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T

he correctional system in the United States is expensive and often
punitive rather than rehabilitative. One potential way to reduce both
recidivism rates and criminal justice spending is through correctional
education. This paper explores the value of correctional education
through both neoclassical and behavioral economic perspectives and considers
potential tradeoffs and implementation challenges to expanding correctional
education. Policymakers and the public at large may hesitate to provide such a
service, but it is important to consider cost-effective ways to reduce recidivism.
Ultimately, evidence suggests that correctional education is an effective way to
reduce recidivism rates and potentially save money.
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INTRODUCTION
The United States currently has the highest incarceration rate in the world, with the
prison population standing at approximately 2.2 million people. Much of this population
includes individuals who reoffend. In fact, “over 600,000 prisoners are released each year and
over 70 percent of those are re-arrested within five years of release” (Executive Office of the
President 2016). Because of the large imprisoned population, the U.S. government spends
significant amounts of money on incarceration. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics,
over $84 billion was spent on corrections between federal, state, and local entities in 2012
alone (Kyckelhahn 2013). Therefore, it is important to identify policies that can reduce crime
and incarceration.
One promising approach is to reduce recidivism rates through correctional education.
Correctional education includes a variety of educational programs provided to incarcerated
individuals. It can include adult basic education, which provides basic educational skills; adult
secondary education, which typically provides a high school equivalency, like the General
Education Development (GED); vocational training, which provides general employment
skills or industry-specific skills; and postsecondary education, which provides college-level
courses (Davis et al. 2013). However, the public may hold a negative view of this service
because of an expectation that prison should be strictly punitive. Correctional education
is sometimes viewed as a free service for inmates for which the general public is ineligible,
instead of a tool to reduce crime and recidivism rates (Petersilia 2003, 3, 4, 17). This paper
will first use a neoclassical economic lens to identify how correctional education can reduce
recidivism rates and produce net savings to society. Second, it will consider how the lessons
of behavioral economics can further increase the overall gains from correctional education.
Third, the paper will weigh the tradeoffs and implementation challenges of such policies.

