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ABSTRACT

Five million people in the United States are under
the supervision of the criminal justice system, 1.5 million in
prisons or jails, the rest on probation or parole, and the inmate
population continues to grow. Taxpayers spend billions of dollars
each year on prisons and jails, yet the solution to crime problems
remains elusive. To assist in understanding the complexities of the
criminal justice issue, this booklet contains the following chapters:
(1) "The Prison Boom'" describing the magnitude and consequences of
prison population growth; (2) "The Cost of Incarceration' analyzing
costs of prison construction and operation; (3) "Who Goes to Prison"
describing America's incarcerated population; (4) "Why Inmate
Populations Are Up' analyzing factors that have caused the prison
population to rise so steadily; (5) "Drugs, Crime, and Imprisonment"
providing an overview of the U.S. drug problem and impact of
anti-drug policies on law enforcement, the courts and prisons; (6) "A
Continuum of Sanctions' illustrating the range of sanctions available
to punish, supervise, and treat offenders; (7) '"What the Public
Thinks'" reporting the findings of research that examines society's
view on sentencing policies; and (8) "Resources" providing a list of
experts who can give further information on criminal justice issues.
Conta.ns a total of 205 references. (JBJ)
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INTRODUCTION

America’s first prison was built by the Quakers at the end of the Eighteenth
Century. They viewed incarceration of lawbreakers as a humane alternative to
the two options used at the time—corporal and capital punishment. Through
work, Bible study and penitence, offenders in prison would be rehabilitated and
returned to society.

Now, 200 years later, 5 million people in the United States are under the super-
vision of the criminal justice system, 1.5 million in prisons or jails, the rest on
probation or parole.! If it continues to increase, this number will soon rival the
6 million enrolled in the nation’s higher education system. Billions of taxpayers’
dollars are spent each year to support the burgeoning corrections industry, and
yet crime and the uncertainty of what to do with those who commit crime,
remains. The problem is vexing and persistent.

Government leaders, eager to display toughness and determination before an
increasingly apprehensive voting public, have led an unprecedented binge in
prison construction. While prison is a necessary component of a well-balanced
criminal justice system, this emerging prison-industrial complex demands a
growing proportion of tax revenues at all governmental levels, forcing states and

localities to make tradeoffs between prisons and education or other services.
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cross the country, prisoners
are filling local. state and
federal facilities in record
numbers. Every week. 1.602
new prison beds are needed. creating a
demand for more and more prisons to be
built. On any given day in 1994, some
1.5 million men and women were
behind bars in federal. state and county
prisons and jails throughout the United
States. The combined local. state and
federal budgets to secure the country’s
inmate population was $24.9 billion in
1990 and reportedly reached $31.2 bil-
lion by 1992
Some policymakers cite increased
incarceration as the reason why homi-
cide rates and some other crimes have
declined in several U.S. cities in recent
vears. But criminal justice experts
contend that the cause is not so clear,
Incarcerating offenders keeps them from
committing more crimes while behind
bars, but changes in policing, drug use
and demographics may have an even

larger impact on overall crime rates.

2

For all the spending on incarcera-
tion, the public and political leddership
have found the solution to crime elusive.
And a compelling fact remains: each
vear.an estimated 400.000 individuals
are discharged from state and federal
prisons and return to the community.”
Some successfully manage the transi-
tion back into society, but many do not,
and the criminal justice system does
little to prepare offenders to iake the
adjustment. The rehabilitation sought
by the Quakers has been largely cast
aside for what some say are more real-
istic goals today—incapacitation, retri-
bution and deterrence.

To assist in understanding the
complexities of the criminal justice issue.
this booklet takes a detailed look at the
who. what. when. where. why and how
of erime and punishment in America. It
aims to provide clear factual informa-
tion and resources that can assist poli-
cymakers, stakeholders, members of the
media and others interested in a safe. fair

and affordable criminal justice system.

I
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1 Burean of Justice Statistics, “Prisoners in 19947
1995

2. Bureau ot Justice Statistics, “Prisoners i 1994,
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4 Burean of Justice Statisties, “Justice Fxpenditure
and Emplovinent.” 1990

v, Sam Vincent Meddis and Deborah Sharp, “As
Spending Soars. So Do the Profies,” 'S4 Today,
December 13,1994

6. Burean ot Justice Statisties, Mational Corrections
Reporting Program. 1992, October 1994

SEEKING JUSTICE




THE PRISON BOOM

MYTH

Locking up more offenders for longer periods of time will significantly

reduce the crime rate.

FACT

In recent years, the U.S. criminal justice system has responded to the public’s fear of
crime by locking up more offenders for longer periods of time. This practice has not
been correlated with a significant reduction in crime rates. In fact, states that incar-
cerate the most offenders continue to have the highest crime rates and those that lock
up the fewest have the lowest crime rates. Obviously, offenders who are in prison can-
not commit more crimes while incarcerated. Longer and more certain prison sentences,
however, have not proven to be a successful deterrent to crime. In Delaware, for exam-
ple, mandatory minimum sentences for drug offenses were instituted in 1989, and to
date, despite a 45 percent increase in felony drug offenders behind bars, no reduction
in illicit drug activity in that state has been realized.' Given current fiscal realities and
the costs associated with maintaining large inmate populations, this “lock-'em-up-
longer” strategy, when employed indiscriminantly with offenders regardless of their
crimes or threat to public safety, is an extraordinarily expensive one upon which to
base correctional and sentencing policy.

b
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Note: Figures do not account for persons in county jails,
which, in 1994, totaled nearly one-half million.

olitical demands tor quick and
enduring fixes to crinie have
tucled exponential growth in
incarceration rates in the
United States. The federal and state
prison population. which stood at
120,453 in 1930, wok almost five
decades to double: by 1980, it reached
329.821. Then the population almost
tripled to S83.656 by 1992 By the end
of 1994, 1053.738 nienand women were
incarcerated in state and federal prisons,
and almost 500,000 were in connty jails,
And the numbers continue to rise.
Many of those entering the system
i the last decade were new faces caught
in g wajor. tong-term crackdown on
drugs. Others, however.were the tamil-
far faces of repeat offenders or parole
violators serving lengthy sentences often
imposed by increasingly tough legista-

tive niandates,
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The U.S. runiks among the top three
industrialized nations tor incarcerating
its citizens, The Sentencing Project. a
Washington-hased policy institute.
reported that the U8, had 519 men and
wonien hehind bars in 1993 for every
100.000 residents. up 22 pereent from
1989, At the same time, Russia had 558
prisoners per 10,000, and South
Africa (while sttt under aparthieid) had
368 per 100,000 residents. In compir-
ison: Poland had 160 incarcerated indi-
viduals per 100,000 residents: Canada,
F16: Mexico, 972 Fngland and Wales.

