken at face value without attention to

- methodological issues appear to constitute a clear cut instance

- of "organized scepticis

of the fallure of crimi ologists to adhere to the prescription

5

", Even conceding that some
criminbiogiéts did emplo "ééepﬁiéisﬁ", it'seemé clear,
péfticularly in 1light of tﬁe cases where attention had been
éiven,;g methodological coﬁcerns, the,progess,itself is not a

reliable tool for ensuring the scientific adequacy of research.

While it has been found that conformity.-to methodological

~

‘norms 1s variable among social scientists, or at least among

22

23

: 23
evaluative researchers,(Bernstein, 1978:24-47) this finding

cannot be used to explain the findings of the present analysis.
If it could ser?e as even a plausible'explanation, we would
expect to find at least some variance in the citations to the

—— - —— - — o ——— - e = -

One would only be guessing in anuattemptito explain the

‘confusing conclusions of these authors. One of the authors,

though, has been criticized elsewhere regarding the presentation
of his work. Thus Adams (1977:325) states "careful examination
of Martinson’s methods and conclusions suggests that he has
given us a mixture of science, rhetoric, and legerdemain, and it
is difficult to say what predominates".

Bernstein’s study suggeéted that this wvariance can be
partially explained when comparing social scientists who are

guided by the norms of an "entrapreneural model" (more likely in

evaluative research) to those s¢ientists who are guided by the
norms of an "academic model"™. The study indicated that -one of

the consequences of the "entrepreneural model" 1s the lower
conformity to the prescribed norms of methodelogy in social
sclence .’ ’

- s
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SIPU study with regpect to its methodological adequacy . That is
to say we‘shonld have found among the more t han fifey citations

to the SIPU study at least some evidence of awareness and

RPN

/

- mention of methodologicallflaws to lesser and éréater degrees .

Again,4such awareness and mentionm 1is all but totally absent.




III. MISREPORTING

INTRODUCTION

The preceding chapter showed the SIPU study to be so

methodologically flawed its findingé must be rendered nugatory."

Only once (i.e. Logan, 1972:380) in more than fifty citations

“has ansimilar obéervation been offered in the literature. The

‘abéence‘of such an obséfvation being reported appeared to be a

result the failure of criminologists'to exercise the norm of

"organized scepticism", the unreliability of the process of

organized scepticism itself, or both. There are, however,

'peculiarities among the citations to the SIPU studies not

mentioned in the previous chapter, which suggest the problem of

such massgsive error being overlooked 1s not only- the }esult of
"failedf scepticism, but additionallyvthe resulg of other
factors. |

The possibility the error mighf be the fésult of other
factors came to mind when, in considering more closely tﬁdse

writings in which "gene%al"lmethodological concerns were

raised, 1t sgemed peculiar that the reporter would criticize

—— e e - -y won

"General" meading that mention was not given to a specific
methodological problem or the degree to which inappropriate
methods affected the study. -
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- ~Iééftain pﬁéges of therstQ&§rand not others. At the sahe time,
severai citations provided incorfeét information about the SIPU
findings . Moreover, 1t was notiCed‘thié misreporting occured
regardless of whether.thé author of the citation referred to the

'original research document or cited a secondary source .

The above cursofy observations led to a cpnjectugé that
additioﬁalrinsights td why‘the SIPﬁ study did ﬁbt reééivév 7

critical methodoloéical reappraisél might‘be proviﬁed by a more

thorough analysis of the citations themselves. At the very least = -

"misreporting".

such an analysis might show the extent of
‘Clearlyy sincelmisrgporting of SIPU findings appeared to be the
rule rather than the exception a more illuminating anélysis

would be provided by examining all the available writing which

réported on the eﬁtire four phases of the SIPU research rather

than juét studying thoée few writings which gave afténtiéﬁ to

methodolgical concerns . This chapter presenfé and discusses the

analysis and findings. | ‘ o . —
The préSehtation begins with a'general statement of the

findings'and—then explainsyhow t he apalysis sample‘was selectéd-

This explanation includes a table providing information on

excluded citations. A second table contains all of the

information from —‘:h ich the ana lysis —isrfn}&de—,—%—sfatemt—' 4-g—-them—— —

provided on the SIPU findings éﬁ4Iﬂpﬁijgd,inglhgghxiginal

research document. Finally, the information, is analyzed and

some conjectures are offered.
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FINDINGS IN BRIEF ' .
| A review o% a géleéted number of'reporfg clearly shows tha#
thé SIPU.stqdy has been widely misreported. Among seventeen |
:reports, only one reported on the findings of the study
‘qureqtlyijﬁm;ng'the sixteen7incorrect'réports there -is- a- total Wf~~ﬂ;~'wf
éf:eight differéntlversions cbncerning what was aétually‘\Q
Eeported by gpe SIPUlreséarchers.wThe:discrepanciéB between
veréioﬁé were.agdufﬁthe aiiéged findings of fhage'III apd tota . .
lesser degree, Phasé‘Iv. | | |
There were also several cases of 1ncorreét information in
desériptions’of‘fhe study, poor deécriptions of the'study in the
majority of reports, incomplete (did no; ;eport 6n all bhaées)
desériptiohs in\many'repo;té publisﬁeé t;n of'moreryeararafter—
the publication éf the original SIPU report, .cases of
iﬁappfopriate terminology describing "statistical;y significant"
findings, and éasesAof discrediting statemehtg appliéd only
against selected phases of the study. |
Appafently,‘many reports relied on secondary or
"para-secondary"zsources for4inf;rmation about the.SIPU‘gtudy.
Analysis shows, however, that while.secbndary and para-secondaryl

sources are perhaps a contributing factor in some misreporting,

-
—— - ——— - —— — i — o

2"Para—secondary" means a reporter used the report of one phase = y
of the study as ‘a source of information to report on other.
phases. : - ‘
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’éeéondary sources egﬁsoaﬂid not aﬁpear in mqst éasgs to be'a,‘
plausible explﬁnatidh for‘misreporting- Also, most misreporting
could not reasonably be éttrdbﬁted to the presence of ﬁultiple
conclusions or the manner ié whichbphe findings were presented
in the original research report sinté thé majority of citafions
reppzﬁééwﬁigﬂingﬁﬂvﬁisﬁ,wezg,eéthex @nﬁirgliwopppsitgUtQ,;hgwwm
findings the SIPU reseéréhe;s reported or which were not even
mentioned in the original report. Fiﬁally, tﬁeré*lggnd_dppafeht
pattern to the use of imappropriate ,.t’é"rfnla'c;'is’g{‘Q—a‘af’;éj';ét’i;{é1’y*
applied discfediting sfatements,'and such*uses did not support’
the'notion.of treatmenf destrugtiqn techniqueé_as recently put