NEOCLASSICAL ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE: THE EFFECT
OF CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION ON RECIDIVISM
Economically speaking, an efficient criminal justice system should “maximize the safety
of citizens and minimize criminal activity while also limiting the direct and indirect costs of
criminal justice policies to individuals, communities and the economy” (Executive Office of
the President 2016, 34). The government attempts to deter crime and ensure safety through
monetary sanctions, probation, and incarceration, while also attempting to do so with
economic efficiency (38). However, the high incarceration rate and its costs cast doubt on
the efficiency of the U.S. criminal justice system. The total costs of crime include its direct
monetary losses to victims, the pain and fear of victims, and indirect costs such as decreased
property values and reduced economic opportunity. It also includes the amount spent on
the costs of incarceration, which can include education, physical and psychological health,
clothing, food, jail and prison facilities, correctional staff, etc. Because the direct and indirect
costs of crime are high, it is important to ensure that the criminal justice system reduces crime
in a cost-effective way.
Traditionally, economists view the existence of crime as evidence that crime pays for
perpetrators. In turn, the government aims to reduce these benefits and increase costs to
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reduce crime’s appeal. Specifically, arrest and incarceration are intended to raise cost, but as
sentences lengthen and the imprisoned population grows, incarceration appears to have a
diminishing marginal effect on criminal behavior. In other words, “when incarceration rates
are high, further incarceration entails incapacitating offenders who are on average lower risk,
which means that their incarceration will yield fewer public safety benefits” (Executive Office
of the President 2016). Because of these declining benefits, it is useful to consider alternative
methods to reduce incarceration rates without compromising public safety. One way to
accomplish this is by reducing recidivism rates, specifically through correctional education.
Studies repeatedly demonstrate that correctional education in prisons can reduce
recidivism rates. It does so primarily by increasing post-release employment (Davis et al.
2013). Those who participate in correctional education are employed at higher rates postrelease than their peers who do not participate (Brazzell et al. 2009, 18 - 19). These higher
rates of employment increase the opportunity cost of crime, meaning that those who are
employed may be less likely to commit additional crimes, bolstering the value and purpose
of correctional education.
The benefits of correctional education exist across multiple types of training and
education. Various studies suggest that vocational training, adult basic education, adult
secondary education, and adult postsecondary education are all correlated with lower
recidivism rates and higher employment levels and wages (Brazzell et al. 2009). However,
the literature suggests that post-release employment is most associated with participation
in either vocational education or a mix of vocational and academic education (Schumaker,
Anderson, and Anderson 1990; Gordon and Weldon 2003, 206-207). In other words, the
combination of these types of education and training raised the opportunity cost of crime the
most because these programs led to the greatest increase in human capital. However, the data
regarding which type of correctional education is most effective are still mixed (Davis et al.
2013).
Correctional education is not available to all those who are incarcerated primarily because
it is costly. Lawmakers and politicians often argue against correctional education because it is
viewed as providing free education to inmates at the expense of non-offenders, rather than as
a tool to reduce recidivism and total spending on the criminal justice system (Petersilia 2003,
17 - 18). According to the “principle of least eligibility,” prisoners should not be treated in a
way that is superior to the lowest free members of society (Sieh 1989). Consequently, spending
on correctional education has decreased. Ironically, spending on prison sentences and
prisons themselves has increased while spending on rehabilitative programs like correctional
education has decreased (Hall 2015).
When crime decreases and employment increases, there is a “reduction of costs associated
with incarcerating offenders, a reduction of strain on the offenders and their families, and an
economic boost for society” (Hall 2015). When the criminal justice system reduces crime
through rehabilitation instead of simply punishing offenders, society at large benefits.
Evidence from Washington state provides estimates of the savings associated with
correctional education. The Washington state legislature directed the Washington State
Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) to project “evidence-based options” to reduce crime rates
and save taxpayer money. They determined that a $962 per prisoner investment in correctional
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education would lead to savings of $5,306 per prisoner in criminal justice costs, based on a 7
to 9 percent reduction in recidivism. Additionally, investing $1,182 per prisoner in vocational
training would save $6,806 in future criminal justice costs. These findings looked simply at
programing costs versus incarceration costs; thus, these significant savings do not include
the additional social and economic benefits of reducing crime and increasing employment,
further reinforcing the value of the investment (Aos, Miller, and Drake 2006).1
A Bureau of Justice Statistics-sponsored RAND meta-analysis provides additional
evidence of the savings from correctional education. This study examined a series of reports
released between 1980 and 2011 and confirmed that spending money on correctional
education led to savings later because fewer people were re-incarcerated. The RAND
Corporation meta-analysis also found that, on average, “inmates who participated in
correctional education programs had 43 percent lower odds of recidivating than inmates
who did not,” and “the odds of obtaining employment post-release among inmates who
participated in correctional education… was 13 percent higher than the odds for those who
did not [participate]” (Davis et al. 2013).

Many variables affect the success of individual programs, but there is significant
economic evidence that the benefits of correctional education outweigh the costs.

BEHAVIORAL ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE: THE EFFECT OF
CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION ON RECIDIVISM
Behavioral economics constitutes an important addition to the classic, rational
economic model. The rational economic model ignores demonstrated anomalies in human
behavior. Humans in fact do not behave as entirely rational actors. Several behavioral
economic concepts demonstrate human irrationality. For example, people display a “status
quo bias,” meaning they prefer the current state over uncertain but seemingly superior
future states. Humans are also loss averse, so the disadvantages of leaving the status quo
often seem larger than the advantages (Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler 1991). In other
words, humans are present-biased.
Present bias can be observed in the criminal justice system. The United States spends
relatively little on correctional education despite evidence that it is a cost-effective way to
reduce recidivism rates. Because lawmakers may harbor a present bias, they might be less
likely to invest in correctional education since the savings will not be observable until much
later (Viscusi and Gayer 2015). To increase funding for correctional education, lawmakers
must be convinced of its value in the present.
Individual offenders must also see the value in correctional education to generate
A WSIPP meta-analysis by the same authors reviewed the findings of 545 comparison-group evaluations of
various corrections and prevention programs. After the extensive meta-analysis process, they conducted a costbenefit analysis by monetizing the benefits to taxpayers and potential future crime victims. They estimated the
cost of the program versus the cost of not participating in said program, and then compared costs and benefits.
The analysis considered relative effect sizes of the programs reviewed. The results of the research showed savings
based on investments in correctional education (Drake, Aos, and Miller 2009, 190, 192).
1
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substantial cost savings. For example, prisoners may not enroll in or complete postsecondary
programs due to insufficient prior education, logistical issues, and state or institutional
policies which make provision, enrollment, and completion difficult (Erisman and Contardo
2005). Prisoners may also lack motivation to complete correctional education because of
previous discouraging educational experiences (Brazzell et al. 2009). While these factors
affect inmates’ choices to participate in such programs, behavioral economics may also
explain the decision to forego correctional education. It is in the rational best interest of an
inmate to enroll; yet as acknowledged in behavioral economics, people sometimes fail to
make the most rational decision.
Behavioral economists advocate “nudge” policymaking, which benefits individuals who
do not always act in their own self-interest while limiting burdens placed on those who act
rationally. A nudge is defined as a type of “choice architecture” which predictably changes
people’s behavior “without forbidding any options or significantly changing their economic
incentives” (Bhagava and Lowenstein 2015). In the case of correctional education, prisons
may provide benefits like visitation, commissary, and sentence reduction in exchange for
participation (Brazzell et al. 2009, 34). However, less tangible benefits are also effective.
Nudges as simple as requiring inmates to sign a nonbinding participation agreement or
a classroom behavior contract can motivate inmates to complete correctional education
programs (35).
Some prisons require participation for inmates below a certain education level. For
example, Maryland mandates that all inmates without a GED or high school diploma must
enroll in education courses if they have at least 18 months left on their sentence (Maryland
Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation 2018). However, a recent movement in
behavioral economics may provide an alternative to such a paternalistic system. For
example, inmates could be automatically enrolled in classes, with the option to opt-out,
which may significantly increase participation.