93 Crance. 84 Gernany, SOz and

Japan, 360

More offenders enter oun prisons cach
week than existing cells can hold, I
1991, the inerease ininmates created the
need for 1602 new prison beds nation-
wide cach week, Overcrowded prisons

and jails have became the norm i many

Jurisdictions: in 1992, one out of every

four jails in the United States was under
court order to reduce crowding,”

At the beginuing of 1995, 39 states.
the District of Columbia. the U.S. Virgin
Islands and Puerto Rico were under
court orders to correct overcrowding
and/or unconstitutional conditiois.’
California prisons. for example, housed
120.000 inmates in 1994 in facilities
designed for 66,000: furthermore, the
state’s new “three-strikes-and-you're-
out” law is expected to swell the ranks
t 211,000 by 1999.°

The federal prison system was 25
pereentover its rated capacity in 1994,
and the Department of Justice projects
that the federal inmate population,
which jumped fron 24.000 in T80 to
95.000 in 1994, will reach 130,000
by the vear 2000,

In many prisons thronghout the coun-
trv. inmiates are double-bunked in small
cells designed for one or foreed to sleep
on mattresses in unheated prison gyms.
day rooms. hallways or basements, Othiers
sleep in makeshift trailers. tents or
converted ferries, Space that had ouee
been devoted to work, study and reere-
ational programs is being tarned into
dormitories,

Overcrowding also contributes to
the spread of disease. including tuber-
culosis, a particular concern given its

multiple drug-resistant strains,

HANDLING
GROWTI

Most states have dealtwitli the inereasing,
number of inmates by building more pris-
ons or stretehing the capacity of existing,
facilitics. The Criminal Justice Institate,
arvesearch organization tiat publishes the
Corrections Yarbook, reported thatas of
Jamary 199 4 federal and state govern

ments were in the process of constructing,
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78 new prisons and expanding an addi-
tional 78 prisons. altogether adding
86.117 new beds ata cost of $ 1.8 billion,
At the same time, an additional 115,062
beds were in the planning stages by fed-
eral and state jurisdictions. '

States also have tried to avoid law-
suits and manage growing inmate
populations with other strategies.
Some. for example. have instituted
carly release programs or keep state
prisoners in city and county jails,
Others have developed a variety of non-
incarcerative alternatives to supervise,
control and punish nonviolent offend-

ers in the community.

EARLY
RELEASE

The promise of carly release has been
used both as an inducainent to encour-
age better behavior among inmates and
as a reliet valve o lighten pressure when
the inmate population grows too quickly,
“Good time” exemplities a frequently
nsed approach that reduces prison terms
in return for good behavior and success-
tul participation in work. school or coun-
scling programs, The other use of carly

release. however. is designed simply to

free up prison space  a strategy that. if

not carcfully devised, contd risk dis-
charging violent offenders who many feel
should still be incarcerated. Farly release
has been considered necessary tn some
states when policies to imprison low-level
offenders ander mandatory sentences
have led to severe overcrowding. Ina
stnall number of high profile situations,
however the gamble has backfired when
offenders who were released early com-
mitted new erimes, provoking public out-
cries for legislative safeguards,

Recent congressional imtiatives am

at pressuring states to keep offend.ors

behind bars for at least 85 pereent of

THE PRISON BOOM

their maximum sentences. States that
fail to comply with these federal restric-
tions are ineligible for certain funds for

prison construction,”’
\

JAIL
BACKUPS

States with overcrowded prisons often
toree offenders with prison sentences to
remain in local jails. whicluin most states
are designed to hold offenders awaiting
trial and misdemeanants serving sen-
tenees of @ vear or less, In most jurisdic-
tions, jails. intended to be short-term
detention facilities. lack any special pro-
grams or recreational space and function
simply as holding pens,

Currently 21 states house prisoners
in local jails because there ts no room
left in state prisons. During 1994,
approximately 50.000 inmates. abowt
5 pereent of all state prisoners, were
held inlocal jails or other facilities due
o overcrowding,” In some instances.,
the expenses were also shitted from state
to local governments,

The crowding of the nation’s pris-
ons has a trickle-down eftect. When
state prison inmates take up too much
room in local jails. sheriffs and police
chiefs may run out of space for new
arrestees, In Springfield. Massachu-
setts. for example. Sherift Michael
Ashe decided that his jail - buile to
house 279 people but holding 450 in
989 was too crowded. Citing immi-
nent danger of breach of peaces Ashe
foreibly seized o National Guard
armory to house the overflow,

Crowding in jatls ereates the same
pressurc-cooker effect it does in pris-
ons, Officials worry that inmate rioting
will be more likely to nceur and harder
to eontral, posing threats not only 1o
the tunates but to correctional officers

ard other prison sttt

5

OVERCROWDING
IN STATE AND
FEDERAL PRISONS

i State
ﬁ Federal

(percent of capacit, '}

200
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* There are three measures of
capacity: rated, operational and
design. Rated capacity is the num-
ber of beds assigned to institutions
by rating officials; operational capa-
city is the number of inmates that
a facility's staff, programs, and
services can accommodate; and
design capacity is the number of
inmates that planners intended for
the facility. State overcrowding in
the above chart is based on the
lowest capacity of the three capac-
ties reported. Federal overcrowd-
ing 1s baseJ on rated capacity.

Note: Rated capacity of federal
prisons increased by approximately
31,500 beds between 1990 and
1994. Federal overcrowding does
not include numbers of federal pris-
oners being held in state and local
prisons or jails. State overcrowding
dnes not include inmates held in
local jails

Source. Bureau of Justice Statistics
and Federal Burs-au of Prisons
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PAROLE AND
PROBATION
EXPANSION

Parole and probation caseloads are also
expanding rapidly. In 1980, 1.1 million
adults were serving probation sentences.
and 220,000 were on parole, By 1993,
probation populations had grown by 154
percent to more than 2.8 million adults,
while parole populations increased 205
percent to 671.000."

According to the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. probation authorities were
responsible for 58 percent of the people
under some form of correctional super-
1993, Parole

authorities were responsible for 14

vision nationwide 1n

percent of the offender population: pris-
ons a.ud jails, 28 percent.”’