)

forth by Gottfredson (1979:39-54) «

v SELECTING A SAMPLE . E =

—~

Selectingya sample for the present analx&{a;fegan with a
search through the University of Bfitish,CblumBid and Simon
Fraser University libraries for all writings which made

" reference to the SIPU study. This search located fifty—fi%i

citations?®

There likely are other citations buried in reports not
supplying references, included in unpublished manuscripts, or

31t was surprising to find that most, of the citations found in

the libraries were not 1listed in the "citation ingex" (i.e.

. ;;,.,,\(,l o

. Social Sciences Citatiomn Index) The.search was made~by looking
through the "stacks" for books and journal articles which seemed

likely (by virtue of their;ti;les) to cite research on caseload .

size. i —_-
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. | ) . - - E
contained in writings simply not available in the libraries at

U.B.C. and S.F.U. For example, the eighth and ninth editions of

~"Sutherland and Cressey's text‘Criminology could not beilocated,

+

but we can be reasonably sure the SIPU study would be mentioned

in these editions since it . is mentioned in the seventh and tenth

*"editionsv“lt*israssumed;“though;'that”these“unavailable'OTHM““*L*

) i , - .
undetected citations are small in number and their exclusion

vfrom the present analysis is not. significant.

Of the fifty-fiwe reports located seventeen were chosen

for further study . Reports‘were chosen only if they cited all

"four phases of the SIPU research or if they gave a clear

impression they were making reference. to each of  the four

'Vphases. Thus,‘reports such as those of Reckless (1961:546-547),

Gibbons (-1968:529), Milleri(1979:256-262)1 and—Dressierr
(i§69}268-26§) were excluded because they make reference to only
one or two phases of t he study.'Similarly, LeDain Commiésion's“‘
report (1973 1043, 1055 1056) was excluded since it was
impossible to determine whether the‘commission ‘was referring to
all four phases or simply Phase IV - the phase citeS as
reference . 2Q~ . .7 ‘ ot 7 - L.

It also had to be obvious that reporter’s were only

reporting the findings_of the SIPU researchers and not relaying

~theirrown interpretation. Since the present analysis—isl

concerned with how accurately the SIPU has been reported and not
S ) . . 7 - o .
how the study has been interpreted, the jslightest doubt about .
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any part of a diséussion on the SIPU findings resulted in a
report”’s excldsioﬁ. Thus,‘fqr example, Keve (1967:42), Adams and.
Vetters (1971f3924393), and Lipton,'Martinson,'and Wilks

(1975:116;163) could not be included. Lipton et al (1975) was -

. the only report excluded omn interﬁretation grounds alones

"Also excluded were citations such as those of Robinson

(1969:50-51,126), Outerbridge (1970:192,199), and Adams

(1974:1028-1029 which offef explanations of the SIPU study in

reports already included among the seventeen selected for

f

further study. In other words, these reports are dﬁplicates, and .

thus their iﬁclusion would mot add to the analysis. Finaliy,'it
was necessary to exclude any report which failed to supply a
reference - Thus, the reports of Conrad (1965:295) and Carney

(1977:106) were excluded. A complete 1ist‘of'excludéd>reports

“and the reasons for théir exclusion is provided in Table' II.

" Table III 1lists inclusions.
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phase:

FINDINGS AS REPORTED IN THE ORIGINAL REPORT

Given the nature of this analysis it 1is obviously essential

to know precisely what was stated in the original report.

Therefére,”extensive,quotationsﬂfromAthe.origininal SIPU. o

research.document are included. A reading of the four SIPU

'réports reveals the following findiﬁgs being reborted:

Phase I (1956). From page fénrofithé rééearch document two .

statements show that’negatiﬁe findings were reported in this

N\

One of the suggestive statistics that came out of the
1955 SIPU report was that SIPU had a differential effect
which was favourable to robbers, forgers, and burglars,
especlally recidivist robbers (see Appendix 111). The
analysis of later statistical data reveals that these
differences no longer apply .(SIPU I:10)

"While the differences in violation rates between the 15
man and 90 man caseloads were small and insignificant
the violation rates have remained favourable to the
intensively 'supervised 15 man caseloads .(SIPU I:10)

Phase II (1958). Under the heéding "Summary of Findings" on page
one of the reseéfch‘Teport a clear statement of negative

findings can be found:

: There,wasfnn,signiiicamtﬁdifterencemhetweenmfheﬁthiftyu—mﬁWmm——wwrw

man—and ninety man caseloads In recidivism criteria
~(19.45) Parole Violation Rate to (20 .4%) favoring the

thirty man caseloads. (SIPU II:1)

Phase ITI (1962). The SIPU researchers offer d " statement of

positive findings generally and a finding of a differential
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effect SIPU researchers on page one' of the research report:
The findings can be summarized as follows:
1. Parolees released to reduced caseloads performed
 significantly better than thoszi?tleased to regular
caseloads, at both twelve and wenty—-four months
~after release .
2. The difference between SIPU and Control caseloads
was not the same for all parolees.

a. The SIPU~Control difference was larger for

- medium-risk parolees than for the best or ]
poorest risks. o

b. The SIPU-Control difference was larger for
parolees released to the northern region than
for the southern region-.

c. The SIPU~Control difference was larger for
parolees released in the middle of the time
period covered by the study than for parolees
released earlier or later. ' :

~ (SIPU III;l) ‘
Phase IV (1965). In this phase two distinctly different

hypothesis were tested. Concerning the hypothesis that an
appropriate matching of parolee andvggrg}ghggent types can
reduce parole recidivism the research document states:

The Characteristics of parolee - parole agent
relationships studied so far have been shown to have
little to do with parole outcome. In this project
unforeseen reséarch and administrative factors lead the
staff to believe that an adequate test of the matrix
relating to parolee - agent interaction has not
occurred ... The hypothesis about the interactiomn matrix
merits further testing under mor ~exacting experimental
conditions and an examination of "the processes involved.
(SIPU 1IV;ii)

The predicted parolee-parole agent interaction did not
~occur. Neither high nor low - maturity parolees

performed differently when supervised by external, as.
compared to Internal agents. (SIPU IV;ii)

On the hypothesis concerned with caseload size and parole

outcome relationship the report states:

-
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Phase IV.(Listed in Table IV). | - o S

L ow

Subjects in small (15 man) and in medium (30 wman)
caseloads performed significantly better than subjects

in large (70 man) caseloads in terms of proportion of no

arrests and of minor arrests . Differences in proportion

of major arrests, TFT returns, and WNT returns were not ‘ ;
significant, nor were there any differences in '
proportion of major violations or total returns to
prison ... There was no indication that small (15 man)
caseloads were more effective than medium (30 man)
caseloads with subjects of any risk level. (SIPU IV;{iii)

.What may be concluded from the findings ‘reported on
caseload size? SIPU IV confirms the SIPU III finding of
a ‘medium (30 man) vs. large (70 man) caseload
difference . Medium (30 man) caseloads in ‘the SIPY IV -
study performed significantly better than large (70 man)
caseloads. Their superiority was most evident in keeping
men arrest free for the first year of parole and in
preventing arrests of a minor nature. (SIPU 1IV:25)
s ‘ :
If we consider the SIPU study as as one report, we see the
! N ,A-._\\ . . N
SIPU researchers reported negative findings in Phase I and IT,

positive findings and a finding of a differential effect in ’,
Phase III} positive findings in PhasekIV with respect to the
efficacy of reduced caseloads; and inconclusive fihdings with

respect to the testing of parolee'f parole agent interactions in

1!

- et o M e e - B

“"Differential effect“ means the treatment had a greater effect ,
on some offenders than on others. "Positive findings and a -

differential effect" means the treatment produced a significant
difference overall, but the effect was different depending on

the type of offender. It does not mean the differences between :
caseload sizes were only significant for certain groups. v
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DIFFERENT VERSIONS

A comparison of the seventeen citations on Table IV to the

-

report of the SIPU researchers shows that only once have the
o ,/’/ .
findings of the SIBQ\Eﬁingpéén.reported correctly ({1 .e

'AGreenbe;gT,1977:L3§»L36)w Indéedjramongrincdrrect reports there-
are eight different«vefsions concerning the’SIPU research. Table

I1I shoﬁs, though that each citation reports the first two

phases cofrectly'and fhe7discrepancies ;re,only abdut the last
twp p%ases. Thefe are five versions concerning Phase III and
fgur vefsiqns cqncerning Phase IV.‘Oq‘the basis oquhat_We know
about differeﬁées betwéen t}e originallreports on the first two

phases and the 1asﬁatwo, we might conjecture these discrepancies

are attributable to two closely related factors.
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MULTIPLE CONCLUSIONS AND A POOR PRESENTAT ION

'/JB

- First, thé reports on the last two phases §éem to provide -
,nltiple,gqncluéiSnsJ‘whiléffhe reports on the kirst,twowbhases; .
provide oni& one coﬁclusion each; Actually, the last two phases
each onlylprqvidé oﬁe‘conclusion;-unléés'read c%fefully,?v l'.
%ho&eﬁér,adﬁlyihglf_éf ihéiéonclﬁsién wgﬁidrﬁé:fepbrféd. seéond;
t he discrepadcies may be‘due.£§-find1nés of the last two phases
not being preseﬁtgdAas ciearly as they could have p;en. For‘
example, ‘the sﬁmmary;of findings in the Phase III report'telis
us the differences\between SIPU and Control caseloads was not
the*saﬁe for‘all p#roleeé, but it does not tell us if these
differences were inéignifi%ant with respect to anf one group .
Thérefére, we are left to assume, 1f we do not read elsewhere 1in
thé report, that“the findings were signiﬁicaﬁt'with respectito
all pa?olees. Simil%rly, thé summary of findings in the ?ﬁase £V«
dbcument reports fiﬁdipgs on the testing of pgrolee~- parole

agent interaction as negative, when in fact cléarly t he

researchers considered these findings as nugatory, or at least’

Inconclusive.

One problem ,howeve;j in attributing misreports im this
case to either the presence of multiple*Conclusibns or poorly

presented findings, or even a combination of the two, 1s that we
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are left to consider ~why an author would cite a~findin§ not even

" offered in the original report. All sixteen of the misreports

k.

cited findings concerning caSeloads sizes in Phaé% IV which were

not mentioned in the original report. This was also the _case for

_three citations on the alleged_findings of Phase ITTI.
Moving from Table III momentarily to Table II we notice K

citation which makes, a claim about Phases I and II not offered

w

in the original report:

In fact, research studies have indicated that the les§
contact the parolee has with the parole officer, the -
better the likelihood of success in the conmunity.
(empahsis added) (Miller, 1979:256-257)

-

éf?hﬁforiginal reports of Phases I and II are cited as examples of
*the moreanotable studies proving this point" (see Miller,1979:

262) 3 , .

'SECONDARY. SOURCES

While:all citations referred to in this andlysis are
.. secondary (or tertiary)ssources\torany reporter who might rely.
on them for information about the SIPU study, they, with the

exception of Greenberg'(1977:135—136),lcontrihute to ;

~misreporting. Additionally, Table III shows that seven of the

—_——————_————-——-—

§ T e

>This citation, hoWever,‘is arguably Miller S own interpretation
and not a "report" of the research.

1

®A "tertiary source" means a source which relies on a secondary -
source to.report on the SIPU study.
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sixteen incorrect?citations relied on secondary or
pararsecondary sources . While this may create the impression

that secondary and para-secondary sources contribute to

a

'oﬁ_Secondary (including para-secondary) sources per se does not
~—-—— - - appear—to-explain-misreporting-in -this-case- Indeed,monlymthree
of the ditéliené’referred to secondary sources . In the four

~cases in which the citation was based on a para-secondary .

source, misreporting of findings only occured when the original
source was used. One‘citation, Outerbridgé (1969:379-380,386),

using Phase IV as reference, didbmisrepOrt the findings of Phase

ITI. In a later writing, howe?er, Outerbridge misreported these

-

"findings when:using‘all four phasés as reference (see

Outerbridge, 1970:192;199).71t—is noteworthy :E&&AQFe only -

-

correcY report relied on a para-secondary source.