TRADEOFFS
As with any policy, there are tradeoffs associated with increasing provision of correctional
education and nudging offenders toward participation. One of the major tradeoffs is the upfront expenditure. Correctional education requires an immediate investment to provide
classes, teachers, etc., but the quantifiable benefits may not be observed for several years.
Similarly, spending money to increase correctional education availability means that less
money is spent on other potential public expenditures. For example, perhaps that money
would be more effective at reducing recidivism if diverted to community policing, which has
also had positive results (Executive Office of the President 2016). Another tradeoff is that
some individuals who complete correctional education programs might commit crimes upon
release. Furthermore, there is always a risk that research is incomplete or biased. If spending
on correctional education does not reduce recidivism rates, the economic reasoning for the
expense would be flawed. In any case, additional trials and careful evaluation could continue
to increase confidence in the benefits (or lack thereof) of correctional education.
Correctional education programs are positively correlated with reduced recidivism,
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economic savings, and higher post-release employment. Despite these promising outcomes,
most of the research is correlational and thus limited in its ability to guide policy decisions.
Experimental research with randomized control trials can help determine causal relationships
between correctional education programs and the various social benefits or lack thereof.
Until then, the only data available have identified a merely correlational relationship between
correctional education and recidivism, so causality has not been definitively established.

IMPLEMENTATION
Congress would have to expand funding to implement a policy that increases the
availability of correctional education. A new law would likely have to be passed to ensure that
funds go directly to correctional education. If such a law was passed, there are a variety of
offices and agencies that could accommodate the law and funding increases. For instance, the
Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE) is part of the federal Department
of Education, and it administers and coordinates programs related to various types of adult
education. The Office of Correctional Education (OCE), housed within OCTAE, already
coordinates many correctional education programs around the country. OCE could oversee
implementation of a new policy to increase the availability of correctional education (U.S.
Department of Education 2016).
The nudge aspect of such a policy would have to be undertaken by the Department
of Justice (DOJ). If a policy like this were applied to federal prisons, it would likely be the
responsibility of the Federal Bureau of Prisons within the DOJ. However, the policy would
ideally apply to state prisons as well since the federal recidivism rate of 34 percent is lower
than that of many states (Federal Bureau of Prisons 2016). If applied to state prisons, it would
be a larger undertaking and may require the creation of a new office or agency. Such a policy
is much less likely to be enacted.
If a nudge policy were passed, the agency or department overseeing implementation
could work with the Social and Behavioral Sciences Team (SBST) within the White
House Office of Science and Technology Policy. SBST works with departments across the
federal government to use insights from applied behavioral sciences, including behavioral
economics. For example, SBST previously collaborated with the Bureau of Prisons to
develop a reentry handbook. Together, they used behavioral insights to assist released
prisoners in the most effective way (Social and Behavioral Sciences Team 2016). SBST
would likely provide valuable insights into implementing an effective nudge policy related
to correctional education.
It is possible to enforce policies which increase funding for and use of correctional education,
as discussed. However, there would be significant challenges to implementing these policies.
Because the prison system in the United States includes federal, state, and local jails and prisons,
many of which are private, there would be substantial pushback and challenges involved.
Furthermore, the government is not perfectly efficient. Many layers of bureaucracy would be
involved in implementing new correctional education policies, which would complicate the
implementation process and possibly diminish the positive effects of such policies.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS
The high rate of incarceration in the United States leads to high levels of spending
on incarceration. Reducing recidivism rates would help to curb this spending and would
increase public safety. As noted, a multitude of studies have consistently demonstrated that
correctional education is a cost-effective way to achieve such a reduction. While there is
some debate in the literature over which type of correctional education leads to the greatest
reduction in recidivism rates, there is a widespread belief that such education is a worthwhile
investment. Not only is correctional education associated with reduced recidivism rates and
increased employment rates for its participants, it is also a cost-effective public investment.
Considering the demonstrated benefits of correctional education both for offenders and
for the public, it seems that the government should invest more heavily in such programs.
Present bias and other principles from behavioral economics help explain why correctional
education does not currently receive more funding. Because lawmakers have present bias,
they may be reluctant to invest in correctional education now if the benefits will not be felt
for several years. Recognition of present bias could help lawmakers implement a policy to
increase spending on correctional education. Additionally, nudging policies could encourage
more inmates to participate in such programs when they are available. These policies feature
tradeoffs and possible implementation issues, but based on existing research, the benefits of
correctional education appear to outweigh the costs.