Although effective probation and
parole programs require less financial
support than prison. as probation and
parole populations climb. resources to
supervise these offenders are increas-
ingly stretched. Probation and parole
agencies receive little more than 10
percent of state and local government

correctional expenditures. even though

I
SOURCES

I 1P OCoannell, -~ Throsg Awas the Koy (and
State Money )" Spectruom. Winter 1995

2 Borean of Instice Statisties Hnterneal
Corrections Statrstres on the United Mates,
1550 1984, December 1986 amt = Prisonersn
19937 1944,

b Burean o Justicor Stanstios, Prisonees v 199 47
1995

0 Marc Maner. “Nmencans Belund Bars The
Internatianal Use of Incareeration, 102 037
The Sentencmg Project. Sepaember 1994

i+ Burean ol Jistice Stanstios, Prsonersan 19947
1995

f o Borean of Justice Stansnes, Ll and Jnd hunanes,

their officers supervise more than two-

thirds of all convicted offenders. Proba-
tion and parole budgets are declining
relative to other components of the
criminal justice system."

The average probation/parole offi-
cer's caseload. according to the Corree-
tions Yearbook, was 118 in January
1994." In Los Angeles County, which
has the largest probation department in
the country, the current figure is consid-
erably higher. Three-quarters of adult
probationers are under the supervision
of two-member teams that handle 2,000

offenders each.

A RANGE OF
PUNISHMENTS

To manage their growing offender popu-
fations. state and local officials have been

expanding the range of criminal sanctions

that go bevond the traditional sentences of

incarceration or probation. Intermediate
punishments, also referred to as alternative
sanctions or commmunity corrections
because they are administered outside
prison walls and generally in the offender’s

community. provide judges with an

1093 947 A\ pml 1995
Natonal Prison Project, Statas Report: State

Prisons aml the Conrts” Lnars 1999

N Calibornia Legislative Analvat's Office,
“Aecommmodating Prison Populanon Caowth.”
Jamiars 61995,

9 Burean of Justice Statsticos, “Posoncesan 19947
1995,

I

Burean of Justice Statisties, Stare and Federal

Prisen Popmalaticn " Tops One Million,” Octuder

27 1t and CPrsoners u 1O 1997

EE Department of Justice, =\ Analvas of Non
Vadent Drag Offenders with Minal Connnal
Histores” Feliwaary 4, 1994,

12 Conmnal Justice tasnte, The Cerrectrem

Yearhook tdult Corvectroms 1V 1994

Vcdent Cnme Comtraband Taw Fntorcement

Aol tua]

expanded menu of sentencing options.

Intermediate punishment programs
are sometimes administered by proba-
tion departments, but often are run by
nonprofit organizations and communi-
ty service agencies, The punishments
are more severe than traditional proba-
tion but less restrictive and less costly
than imprisonment. They frequently
require participation in drug or alcohol
treatment as well as restitution and
community service.

Intermediate punishments usually
are emploved with offenders considered
low-risk or nonviolent. Currently, they
are used to manage a relatively small
number of the nation’s offender popu-
lation and have not vethad a significant
impact on prison growth, But they are
becoming more prevalent.

About half the states have adopted
legislation authorizing community
corrections programs. and many more
have created a variety of intermediate
punishments without establishing the
framework of a community corrections
act. At present. however. there is no
systematic way of counting the number
of cases in which such punishments

are used.

14 Bureau of Justice Statistios, " Prisoners i 1947
19495,
1% Stsannah Pagh. Ashe Seizes Armry for Jad:

Uncertam -Jaders on Guard " Sprengfreld Uneen
Veros, Febrars 17,1990,

1t Kureau of Justice Stansties, Press Release,
“Probatien and Parole Pupulatiens Reach New
Higlin™ Septembier 11 T804,

17 Hurean of Justice Statisties, Press Release.
“Probativm and Parole Populations Reach New
Fhuhis!” September T 1994,

In Bivewnof Justiee Stansties, = Jostice Expeenditire

and Emplovinent, P07 Septesber 1992

Crnamal [nstice lustwnte, The Correctron

Yesrhook Probatron and Parole 199810 4
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INCARCERATION

MYTH

The high cost of incarceration is a result of amenities provided to inmates such
as cable television, law libraries and weight-lifting equipment. Some politicians
claim that eliminating these “country club” add-ons will make prison costs

more reasonable.

FACT

Actually, four out of every five dollars of prison operating costs go for employee
salaries and facility maintenance.' On top of that, debt service to finance prison
construction triples the original cost of building prison beds. A maximum secu-
rity bed in New York State, for example, costs about $100,000 to build, but financ-
ing costs add another $200,000.” Finally, costs have grown substantially due to the
health care needs of an increasingly aging and AIDS-afflicted inm.te population.

Lu
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THE COSTS OF
CORRECTIONS
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Note: Spending includes outlays for
prison construction, maintenance,
operation and related costs. including
those for probation and parole.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics }

u the constantly ehavaing econ-

omy of the United States. criminal
Justice is a growth industry, An
cmerging “corrections-industrial
complex™ thrives on the billions of dollars
flowing from public treasuries to private
contractors specializing in designing,
constructing and cquipping prisons,
In ceonomically depressed areas, local
legishators lobby to get job-producing
correctional tacilities located in their dis-
tricts and inca few commumitios, prisons
have even been built on specalation,
Increasingly. state and local gov eeniments
are contrac ting with privite companies to
build and or operate prisons and jails,
Nationwide. spending oneorrec-

tions has been escalating at double

o 8

digit rates. rising from $2.3 billion in
1971 to 824.9 billion in 1990, the latest
vear for which Department of Justice
statistics are available. These figures
represent construction. ()pcl‘.llinns.
maintenance and related costs.aceord-
ing to the Burcau of Justice Statistics,
U'SA Teday reported that by 1992 the
total cost reached $31.2 billion. includ-
ing $2.4 billion in federal spending,
$18.4 hillion from the states and $10.4
billion from local jurisdictions.!

A maximum security bed costs an
average of $80.000 to build,” Debt
service to finance construction comes
close to tripling the original invest-
ment.’ And on top of all that are the
ongoing operational costs - for inmate
tood. clothitg and health care. butmore
significantly for corrections personnel,
matntenance, utilities and msurance
which total. onaverage. $19.500 0 vear
per bed.