! decrease the number, of incorrect versions from eight nor does it

change: the number of incorrect versions concerning es III

i

-7Also, it is reasonable to assume that if secondary sources
were indeed responsible for misreporting we would expect
tertiary citations to report the same conclusion as the -

- - gecondary sour
i always the case

- Robinson and Smith (1971:76-77) report a
differential _for Phase 1

o~ . “ - - : ‘
misreporting a closer inspection shows, however, that a reliance.

‘Further, removing secondary sources from Table III does not

« We—can see from Table III that this its not

(1967:48-49), jreports positive findings and a differential -
effect for this phase . Looking at Table II we can see yet

, another xample; Logan's'(1972)'use of Glaser (1964) for )
~referencé. Logan reported a negative finding with respect to
¢ While Glaser reports a finding of a differential

Phase I1
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INAPPROPRIATE LANGUAGE AND SELECTIVE CRITICISM

Findiﬁg reportefs_using inappropriate 1anguage toldgscribe
"sigﬁifiéa&t".findings and applying diécreditingﬂstateménts
~againét~énlyfc%rfainmphaseswof~thé study\is a causeifor:concern1=VWW
While these prabiems‘are,not.necessarily probiems of |

misreporting, the latter problem does seem to suggest that some

7506151 séientigtéiméytbe éélécfivély séeptical in:examiniﬁg
"original work [seg Barnes and Dolby(1950:10) Foothofe,'z
Introdﬁction Cﬁgfter I above]% Also, certaiﬁly bofh problems as
they apply tb the SIPU study remind 0 of the notion of
"treatment destrqctio; techniques":s forwérded.by Gottf;edspn

(1979:39—54)1 For these reasons it seems necessary to examine

—— - ——— - - - - . -

Qcont’d)effectin this phase. |

® Indeed one is also reminded of Miller’s (1977:481) notion of
"jdeologized selectivity". Miller states that " Ideology plays a
paramount but, largely unrecognized role in this process, to the
detriment of other ways of determining priorities. Ideologized
selectivity exerts a constant influenpe in determining which
problem areas are granted greatest significance, in which
projects are supported, what kinds of information are gathered
and how research results .are analyzed and interpreted". (Miller,
1977x481) (emphasis added) This is only mentioned here as "food
for thought™, the author is not claiming to know the motives or
the ideological stance of any scientist referred to in this

) theSiS LI T o o T - ”7_‘7' - '7"7'7"T” - T Tt T Ty

AgiheftechniquesfGgLtixedsonglistsginclude+gii4con£aminafn the

treatment; (2)stress the criterionrproblem (attack the criteria
used as an indicator of egal behavior); (3)appeal to common
sense; (4)demonstrate that ¥ehabilitation is premised on faulty
theory; and (5) seek univeszls (see Gottfredson, 1979:39-54).
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them. Gottfredson argues that:

.+.there are at least five distinguishable methods that
may be used to demanstrate the ineffectiveness of any
and all treatment modalities in the criminal Jjustice
s?%tem. Individually (but, most effectively in
combination), these methods are capable of destroying
any positive results that might appear in the
literature . Perhaps more important, each can be used to’
show.that continuing research in the area would be a
mistake...many of them are already an integral part of
the working vocabulary of many criminologists.
Gottfredson, (1979:40) : ' ; -

_Qlearly, each of therthreereriticisms/levied against the
findings of Phase III are exanples’of what Gottfredson calls the
"contaminate the treatment" technique whereby the critic
suggests "that the effect renorted‘in t he study i8 due to some

treatment other than suggested by the authors of the study"10
Thus, Martinson (1974) cites positive findings for Phase III,
but attributes these findings to’a deterrent effect (see |

'Martinson, 1974:46-47) . Robinson and Smith (1971:76-77) and

* Greenberg (1977:135- 136) cite positive findings for Phase III

but add there was "evidence" to show the results wefe,not a -

result of the effectiveness of reduced caseloads, but instead
the results of differential deeision making that, originated from

a desire to demonstrate the effectiveness of small caseloads . In

the case of Robinson and Smith (1971) ‘and Martinson (1974)

1 Gottfredson states that for maximum impact "the technique

should be invoked only after a review of the study has appeared
to shéw a substantial treatment effect. Let the reader grasp
this ray of light in an®* otherwise darkened room of megative
findings . Suddenly snap the windowshade shut by contaminating
the treatment (Gottfredsom, 1979:40-42)."
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‘ negatine findings were reported in the other‘three phases .
Greenberg (1977) reports positive,findings in Phase IV as well
but presents tnem in a quite negative way': »
Although there were snsll and significant differences in
the proportions of each group experiencing no arrest or
minor arrests, there were no significant differences 'in ;
terms of major arrests,‘technical revocations of parole,
'or returns to- prison—-with-a new commitment. (emphasis - - .
added) (Greenberg 1977:136) :
| thle bottfredsonfs\techniques do not_include tne use of
-senantic\legerdemain;including;theuse of inappropriate' - —
terminology, we. can Suppose sneh_use oould provide a similar
effect. From the citations listed on Table III ne will find
. three instsnceS'where irappropriate terminology was used;‘
negative findings had been reported in all other phases . Thus
instead of thevword significant" 0’ Leary (1974: 937) reports
“sone" differential effects for Phase I1I1, while Robinéon and
Smith (1971:76).report "slightly better" differential effects
for this phase. The Citizen’ s Inquiry Committee (1975: 170) .also
uses therterm 'slightly better" in reporting positive findings
and a differentialpeffect for Phase»III.

-

'The_failure of theseythree citationﬁ to use appropriate »
terminology and the nse of discrediting statements in the three' \h
previouS”nentioned”citationswmeans,wof'course;wthatvthewfindingsw~+m~ﬂvw
e repofted—by—aii—sixmeoﬂidzweii;be—taken—by—subsequentgobserxere4%44*44ﬁ7

as being negative, or at least not worthy of further attention.