REFERENCES
“About Our Agency.” Federal Bureau of Prisons, accessed December 12, 2016.
https://www.bop.gov/about/agency/.
Aos, Steve, Marna Miller, and Elizabeth Drake. 2006. “Evidence-Based Public Policy Options to Reduce
Future Prison Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Rates (October 2006): .” Federal
Sentencing Reporter 4, no. 4 (2007): 275 – 290.
			http://search-proquest.com.proxygw.wrlc.org/docview/219953654?accountid=11243.
Batiuk, Mary Ellen, Karen F. Lahm, Matthew Mckeever, Norma Wilcox, and Pamela Wilcox.
“Disentangling the Effects of Correctional Education: Are Current Policies Misguided? An
Event History Analysis.” Criminal Justice 5, no.1 (2005): 55-74. doi: 10.1177/1466802505050979.
Bhargava, Saurabh and George Loewenstein. “Behavioral Economics and Public Policy 102: Beyond
Nudging.” American Economic Review 105 no.5 (2015): 369-401.
			http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.p20151049.
Brazzell, Dianna, Anna Crayton, Debbie A. Mukamal, Amy L. Solomon, and Nicole Lindahl. “From
the Classroom to the Community: Exploring the Role of Education During Incarceration and
Reentry.” Urban Institute: Justice Policy Center 1-50. 2009. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED508246.
“Correctional Education - Workforce Development & Adult Learning.” Maryland Department of Labor,
Licensing and Regulations. https://www.dllr.state.md.us/ce/.
Davis, Lois M., Robert Bozick, Jennifer L. Steele, Jessica Saunders, and Jeremy N. V. Miles. “Evaluating the
Effectiveness of Correctional Education: A Meta-Analysis of Programs that Provide Education to
Incarcerated Adults.” Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2013. doi: 10.7249/RR266.