Nationally, corrections spending has
celipsed Medicaid as the fastest grow-
ing item in state budgets. In fiscal vear
1995, state governments projected an
8 pereent inerease nationwide in corree-
tions spending, while Medicaid was
growing at 4.9 pereent. In contrast.
spending on higher education was
projected to inerease 4.3 pereent and
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren was estimated to grow 2.1 pereent.”
For the first time ever. in its 1996 budget
the state of California planned to spend
more on corrections than onits widely

acclaimed svstem ol higher edacation.

CONSTRUCTION
COSTS

State and local governments have tried o
keep pace with the demand for new cells
by enibarking on huge constrnetion pro-
grams. For examyle:

® In Hiscal vear 1995, state and tederal

11

governments allocated $5.1 billion for the
censtruction of new prison space.”
Additionally. federal legislation enacted
in 1994 carmarked $7.9 bithou to aid
prison construction,

® T'he cost of construction without
financing charges averages $28.194 per
minimum sceurity bed. $58.509 per
medium security bed and $80.004 per

maximum security bed. "

HIDDEN
CONSTRUCTION
COS'’'S

Finanaing and debt servicing costs hoost
the price tag on prisons, Because these
costs are seldom factored into construe-
tion hudgets. the total cost is higher than
most people realize. Just as home owners
pav two or three times the purchase price
betore paving off home mortgages. states
do the same thing when they finance pris-
ons by issuing long-term bonds,

® Culifornia voters approved tive general
obligation honds for prison construction
hetween 1982 and 1990, amounting to
$2.-4 billion. With interest. the total cost
to taxpavers will be $:4.1 hillion, or
$130.57 for cach of the state’™s 31,4 mil-
lion residents.” In addition. the state leg-
islature approved the sale of 82,9 billion
in lease revenue honds for prison con-
struction, which will total $5.6 hillion
vith interest. !

® In New York State. 330408 prison
heds have been constrireted sinee 1983,
tinanced by bonds. When interest rates
are factored inL the total costto taxpavers
for construction costs alone over the nest
30 vears will average $T8.000 per bed.
or almost $6 bilhion, aceording, to the
€. orectional Association of New York,
® Vhie enst of hbuilding one maxinmum
securits bed in New York State is about
S100.000, bt with financing charges, the

cost rises to ahout $300.00 0

SEEKING JUSTICE
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OPERATING
COSTS

In October 1990 the entire eriminal jus-
tice svstent employed 1.7 million people
nationwide including law enforcement
and court personnel: 555,813 were work-
ing in corrections (including probation
and parole) with a total monthly payroll
of almost $1.3 billivn. The Bureau of

Justice Statistics reported that from 1984

to 1990 the number of corrections per-
sonnel increased by 69.7 pereent.

Emplovee salaries and maintenance
absorh about 80 percent of all prison
operating expenses.” Other costs, such
as utilities. insurance and inmate health
care push operating expenses higher.
In fiscal vear 1992, states spent approx-
imately $19.500 4 vear per inmate to
T state prisons,

Operating costs for corrections
systems are growing bevond the reach
of many state budgets. Connecticut,
Florida. Maine. Hlinois and Michigan
were unable to open newly built facibi-
ties hecause they could notaflord to pay
operating costscaceording to results of
a 1992 survey published in the Corpee-
tons Compendinm. " Five other states
had to delay openimgs orwere using, less
than alfobfavailable space inmew prisons,

Tn 1994 Sonth Caroling completed
constriction of two prisons of 1,130

heds coch but Tad uo fands to operate

THE COST OF INCARCERATION

them. One opened in 1995, but the
other remained vacant at a cost of
$200,000 a year for maintenance and
security to keep people out.*

Each new prison represents a com-
mitment by government to support
operating and maintenance expenses
for many vears. The Criminal Justice
Institute reported that operational costs
for state and federal prisons totaled
$19.5 billion in 1994 alone.*

George Camp of the Criminal Justice

Institute has calculated that.as a gener-
al rule. * For every million [that states]
spend on building prisons. they will need

as much over three vears to run them.”

HIDDEN
OPERATING COSTS

Many prison expenses are paid for by
state agencies other than the corrections
departiment. Education and mental health
agencices, for example, provide services

that are important in the trcatment of

offenders. vet push up the eeal costs of

prison operations,

The cost of health care is also rising

because of the growth i the number of

older immates and prisoners with AIDS
and tuberenlosis.
¢ The incidence of AIDS among prison-

crs1s 20 times higher than the national aver-

age. In New Yorkoabont T percent of

the immates were IV positive in 1992,

12
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® Crowded conditions have inade pris-
ons and jails a major breeding ground for
drug-resistant tuberculosis. In 1991, New
York City was required by federal court
order to build 84 communicable disease
cells ata cost of $450.000 each for offend-
ers with tuberculosis.” California reported
in 1994 that 25 percent of its inmates were
tuberculosis carriers.”

& Recent legislation such as “three-
strikes™ Lills, coupled with other manda-

tory sentencing laws, produces a growing

number of elderly inmates, a group that
needs increasing medical attention. In
1992, state prisons held 5.606 inmates
over the age of 54 and 532 inmates over
age 75

® The annual estimated cost of housing
an inmate over the age of 60 is $69.000.
over three times the norm. due in large
part o higher health care costs associated

with older inmates. ™

OTHER
INDIRECT COSTS

Building and operating prisons means
diverting funds that could otherwise be
allocated to prevention of crime, interme-
diate punishments or other societal needs
such as health care.job training. education
and needed capital improvements on
voads. bridges and water syvstems,
Between TO87 and 1993, state spending

increases for corrections imnpaced higher




education by 41 percent nationwide.”

Furthermore, incarceration may
leave families without wage earners and
caretakers, reducing tax revenues and
placing additional demands on public

support systems. Children whose moth-

ers are incarcerated are often placed in

foster care at an additional expense to
taxpayers: and men who are in prison

cannot pay child support.

PRIVATE
PRISONS

The sustained growth in incarceration
levels has led to the growth of private cor-
porations that operate prisons and jails.
Private operators contend they can run
prisons more efficiently and at less cost
than public agencies.

The impetus for these developments
began in 1979 when the Immigration and
Naturalization Service contracted with
private finns to detain illegal immigrants,™
By 1994, privately managed prisons were
operating in 13 states: 36 states permit-
ted them." Inmates in these prisons repre-
sented just 2 percent of the total inmate
population nationally. although the Wall

Street Journal veported in 1994 that the

number of inmates in privately run pris-
ons was growing at four times the rate of
the general prison population.”