This, together with the fact that discrediting statements could
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have been levied against the "negative" findings for one reason

or another, is consistent with the notion of treatment
destruction'techniques- On: the other hand, to charge that the
. -~ - . .

authors deliberately empleyed preatmethdestructioe techniques
impliee a knowledge of each reporter’s motives, a knowledge we
’dbn‘t'haveuFufther~there~ate SﬁilL three instances where;:\kﬁ; e
discrediting statements wére levied against negatiee findinge.,

Thus Adams (1967 49), 0- Leary (1974 937), and Robinson andFSmith
(1971 77) note in one sentence that Phase IV had been criticized

for "a lack of precision". Indeed, in two of these instances.

(1 .e. Robinsoe and Smith,‘l97l; O'Leary, 1974) tﬁe di@creditiﬁgwi%'
statements are offered by the saee reporters we would be

accusing of employing treatment destructien techniques.

\

11 Not surprisingly, Gottfredson. was recently criticized for -
claiming (at least implying) to know how social scientists
evaluate effectiveness claims. Thus Lerman (1980:126-127)
correctly states "If it could be demonstrated that a panel of
reviewers from the National Academy of Sciences, as well as
other social scientists and criminologists, were not directly
reading studies and using scientific criteria to evaluate
effectiveness claims, but instead were only relying on the
secondary analyses of the inventors of destructionm techniques,
then this would constitute important mews . However, Gottfredson
‘does not provide any evidence that any of the authors cited in ¢
his opening paragraphs reached their no~impact conclusions by

Telying solely on the authors ef- the- alleged ‘destruction . . .

techniques”’. Unless he is willing to make, and sustain, this
—kiﬁd—e£vehargej—the;egisgxea1ly4nnihaeiaiinxieng2esting that

current conventional wisdom has not been employing traditional
standards of scientific proof." Gottfredson, in a rejoinder to
Lerman, clearly avoids this request for "evidence" (see
Gottfredson, 1980:130-122). e - :
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"INADEQUATE DESCRIPTIONS, INACCURATE BASIC INFORMATION,

INCOMPLETE REPORTS

Analyzing citations to the SIPU study shows that not only

the findings of the study have been poorly reported . The

majority~of'reportsqrincludeduand excluded, provided inadeguatewym;NWM-

descriptions of the SIPU study. The‘origninal report tells us

(as noted in Chapter II) that in Phase III there were only two

.caseload sizes - a thirty “five man caseload and a seventy ~two

man caseload. Some reports fail to mention that caseload sizes

for controls in .Phase III had been changed from ninety men to
seventy-two men . Others provide entirely inaccurate statements

concerning basic information. Outerhridge (1968:380), for
example, reports that caseload sizes for'Phase ITII were set at
fifteen, thirty,; and seyenty, while Glaser (1969(b):23) reports

that caseload sizes were set at thirty-five and ninety. O’Learyd

‘(1969 215) provides incorrect information in his bibliography by

referring to a twenty man caseload study . Outerbridge (1968)

also erred by noting that parolees on intensive-caseloads were.

Y

given psychiatrice coasultation (see Outerbridge, 19685379).

There i3 no mention of such freatment anywhere in the Phase 1

report, althOugh t he Phase TI report in providing an

introductory statement on Phase III, does state that in the
third phase a psychiatrist and a psychiatric social worker did-

meet the agents of the Los Angeles Unit on a bi-weekly basis
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(see SIPU Ilf24).
. It can readilyAbe seen by 1ooking«at lable;II that most of

.the'exeluded reports were incomplete.‘Some of these Vritings

le-g. Glaser, 1969(a), 1969(b); Gibbons, 1968; 0°Leary, 1969;

. I
‘Reckless, 1967) were printed in the late sixites amd thus their

“authors might mot have had access to the reports of the entire -~ —nn

. / ) o . &
"four phaées of the SIPU study..Such writings cannot be faulted

. for failing to provide information on all four phases. There

are, however, cases where access should not have been a problem.

. For example, the fifth edition (1973) of Reckless's text The

Crime Problem and the second edition (1973) of Gibbons” text, An

Introduction to Criminology were not updated to include -

- statements on Phase III ‘and 1V, findingsn Similarly, Dressler

b

(1969: 268) cited only Phase III, while Miller (1979 262) cites
only Phase I and II. The LeDain Commission Repert
(1973:1043,1055-1056) cites only Phase IV, and Sut?erland and
Cressey (1978: 640~ 651) fail to refer to Phase III. While thesek
incomplete reports are not necessarily ‘related to problems of

misreporting, in as much as they fail to provide the entire

picture when doing so would be relevant, they are possible

-

sources of distortion. Nonetheless, as shoWn by Table V below,

among incomplete reports there are several accurate references

to the SIPU findings.
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CONCLUSIONS .

a

The extent to which the SIPU study has been misreported 1is

'“disquiétingz~withfoniy~one<instance~of correct reporting of.-the ... ...

study when all four phases are reported together, there can be

no doubt the problem 1is SOméthing Sbre than one of "failed

sceé;icism"r

Thére is the‘pOSSibility that one .of the caseg reQiewed
here (ie. Kassebaﬁm,'Ward and Wilner, 1971:308), although é%ting
all foﬁr phases of the study, was really oniy refefring to the
findings‘of Phase I and II. In this case, although each'of the

four phases was listed as referemce, only a general statement

was offered. The findings of each phase were not considered

separately . Thus, this citation, 1s arguably, not misreporting -

t he oghef‘citations leave absolutely no room for doubt as to
what they are réfergkng to. .

Onlyf;heﬁ%epofﬁe;s themselves can tell us why misreporting

- i
s

occured In each case. We can only conjecture. Perhaps in some

cases the fault lies w

ith the praéfice of relying on secondary

sodrcés instead of the briginal report . Perhaps 1t 1s possible

thét a reporter citéd the original, but actually used a
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12
secondary source . Perhaps in some cases the notion of

treatment destruction techpiques can explain- why a reporter
would only cite one shase, criticize one ‘phase, or offer a ‘ o
finding not offeted«in the original report. The examinatioc

provided here, howevet, has shown, at least, that it is unlikely

misreporting resulted from either a reliance on secondary

sources or the manner of presentation in the original report.