28

Policy Perspectives / Volume 25

Reducing Recidivism through Correctional Education
Drake, Elizabeth K., Steve Aos, and Marna G. Miller. “Evidence-Based Public Policy Options to Reduce
Crime and Criminal Justice Costs: Implication in Washington State.” Victims & Offenders 4 (2):
170-196. 2009. doi: 10.1080/15564880802612615.
Erisman, Wendy and Jeanne Bayer Contardo.“Learning to Reduce Recidivism: A 50-State Analysis of
Postsecondary Correctional Education Policy.” The Institute for Higher Education Policy. 2005.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED558210.
Executive Office of the President. “Economic Perspectives on Incarceration and the Criminal Justice
System.” 2016.
			https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/page/files/20160423_cea_
incarceration_criminal_justice.pdf.
Frolander-Ulf, Monica and Michael Yates. “Teaching in Prison.” Monthly Review 53 no. 3, (2001): 114-127.
			http://proxygw.wrlc.org/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.proxygw.wrlc.org/
docview/213204334?accountid=11243. doi: 10.14452/MR-053-03-2001-07_10.
Gordon, Howard R. D., and Bracie Weldon. “The Impact of Career and Technical Education Programs
on Adult Offenders: Learning Behind Bars.” Journal of Correctional Education 54, no. 4 (2003):
200-209. http://www.jstor.org.proxygw.wrlc.org/stable/23292175.
Hall, Lori. “Correctional Education and Recidivism: Toward a Tool for Reduction.” Journal of
Correctional Education 66 no. 2, (2015): 4-29.
			http://proxygw.wrlc.org/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.proxygw.wrlc.org/
docview/1700480280?accountid=11243.
Kahneman, Daniel, Knetsch, Jack, and Thaler, Richard. “Anomalies: The Endowment Effect, Loss
Aversion, and Status Quo Bias.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 5, no. 1, (1991): 193-206.
http://www.jstor.org.proxygw.wrlc.org/stable/pdf/1942711.pdf
Kyckelhahn, Tracey. “Justice Expenditures and Employment Extracts, 2012—Preliminary.” Table 1.
Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington,
DC. 2015. http://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=5239.
Laibson, David and John A. List. “Principles of (Behavioral) Economics.” American Economic Review 105
no. 5, (2015): 385-390. doi: 10.1257/aer.p20151047.
Lazear, Edward P. “Gary Becker’s Impact on Economics and Policy.” American Economic Review 105, no.
5 (2015): 80-84.
			http://proxygw.wrlc.org/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.proxygw.wrlc.org/
docview/1679723565?accountid=11243.
Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation. “Correctional Education—Workforce
Development & Adult Learning.” Maryland.gov, accessed January 17, 2018.
			http://www.dllr.state.md.us/ce/.
O’Donoghue, Ted, and Matthew Rabin. 1999. “Doing it now or later.” The American Economic Review
89, no. 1 (1999): 103 – 24.
Petersilia, Joan. “Introduction and Overview: The Emerging Importance of Prisoner Reentry to Crime
and Community.” In When Prisoners Come Home: Parole and Prisoner Reentry, 17 – 18.
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, edited by Shirley Wilson Logan. 2009.
Schumacker, Randall E., Dennis B. Anderson, and Sara L. Anderson. “Vocational And Academic
Indicators of Parole Success.” Journal of Correctional Education 41, no. 1(1990): 8-13.
			http://www.jstor.org.proxygw.wrlc.org/stable/41970805.

Erickson

29

Featured Articles
Sieh, Edward W. “Less Eligibility: The Upper Limits of Penal Policy.” Criminal Justice Policy Review 3, no.
2 (1989): 159-183. doi: 10.1177/088740348900300204
Social and Behavioral Sciences Team. “2016 Annual Report.” 2016.
			https://sbst.gov/download/2016%20SBST%20Annual%20Report.pdf.
U.S. Department of Education. “Correctional Education.” Ed.gov., accessed December 05, 2016.
			http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ovae/pi/AdultEd/correctional-education.html.
U.S. Department of Education. 2016. “OCTAE.” Ed.gov, accessed January 18, 2018.
			https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ovae/index.html.
Viscusi, W. Kip and Ted Gayer. “Behavioral Public Choice: The Behavioral Paradox of
Government Policy.” Harvard Journal of Law & Public Policy 38, no. 3 (2015): 973-1007.
http://proxygw.wrlc.org/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.proxygw.wrlc.org/
docview/1697222936?accountid=11243.

30

Policy Perspectives / Volume 25

Reducing Recidivism through Correctional Education

LAURA ERICKSON

is a second-year Master of Public Policy candidate
at George Washington University where she is concentrating in Social Policy. Her
particular policy interest is the intersection of criminal justice and racial inequality. She
graduated from Auburn University in 2016 with degrees in Political Science and Sociology.
Laura is a Child and Youth Policy Intern in the office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Evaluation at the Department of Health and Human Services. She also served as the MPP
Professional Development Co-Chair for the Trachtenberg Student Organization.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author would like to thank everyone from Policy Perspectives for their insight and
guidance, particularly Brittany Harris, Abigail Johnson, and Professor Marvin Phaup. She
would also like to thank Professor Gerald Brock, for whose class this paper was written.
Finally, she would like to thank her parents, Carol and Teddy Erickson, and her boyfriend,
Brian Bender. She is grateful for their encouragement and support throughout this process.

Erickson

31