The Corrections Corporation of
America (CCA), a private contractor

based in Nashville, began contracting

with state and local governments to oper-
ate prison and jail systems in the mid-
19805, Now, CCA is the largest private
prison contractor, operating 27 facili-

ties in the U.S. with 15,000 inmates.*

COSTS VERSUS
BENEFITS
Some policy analysts argue that incarcer-
ation is an effective way to reduce crime
and therefore to reduce the cost of crime
to victims and society. To support this
argument. they often rely on reports from
prison inmates about their own criminal
behavior patterns, These reports are used
to estimnate the average number of crimes
per inmate and the cost to victims: the fig-
ures are then used to determine the cost
of crimes that could be prevented by
imprisoning more offenders,

If. the argument goes. the average
offender stole five lawnmowers a yearand

carh fawnimower was worth $300. inpris-

oning that offender would prevent $1,500
in criminal damages. If people hired
neighborhood watchmen to prevent
lawnmower theft, those costs would be
factored into the equation, as would the

cost of police, courts and prosecutors.

When the cost of avoided criminal
activity is higher than the cost of a
prison bed. society reaps a net finan-
cial benefit by imprisoning an offend-
er. Recent studies show conflicting
results on the cost-effectiveness of
imprisonment. Some experts argue that
the substantial cost of crimes commit-
ted exceeds the costs of prison confine-
ment; others contend that prison is cost
effective for serious offenders, but not
for those who could be well supervised
in the community without jeopardiz-

ing public safety.
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MYTH

Six percent of America’s criminals commit 70 percent of all violent crimes. Thus,
we could better control crime if we simply locked up that six percent.

FACT

This well-publicized statistic, often used to justify calls for increased incarceration,
comes from a misinterpretation of two studies focusing on criminal activities of boys
born in Philadelphia in 1945 and in 1958. Dr. Marvin Wolfgang of the University of
Pennsylvania found that six percent of all the boys born in Philadelphia in 1945—
not just those who had already committed crimes—were responsible for over half of
the serious crimes committed by the entire group. Of those born in 1958, 7.5 pe:-
cent committed 69 percent of the serious crimes. Thus, those who cite this widely
quoted myth erroneously focus on six percent of criminals—as if future high-rate
offenders could be predicted—instead of six percent of all male children born in a
given year whose future criminal behavior is also not predictable. In addition, this
study focused on children born in 1945 and 1958. But, by the late 1990s, the wider
availability of guns to young people, the spread of the drug trade and the recruit-
ment of young people into that industry, changes in family structure, and other fac-
tors suggest that crime patterns are likely to be different aong today’s youths.'
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Demographic
characteristics of the
typical prison inmate:

AGE

The median age of state prisoners is 30.

SEX

Men make up 94 percent of the national prison population, but the number of female

inmates has been expanding rapidly. Between 1980 and 1994, the number of women
in prison grew by 386 percent, compared to the 214 percent increase in incarcerated
men.’ Moreover, two-thirds of female state prisoners are motheis of children under the

age of 18; of those children, only one out of four is taken care of by their father.

EDLCATION

It is estimated that 50 to 75 percent of ail state prison inmates are unable to read.* Only

one-third of prisoners nationwide have completed high school. By contrast, of the gen-

eral population, 85 percent of all men ages 20 to 29 have high school diplomas.

EMPLOYMENT
While roughly 80 percent of all U.S. men of working age are employed full-time, only

55 percent of state prison inmates were working full-time at the time of their arrest.

INCOME

More than half of aii prison and jail inmates had a reported annual income of less than

$10,000 prior to their arrest.

FAVHILIES

Thirty-seven percent of state prison inmates reported that at least one family member

had been incarcerated at some time: 7 percent said a parent had served time in jail or
prison, 31 percent said their brother had been incarcerated and 4 percent said a sister

had been in prison or jail.

CRIMVINAL HSTORY

The cycle of crime can begin at an early age, and many offenders pass repeatedly through

the juvenile and adult criminal justice systems. Eighty-one percent of all state prison-

ers have criminal histories that include previous incarceration or probation.

RACE/ETHNICETY

African-American men go to prison at a far greater rate than any other racial group. In

1993, while Afnican-Americans comprised 12 percent of the U.S. poputation, they con-
stituted 44 percent of sentenced inmates in state and federal correctional institutions,
the largest group behind bars. Whites, while 74 percent of the general population,
accounted for 36 percent .- siate and federal inmnates; and Hispanics, who comprise 10
percent of the population, were 18 percent of those behind prison bars. When Hispanic
African-Americans and non-Hispanic African-Americans are combined they constitute
50 percent of the state and federal prison population.

16

WHO GOES TO PRISON

RACIAL
INNPACT

An estimated 1,471 African-Americans
per 100,000 African-American residents
were incarcerated in the nation’s prisons
at the end of 1993, compared to 207
whites per 100,000 white residents.® This
18 an incarceration ratio of African-
Americans to whites of seven to one.

Numerous socio-economic factors
contribute to this disparity, as do certain
criminal justice policies. Jerome E.
McElroy, executive director of the New
York City Criminal Justice Agency,
observes: “The war on drugs translates
into greatly expanded arrests, convic-
tions and punishment of street level
dealers, espscially those trafficking crack
who tend to operate openly in large
urban neighborhoods, which makes
them more likely to be caught in local
police sweeps. These policy, strategic
and tactical decisions make inevitable
the disproportionate impact of the crim-
inal justice system on poor, urban,
minority populations.”

The following statistics further illus-
trate the disproportionate impact
on African-Americans:
® Of all felons convicted in 1992, 52 per-
cent were white, 47 percent were African-
American and 1 percent was of another
race, according to the U.S. Bureau of Justice
Suatistics.” (Hispanics are included in both
African-American and white groups.)
® A 1990 report by The Sentencing
Project found that on any given day
in 1989, nearly one in four African-
American men ages 20 to 29 was under
the supervision of the criminal justice
svstem—in prison or jail or on probation
or parole.*
® Studies by the National £lenter on
Institutions and Alternatives revealed even
mnore dramatic numbers in two urban

areas with large concentrations of African-
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Americans. In 1991, in Baltinore, 56 per-
cent of African-American men between
the ages of 18 and 35 were imprisoned.
on probation or parole, awaiting disposi-
tion on criminal charges or being sougln
on an arrest warrant.” In Washington,
D.C.. 42 percent of the same group were
involved with the criminal justice system.™
® African-Americans are also more likely
to be victims of violent crime than whites.
In 1992, violent crime victimization rates
for African-American males were 75 per-
cent higher than those for white males.”