Whatever t he reasons, it has been clearly illustrated that

misreporting, like failed scepticism, is frequent and does
provide evidence for the need for attention to these problems by

the social science community.

12Several of the citations reviewed in this analysis provided R
—Vvirtually identical (word for word)descriptions of the SIPFO— — — —

study, the wording in their references also also being [

identical. For example, see and compare the descriptions offered

by Harlow, Weber and Wilkins (1971:343), Public Health , ' |

Publication (1971:523), and Soloman (1976:266). - ‘ 5

\



‘L/‘
-

: 'IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:PREVENTING ERROR
‘ -

INTRODUCTION

Deéﬁité contemporary acclaim, a detailed and careful
examination of the w2dely and impqrtantly cited SIPU prbjecé
reveals, a shoddy study. Sé¥iohé methodological problems ingiude
no adequate definition or measure of the independenf»yaxiable -
intensive parole supervision; a failurg %O»adequatély measure
and reporé*the dependent variable recidivism; a éailure to

randomly assign parolees as intended; and a lack of controls to

ensure only experimentals received treatment . Additionally, the

i

research report failed to provide informatioﬂ»essential for a,
re-analysis of the data and to thg study'q.reﬁlication;tA reyiew
° of fifty-five citations to fhe SIPU study showed sﬁly ﬁhree'
instances of attention to these flaws. Only once has the study
been interprefed as ﬁethodologicaily unsound . \v)/ 
A reviéw of Seventeen sourcés citing t he entire four phases’

of the SIPUTstudy‘shows thaf only once have the findings of the

-+ . o _ L

prdjééfmbééh”féﬁEFEEEHESF}éEEiijiééﬁerai cifégi;ﬁé<provide

- {ncorrect information in describing the study s design.
Misreporting occured fegardless of whether the original research -

v

document was cited as the reference. Indeed, most of the
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‘citations used the original document as reference.

-~

The fact that the errors disclosed here, have occured, and

.are of such magnitude, suggests "organizedqscepticism'is not a

- reliable means by which error can be detected and corrected for -

in §ocia1 science. Clearly, the problem is much worse. The

" errors disclosed here suggest we cannot be sure information will

be reported correctly even when research findings are taken at

face value . Thé need for additional safeguards is obvious.

ENTRENCHED ERROR

It is worth noting some of the wayg ingyhich thelerrogeaus
citations to the SIPU study have themselves been ;efeffed to in
sub;equent reports.iDoing 80 alloWs)us to see just how deeply
en;renched in thé literature an error can become, and thus
illustrates ﬁhe need to build in safeguards at the point at

which original research is first slated for publication .

The consequence of at least one of the citations referred

“to in this thesis’haskbeen_noted several times. Thus Glaser

(1975-76:197) states the Lipton et al (1975) book "may have

=

influenced more public pronouncements on correctional policy _

3

than any other writing in . this century", and Halleck and Witte

v

(1977:373) contend that "Martinson’s scholarly and comprehensive
work has had a powerful effect on criminal‘justice

administrators"” . Similarly, Ross and McKay (1978:279)point out

5
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- that the fashionable view that treatment is a dead issue can . be

N

attributed to Lipton et al (1975) aﬁd Wilks and Martinson (1976)
while Lgrner 61977:211)‘suggests,that Lipton et al (1975) has
become‘pért 6f.the justifiéation for proposals to abolish
fiﬁdeterminate sentencihg and parole, and Hackier (1978:93-97)
'*COntends7that the "cynical pgrspective“ on the effectiveness of
trehabilitatién is exémplified‘in its "bible“, the Liptonfét_al
(1975) book . Finally Conrad (1978; 57) concludes:

What other book in all 1iterature has made such a
progression? It was once inaccessible, therefore unrejﬁ,
but nevertheless an authoritative source of truth. It/is
now unreadable, therefore inaccessible, but still
established authority, an indispensable cIltation
whenever correctional research is to be discussed. Its
claim on opinion and belief is unshaken by criticism and
likely to stand a long, if not permanent test of time .

v G ———— - ———_—— -

While Martinson’s work and in particular the Lipton et al
" (1975) survey has been criticized (see Palmer, 1975:133-152;

Empey, 1976:582-583; Adams, 1977:325; Glazer, 1978:220; Warren,
1977:359-360; Gottfredson, 1979:39-54; Gendreau and Ross,

1979:463-465), the criticism has not been’, with the exception of 5
Glaser (1978:22), directed towards a re-assessment of the T
methodological adequacy of the studies reviewed in the Lipton et o
al (1975) survey. In othér words negative and positive findings

were not challenged as "nugatory findings". For the most part

the criticism is aimed at the conclusions offered, the manner in
- which the findings are presented; and to a lesser degree, the- ,

methods employed by Martinson ..The criticism is such that it has

probably not lessened the impact of Martinson’s work, but rather
- only changed the direction frow the nmotion that “mothimg works™ —
to the belief there is evidence to show "some things work". _

'fmludeed;uthereuhas—reeeatlyuaﬁpeared—i&—the—%itefatufe—a—nﬂw$ef¥>f44—f—~’?
_of articles which concentrate on showing that there is evidence :

to show some studies have produced positive findings (see

Palmer, 1975; 133-152; Warren, 1977:355-375; Ro'ss and McKay,

1978:279~295; Gendreau and Ross, 1979:463-489). .
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Several:citations reviewed in this_,thesis haveibecome part

of the "cumulativé krdowledge" on criminal justice research Thus

Shover (1979 304-306) in summarizing the research on
correctional effectiveneas refers to the "summary statements" of

Greenberg (1977), Robinson and Smith (1971) and Lipton et al

'(1975), while Kraus (1974 59) cites Outerbridge (1968) 1n oo

support of a statement ‘that studies of the eﬁficacy of ' =

e
)

'treatment' have not‘demonstrated its,SUPQriOﬁitYWQY?F_QEEQEi,#,-,T

forms of institutional'programs « Gendreau and Ross (1979 463)

‘note the Lipﬁgn et al (1975) book and Martinson 8 (1974) article

among the "leading exampleg of the numerous reports of thef
failure of correctional rehabilitation".'Martinson’s, (1974) -
article\is also cited to support Rossi and Wright's. (1977. |
39-40)statements about the inefficacy of correctional treatment.
Alschuler (1979~418) and Messinger and Bittner (1979:669),

writing in Criminologx,Review Yearbook, cite t he Hartinson

-

(1974) article in support. of statements abOut t he

ineffectiveness of treatment . The Martinson (1974) article is
/
also used to support Jobign's (1977:256,269) plea to diamhntle

some parts of the Canadian Criminal Justice System. Finally, the

Law Reform Commission Gf Canada (1976:117,126) refers to the

"very conclusive” evidence on the efficaciea of parole nrovided.\

by the Waller (1974) book.
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TOWARDS SAFEGUARDS

In considering how we might:reduce‘the incident of error
perpetuated in»social science we“have.to address two separate

problems; the possibility research findings and basic

information about research projects will be misreported, and the

PSE sibildi ,c,zc,}}!,e 91194 ological inadequa ,C}EE will go unnoticed, or at

leaat unacknowledged . Perhaps, though,'these two problemsvcan be

~

answered by the same set of safeguarding procedures.

S
~“There are a number of approaches(tﬁ;}ssessing of research

methodology's Global peerrreviews (tncluding research reviews,
reviews by journal and ‘book editors) are the approaches the

social science community has relied upon most often (McTaviSh et

‘l_al, 1977: 6). The . main problems with peer reviews, however, as

. HcTavish et al (1977 6) point Eut-,h,,

they are'quite

u'unstructured and inexplicit about ‘t he components of research

w

; methodology which are considered” and "it is difficult to tell’

ihow broadly ‘and. uniformly research/standards are brought to bear

A
a

,.dmhexperta judgments . Within the last fifteen years procedures

=

for-assessing reae&rch methodology have been’ developed in a more

'systematic and explicit manner (e.g. Dodd 1966 Boalt, IQQQJX

B Bernsiein and Freeman, 1975' Lin, Bingham, Heald 1976) Even

these“developments however, do not incorporate checks against

«

-

~ the ‘"judgments"'of the individual(s) using the assessment

l instrument..Thus, in the final analysis, they ‘still rely on

organi%Ed scepticism but in a moij/ﬁ)rmalized way . While euch



- . L ) ) s i —

,_'recently (1.e. McTavish et al, 19/

(1977)

“five selécted and ekﬁéfiéndédWreseéfiﬁéfé:ﬁﬁﬁlféfé:Eﬁééji

" therefore we know exactly what points were considered in the

" ‘using lettered ;and/or numerical symbols, and would be placed in

procédures are‘a‘step in the right direction, their reliability

is stiil questionable . - \  W _

-

Fortunately; an approach has

appropfiate Saféguard;<Q§:e£1y, the approach of McTavish et al
dep,

involves the in ndent Eeviewﬂand {atinghpﬁ_yg};ﬂkw

documented research projects against a set of descriptive and

evaluative (open-ended and structured) items by between two aqi o
substantive merit of the project as givén~ Each reviewer’s

methodological assessment‘tfpresents a "strucfuted'judgment".
immediately confirmed by other "structured judgments", and

assessment’and how accuratély phgyrwérg éénsi@gréq. Ihg‘gpprpagp;
has been fested éﬁd found td be valid and reliable (McTavish et
al, 1976:23-25). , o N .

The social écience commun;ty needs to establish é standard
calling_for gllioriginal research élated fbr puﬁlication to be
éubjectedﬁgo t he approach offefed by Mc?avish et al(1977) (or
gpé like 1t),‘and additionally, that the. agssessed research be

earmarked acéafdingly. The earmarking of resé?rch would be done

‘Vmetﬁodology of the research had been_assesse'

— the conclusion of the research report or write-up. The lettered

symbol "IA", for example, could be used to 1§fjify that the

, and this symbol
AN
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could be followed_by additional letters signifying anye

methodological shortcomings . Again, for example,ifhe letters -
"DI", could mean "dependent variable inadequately measured",

while "S", might be used to indicate "inadequate selection
. . o

procedures followed". Supposing that in one s8tudy both problems .

rwere~presen{,M{he~earmarking~fbllow1ng the'&riteéupwof~the~w U -

research would read (IA: DI,S). Once a researchlproject was

assessed and earmarked in this manner (or one like it), it could

+ be ‘cited with the confidence that it is as sound as it is ..
purported to be.

This approach could also take into account the cbnqlusions

and findings of the researchers and thus provide a safeguard

ting. It could be ‘established as a standard of

-s8cientific ade

listed at the.end.of t he reseafch report;‘end earmarked to
indicate the outcome of the review’process,(i.e. "D" for denied;
~"c" for coﬁfifmed, etce+). It could be further established that

_citedwconclﬁsions be placed in quotes, and that the earmarking

¥

B also be containedrwithin these quotes . Such a standard would

allow even the reader of tertiary citatione to the original

research to be at least reasonably sure that the findipgs are

exactly as they were stated in the original research document,

acy that conclusions and,fihdings,be numerically’

and further, that fhe findings and conclusions have been

scrutiﬁized;
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The proposed assessment and earmarking process has some

&

bonus. advantages aside from its capacity to reduce the creation

and perpetuation of error in social science. It would make the

N\ -

TN T ; 2 .
organization of "meta evaluations" relatively straightforward,

since it would simply -be a‘caserof'bringihg togethér 'reviewed

“‘conclusions". It would save each social sc ﬂ}n‘ tist an enormous
amount of‘time —:time ordinarily spent checking -the research

cited as refe:enceT\Fingl@y;rtpeVprchss éroposgq he;eiﬁgyigr

assist the social scientist who is not an expert ih research

methodé, and/or data analysis and statistiég. Given the

‘increased complexity of recent research efforts, this advantage

_ has particular significance.