® The U.S. Sentencing Commission

reported in 1995 that 88 percent of

offenders sentenced for crack offenses
are African-Americans and 4.1 per-
cent, white. Sentences for selling a cer-
tain amount of crack are equal in length
to sentences for selling 100 times that
amount of powdered cocaine. If crack
and powdered cocaine were treated sim-
tlarly. the average sentence for convicted
crack traffickers would be 47 monthis, as

opposed to 141 months.

TYPES OF
OFFENSES
According to the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, less than one-third of state
prison admissions in 1992 were for vio-
lent offenses.’ In fact. most maximum
security prison systems report that less
than 20 percent of their inmates require
high-level security.

The Bureau of Justice Statistics’
National Corrections Reporting Pro-
gram divides eriminal offenses into the

following categories:”

VIOLENT OFFENSES

Crimes inwvolving personal inuey and thedt

of property by confrontational foree or
threat of furce: murder/nonneghgent
manslaughter. rape, kidnaping, aggravated
assault and robbery, Offenders who were

convicted of violent crimes comprised

14

i U.S. Population
4%

B whie Non-Hispanic M Biack, Non-Hispanic

UNITED STATES POPULATION AND ‘
PRISON POPULATION, BY RACE, 1993 |

Prison Population®
2%

Hispanic Ml Other

Note: Dther includes Asians, Pacific Islanders. American Indians, and Alaska Natives |
*Prison population reflects all sentenced state and tederal inmates.

27.1 percent of all state prison adms-
sions in 1992, The median sentence for
persons convicted of homicide in 1992

was 24 years. and for rape. nine years.”

PROPERTY OFFENSES

prisonin 1992, 34.1 percent were for
property offenses. The median sentence
for persons convicted of larceny in 1942

was three vears.”

DRUG ABUSE VIOLATIONS

Burglary (breaking and entering). lar-
ceny (theft) without foree. motor vehicle
theft. illegal entry, fraud. vandalism,
association with stolen property and

arson. Of offenders sentenced to state

_

' VIOLENT VS.
NONVIOLENT CRIME:
Crimes Committed by Offenders ‘
P Admitted to State Prisons 1992

aViolent Cime @Nonviolent Crime

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics

Unlawtul possession or trafficking of
narcotic drugs. Drug abuse violators
comprised 29.2 percent of state prison
admissions in 1992, Drug crimes are
being prosecuted at increasing rates.
The number of persons incarcerated in
federal prisons tor drug crimes rose from

9,491 1n 1985 1o 46,499 1n 1994,

PLBLIC-O"DER OFFENSES

A set of offenses against the rules of gov-

erning social order: prostitution, other
sex offenses, bribery, gambling and car-
rying or possessing weapons, Offenders
convicted of public order infractions
totuled X1 pereent of state prison admis-

stons in 1992,

OTHER

Of offenders sentenced to state prison in

1992, 1.5 percent committed other critnes:

juvenile offenses and unspecified felonies,
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DISPOSITION
OF CASES

Most felony cases never go to trial. Only
7.5 percent of all felonies were disposed
of by trial. according to a recent study of
state courts, The majority of cases. 57
percent. were disposed of by plea bar-
gaining. in which a defendant may be
promised a specific sentence for plead-
ing guilty. usually to a charge less severe
than the original. For example. in
exchange for a guilty plea. a prosecutor
might agree to charge a man arrested for
robbery (a erime for which the average
prison sentence is six vears) with theft of
property instead (for which the average
penalty is two to three vears). Of the bal-
ance of the telony cases. more than half
were dismissed. and the rest were dis-
posed of through some other means.
including changes of venues and deaths
of defendants.”

Without plea bargaining. conviction
rates would probably decline because
prosecutors often agree to reduced plea

agreements when their cases are weak.
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WHO GOES TO PRISON

Even more certain is the fact that our
current court system would break down
without plea bargaining. If every crim-
inal defendant opted for a jury trial. as
guaranteed by law in most cases. we
would not have enoagh prosecutors.
Judges. juries or courts to provide those
trials: and the costs would be exorbi-
tant. When confronted with the dramat-
ically increased stakes under new
“three-strikes™ laws. . defendants are
expected to be fess likely to forgo their
?ight to trial by jury.

The disposition of cases also is
affected by whether defendants can
afford legal counsel. Those who cannot

are appointed a lawyer or are repre-

sented by a public defender. many of

whom carry large caseloads. Some
private detense attorneys can often
devote significantly more resources to
each case than public defenders or court
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WHY INMATE
POPULATIONS ARE UP

MYTH

Prisons have a revolving door, and inmates are now serving far

shorter prison terms than before.

FACT

Since 1923, the average prison term served by inmates in the U.S. has remained
constant at about two years. State prisoners are still serving average sentences
of two years in length. Federal inmates, however, have been serving longer sen-
tences since the passage of the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984 and the adoption
of mandatory sentencing laws. The Act introduced truth in sentencing into fed-
eral courts, which mandates that offenders serve a minimum of 85 percent of
their sentences. For example, inmates convicted of a violent offense who were
released from federal prisons in 1992 served average terms of 56 months, com-
pared to 50 months served by violent offenders released in 1986. Federal drug
offenders released in 1992 served an average of 33 months, compared to 22

months served by those released in 1986."
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or the better part of this

century, incarceration rates

remained relatively constant.

Then a dramatic change
began in the 1970s, when huge increases
in inmate populations were recorded
across the country. Clearly, policy changes
aimed at taking a bite out of crime—largely
in response to the public’s fear of violence
and the “war on drugs”—were what drove
the influx of new inmates.

The phrase of the day became “iock
‘em up and throw away the key.” This
attitude, coupled with large increases in
spending on law enforcement, manda-
tory sentencing laws and more and longer
sentences, especially for drug offenses,
led to larger prison populations.

It is extremely difficult to draw a
connection between increases in incar-
ceration and fluctuating crime rates.
Putting offenders behind bars may keep
them from committing more crimes
while they are there, but no significant
overall deterrent effect has yet been
proven. Furthermore, some experts
believe that factors such as shifting
demographics—into and out of the
crime-prone years—changing patterns
of drug use and the drug trade, and
changes in police tactics may have an

cven greater influence on crime rates.

THE CRIME RATE
AND PUBLIC FEAR

Fear of crime. rather than rising crime
itself, is one factor that has fueled
the nation’s rising incarceration rates.
Interpretation of crime statistics is com-
plex. however. and conflicting inferences
can be drawn from the data.

Crime rates are calculated in two
ways. The National Crime Victimiza-
tion Survey (NCVS), conducted by the
U".S. Bureau of the Census. gathers

information from a sample of house-

holds and businesses, asking respon-
dents whether they have been victims
of crime over the past year. According
to this survey, the rate of violent crime—
rape, robbery and assault (murder and
manslaughter obviously cannot be self-
reported)—went down by 3.6 percent
from 1980 to 1992. The rate of prop-
erty crime against households—burglary
and larceny—dropped by 33.1 percent
over the 12-year period. The rate of

property crime against individuals— |

theft without force or threat of force—
declined by 28.7 nercent.’

The second widely used measure
of crime is the Uniform Crime Reports
(UCR), compiled by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation from crimes
reported to or by the police. Unlike
NCVS, UCR makes no distinction
between crimes against individuals and
crimes against households. These
reports indicate that the rate of violent
crime—including murder/non-negli-
gent manslaughter, rape, robbery and
aggravated assault—increased by 27
percent between 1980 and 1992,

Almost all of this increase is in the
category of aggravated assault, which
involves serious injury and includes
all assaults or threats of injury with a
deadly or dangerous weapon. Many
criminologists attribute this increase to
changes in reporting and not necessar-
ily to highcr levels of crime.

The rate of property crime—bur-
glary, theft and auto theft—decreased
by 8.4 percent over the 1980-92 period
as measured by the UCR.'

The National Academy of Sciences
Panel on the Understanding and Con-
trol of Violent Behavior concluded that
greater gun availability leads to an
increase in the percent of murders and
felonies where guns are used. but does
not affect general violence levels. In
1989, some 12,000 people - 60 percent

of all murder victims in the U.S. - were

<U

WHY INMATE POPULATIONS ARE UP

killed with firearms, and another
70,000 were injured. The risk is espe-
cially acute for teenagers and young
adults, particularly minorities. The
firearm murder rate in 1989 for black
males ages 15 to 19 was 105.3 per
100,000 compared to 9.7 per 100,000
for whites in the same age group.®

While more murders are being
committed with firearms, the murder
rate in the U.S., which ranks very high
when compared to other industrialized
nations, has not fluctuated very much at
allin the past two decades. The murder
rate in 1993, the last year for which
national figures are available, was 9.9
per 100,000 people. This rate is slight-
ly higher than the rate 0f9.4in 1973 and
lower than the 1980 rate of 10.2.°

Neither the NCVS nor the UCR
focus on crimes such as drug pos-
session and trafficking. Yet arrests
involving some aspect of illegal drug
possession or sales increased by 126
percent from 1980 to 1992; this may
be largely due to changes in enforce-
ment priorities, rather than an increase
in the number of drug crimes.

Other factors, such as demograph-
ics, also complicate the interpretation
of crime statistics. Criminologists James
Q. Wilson and Richard Herrnstein,
authors of Crime and Human Nature,
argue that “criminal behavior depends
as much or more on age as any other
demographic characteristic.” Almost 60
percent of the people who were arrest-
ed and charged with crimes in 1993, for
example, were between the ages of 13
and 29.* Because the young are high-
rate offenders, changes ir the propor-
tion of the population that falls within
this age group will have an impact on
the national crime rate.

Wilson and Herrnstein explain:
“Shifts toward a more youthful popu-
lation. such as during the ‘baby boom'

vears after World War 11, would be
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STATE AND FEDERAL
PRISON POPULATION,
1980-1994
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Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics

expected to produce increasing crime
rates as the babies grew into adoles-
cence.” Current projections indicate
there will be a 25 percent increase in
the number ofteens in the 15 to 19 age
range by the vear 2005."

A final challenge to understanding
crime statistics 1s that crime rates gener-
ally do not rise or fall steadily. Snap-
shots of trends can be misteading. For
example, according to the UCR, the
overall crime rate decreased by 2.2
percent from 1980 to 1990, but data
from the same source indicate that the
overall crime rate increased by 11.8
percent from 1985 to 1990,

Some policy analvsts who draw
primarily on NCVS data argue that recent
declines in the country’s crime rate are
the result of increases in our imprison-

18
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i Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation

ment rate. They maintain that increases
in incarceration have caused decreases
in the crime rate. But government crime
reports are sometimes contradictory,and
depending on the reporting techniques.
the offense and the time frames selected.
itis possible to draw varied conclusions
about the impact of the policy decisions
of the past decade. In fact, when viewed
graphically. historic changes in rates for
particular offenses and the increase in
incarceration show there is no clear-cut
relationship between imprisonmentand
crime rates,

One factor contributing to the
atmosphere in which pablic policy is
made 18 media coverage of crime,
A study by the Center £ r Media and
Public Affairs tound that even though

crime rates had remained essentially

21
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MURDERS

unchanged between 1992 and 1993,
television coverage of crime and
violence on the evening news doubled
during this period."

Policymakers maintain that they
have taken a hard line against lawbreak-
ers in response to the public’s fear of
crime, although public opinion surveys
do not always support this argument.
The public and corrections nfficials
agree on the need to imprison violem
offenders. However, when citizens are
informed about possible alternatives,
they often favor a range of sanctions for
nonviolent offenders, The findings of
a number of public opinion studies have
enconraged leaders around the coun-
try to take a closer look at alternatives
to incarceration, (See Chapter 7, What

the Public ‘Thinks)
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MANDATORY
SENTENCING

Mandatory sentencing laws require

prison terms for certain offenses, and

most stipulate a minimum number of

vears the offender must serve behind
bars. Such laws have had an enormous
impact on prison populations nation-
wide. as these examples illustrate:

® All 50 states have established manda-

tory sentencing laws covering a range of

crimes. including violent and gun-related
crimes. drug offenses. drunk driving und
property theft."