- - —— . —— — — Pun ———————

g e e

——2"Meta evaluation™ 1s synonomous with the term "evaluations of
' evaluations". See Cook and Gruder (1978), Metaevaluation
Research, Evaluation Quarterly 2:5-51; Scriven ¢1969), An
Introduction to meta-evalution, Educational Product Report,
2:36-38 « S R :
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! APPENDIX A ‘ : s

The criteria Lipton et al use are:

1. Insufficient data were presented to support conclusions or

to permit re-analysis;
2. bata were oo preliminary to make a fafr evaluation;-

3. Only a summary of the actualigtudy was available and this

was insuffigient for a fair evaluation;

4. The findings werevconfounded by extraneous factors (fd;
ex#mplé, length of iﬁcarcer;tion, idiosyncrafic style, of
the:apist) to the extent that they could not be iﬁterpreteé;

;::'Thé measures of Ffeétment methods‘or outcome variables vere
so.unreliable of‘invalid that findings ﬁere uniﬁt{fpretable;

6. The treatment methods or outcome variables were‘so
inadequafely déscribedrthat it was impossiblé to evaiuate
ghe study; - |

7. The conclusions were spurious, that is, they were unrelated

to the data presented;

8. There was no indication of how the sample was selected or -

‘dssigned;

9, Inadequate procedures were used to select experimental and

control subjects, which made comparisons between them
uninterpretable;

10. The small size of the study sample made any conclusion

)
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hazardous;
11. Inappropriate statistical tests were used and insufficient

data were presented to permit recomputation. (Lipton, et al,

. 1975:6~7) . ;
R
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APPENDIX B

»

Logan ‘s critéria include:

-

. There must be an adequate definition of the program or set

" of techniques whose effectiveness is being tested. This

definition should be sufficiently operational that the

components of the program can be clearly identified.
2. The technique must be capabie of routinization. ThisAdpes
ﬁot mean that it has to be a purely mechanical dctivity, but -

it must be something that can be fepeated in all its

cbmponents'af'different times, with different éubjects, by i

Bhadn, o

different administrators of the technique .
3. There must be Bome”divisioﬁ,”preférably random, of a given

population of offenders into treatment and‘cohtrol groups, : ¥
with the two groups differing as little as possible with

respect to the characteristics of the subjects and their

B ' =

basis of selection. s C =

4. There must be some evidence that the treatment group 1is in

-

fact receiving treatment as defined, but that the control

'~ _group is mot.

5. There should be some "before—apd—afterﬁ‘meastrement of the '

ram ca _‘ "*?{

EESI DT

behavior that is sought to be changed, and a comparison made

between the two measures.

6. There must be a definition of “"success" and "failure" that

78
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is suffidiently operational to provide a .valid, reliable ‘
measﬁrement for determiﬁing‘the outcome of treatment." B
a. This definition should.bercompafible with ordinaryr
Snotiogs;of what would be sucqessfﬁ} or unsuccessful -
outcomes of treatment . _ » o
" b. There should be some follow-up or delayed measurement .in -
the community for both the treatment and control ETOUpPS » .
 (Logam, 1972: 378-379). f ; R
S
<
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SIPU - PHASE II '

Pamle Violations Within 6~1/2 Months Distributed to 'Iype of Release.
»Enplcyment Assistance for Parolees Released from January through June, 1957

-

EEE

. Type of Release Employment Assistance Paroled Violatiens - Percent

© 30-Man Caseloads | < 524 120 22,9
A. No Job - 269 60 22.3 .
B. Family or Friend 1179 | 36 20.1
- pASsisted-by: 1. Nome — - 165 - - —33- - 20,0 -
' 2. Union 13 3 23.1
3. CSES - - -
4. Other* 1 - - -
7—,74:,3;91&;;9@@;;”: S, [ 7 SR N S,
Assisted by: 1. None 3% . . 14 38.9 -
| 2. Union 25 6 24.0
3. CSES 12 : 3 ©25.0
A 4. Other* = 3 1 33.3
90-Man Caseloads ‘ _ R
A. No Job | . 10 2 . 20,0
. B. Family or Friend 382 78 © 20.4
Assisted by: 1. None 339 68 20.1 '
.. . " .2.Union - 42 - . .10 - 23.6
3. CSES - - -
, 4. Other* 1 - ‘ -
C. Pamle Agent ~ 7 : - 481 <. 125 26.0
Assisted by: 1. None ' 188 48 25.5
-2. Union. 108 24 ;22,2 '
3. CSES 141 37 26.2 .
; 4. Other* 44 16 - . 36.4 \
TOTALS - o 1397 325 - 23.3
_A. No Job | 219 62 $22.2
 B. Family or Friend ; 561 - 114 '20.3
Assisted by: 1; None ' .504 101 , 20.0°
e T pmdon— 55 13 236
3. CSES - T : o= -
4ot 2 B =
C. Parole Agent : . 557 149 - 26.7
Assisted by: 1. None 224 62 27.7
o 2. Union 133 30 122.6
3. CSES’ 153 40 26.1

4. Other* : 47 _ 17 36.2

80



APPENDIX C (continued) S ' o ?
. SIPU - PHASE IT (bontlnued) g
*The "Other" category includes assistance from various charitable
organizations as, Salvation Amy, Volunteers of Anerlca, St. Vmoents de . .. }
*Paul Society, etc. . : ‘
- Source: SIPU II:21, Department of Corrections, Calﬁoga, 1958. ﬁ
- R - i —— e - _ 5 _\ - _ . e B e Hé
S S e . - R S S
* i
. :
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APPENDIX D

Average Base ExpectancyKScore by SIPU vs. Control and
Quarter of Release* ‘

of ’ . of

; . . SIPU
Quarter » Nunber

. Average
B.E.

 Release = Subjects Score

Control

Nurber = Awverage.
- of B.E.
Subjects Score -

1. July-Sep. 1957 298

T TnT T 2, 0ct ~Dee, 1957 T T ’“285

3. Jan.-Mar. 1958 168
" 4. Apr.-Jue 1958 " 95
. 5.July-Sep. 1958 . . 35

15.7
1643
' 15.9
17.2

o ..13.3 .

6. Oct.-Dec. 1958 30

16.4

677 ' 16.3

422 '“16:].';' s e

557 15.2
837 14.9

176 . 14.9

137 14.7

July 1957 -

“Qec. 1958 B 911

N

16.0

2,806 15.5

Source: SIPU ITI:24, Department of Corrections, 1962
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