® ‘Thirty-four states have “habitual
offender™ laws requiring enhanced
prison terms for repeat felony offend-

ers. in some cases regardless of the

seriousness of the crime. "

& Alabama has a two-year minimum sen-
tence for drug sales; five vears are added
to this sentence if the sale is made within

three miles of a school or housing pro-

ject. and an additional five years is

imposed ifit occurs within three miles of

both. This means an offender could
receive a | 2-year sentence for selling any
amount of drugs alinost anywhere in an
urban area such as Birmingham,

Such mandatory sentencing laws

deny judges their traditional powers of

discretion, Judges cannot reduce the term
for offenses that carry prescribed manda-
tory minimum sentences, and they are
restricted from imposing alternative
sentences no matter what mitigating
circumstances may be involved. In theory.

lawmakers enact mandatory sentencing

WHY INMATE POPULATIONS ARE UP 22

laws so that punishments will be meted
out consistently; in practice, however,
mandatory sentencing policies have
enhanced the significance of the discre-
tionary power of prosecutors who decide
what charges to file against defendants.

® A 1994 study by the Department of
Justice found that more than one-third of
all federal prisoners incarcerated under
mandatory laws for drug offenses were
considered low-level offenders. These
low-level offenders constituted 21 percent
of the overall federal prison population, ™!
® Recent research indicates that manda-
tory sentencing laws have either short-
lived or no deterrent effects, A 1992 study
of mandatory drug sentencing laws in
Delaware showed a significant rise in the
prison population, but no reduction in

drug arrests. trafficking. or use.”
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¢ According to a 1991 U.S, Sentencing
Commission study. “A greater proportion
of black defendants received sente:ices at
or above the indicated mandatory mini-
mum (67.7 pereent), followed by Hispanics
(57.1 percent) and whites (54 pereent). ™™

Legislators who pass mandatory
laws often do not realize that the deci-
sion to increase the penalty for a crime
is aiso a decision to spend millions of
additional dollars on corrections. But
some legislators are beginning to exam-
ine the financial consequences of
sentencing laws, In Louisiana. cach
mandatory sentencing bill must be
accompanied by an impact statement
that assesses how the bill would affect
plea bargaining. jury trials, the prison
population and the corrections budget.
Such an impact statement allows legis-
lators to make informed judgements
about the costs and other effects of a
proposed law.

1n response to growing concern about
the impact of mandatory sentencing,
Congress included a “safety valve™ provi-
sion inthe 1994 crime bill to give feder-
al judges greater diseretion in sentencing
drug offenders who have minor criminal

records and no history of violence”

“THREE STRIKES
AND YOU’RE
OUT” LAWS
Public concern with violent crime has led
to citizens” initiatives and legislation in
many states for lengthy mandatory sen-
tences. including policies to lock up three-
time felons for life without parole. By the
end of 1994, 14 states and the federal
goveriment had adopted some form of
“three strikes and yvou're out™ law,

Georgia went further and imple-

mented a “two strikes™ law. And Cali-
fornia’s “three strikes™ law has a twist:

it provides for doubling of sentences on
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a second felony conviction,™

The expected impact of these laws
varies from state to state, depending on
how broadly the statutes are written and
how they are to be implemented. Much
of the impact on prisons won’t be seen
for 10 to 15 vears because most of the
offenders sentenced under these provi-
sions would have received lengthy
prison terms under prior laws.

In the state of Washington, where
such legislation was first passed in 1993,
the initial vear of the law’s implemen-
tation resulted in only three dozen pros-
ceutions for a third strike.™

Irc contrast, California is expecting
huge increases i its prison population
as a result of its “three strikes™ law,
which requires a sentence of 25 vears
to life upon conviction of'a third felony.
California’s prisons held 125.000
immates in January 1995, By 1999,
primarily due to the impact of the “three
strikes™ law. the tnmate population is
expected to grow to 211,000, While the
first two offenses must be violent or seri-
ous to implement the law. the third strike
can be one of 500 felonies.

Furthermore, since many “third-
strike™ law defendunts feel they have
nothing to lose by going to trial. there
is far less plea bargaining, resulting in
a sharp increase in trial rates: estimates
range from 144 pereent in Los Angeles
Couunty to almost 200 percent in Santa
Clara County in the first full year of
implementation. The increased case-
load is diverting conrt resources from
eivil cases, In Los Angeles County.itis
expected that 60 of the 120 judges
handhing civil cases will be transferved
to criminal cases.”

The Legislative Analyst’s Office in
California reports that during the first
cight months of the law"s implementa-
tion, in 70 pereent of cases under the
“three strikes™ law, the final strike

involved 4 nonviolent offense.” For
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example, Jerry Witliams of Redondo
Beach, California was convicted of a
third strike for stealing a slice of pizza,
Because the 27-yvear-old had two prior
robbery convictions, he was sentenced

to 25 vears to life under the new law.”

LLONGER
PRISON
TERMS

Sinee 1923, the average prison term
served nationwide has been about two
vears, though the length of the average
sentence imposed and prison time served
varies from state to state.”* In recent years.,
however, with the adoption of *truth in
sentencing” practices. the length of ser-
tences served by inmates in some states,
zid particularly-hy inmates in the federal
sestem, has been increasing,
® Federal drug offenders released in
1992 had served terms 54 pereent longer
than those of federal drag offenders
released in 1985,
¢ Nationally. intates released from prison
in 1990 had served an average of 22
months., but offenders admitted th prison
that vear were expected o serve 25 months
hehind bars.a 14 percent increas

Many people feck, howe. v that
offenders are serving a lower pereent-
age of their sentence, But reports claim-
ing that prisons now have “revolving
doors™ and that oftenders stav behind
bars for shorter and shorter periods are
misleading. The figures quoted for aver-
age length of stay in prisons are. by defi-
nition. for inmates who are released and.
therefore. include proportionally fewer
inmates serving long sentences. Alsoas
prisons become overcrowded, mthor-
ittes release inmates with less serions
crimes and shorter sentences, often m
significant numbers, These ecarly release
mechanisms can further skew data on

the average length of incarceration,
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THE AGING
INMATE
POPULATION

Longer sentences have had some unex-
pected results. “The long sentences being
handed down are building a large num-
ber of geriatrics into the penal system.”
says Anthony Travisono, former execu-
tive director of the American Correctional
Association. Older inmates are one of the
fastest growing segments of the prison
population.

® Largely due to the impact of the “three
strikes™ law in California, it is estimated
that within ten years, the number of
inmates in the state prison system over
age 50 will increase from about 5.000 to
51.000. By the year 2020, it is projected
that fully 20 percent of the state’s prison
population will be over age 50.”

® In 1992, state prisons held 5.606
inmates over the age of 54, a 20.6 percent
increase since 1988, and 532 inmates

over 75 years of age.”

With many more inmates growing
old in prison due to the nationwide trend
toward longer seniences, corrections offi-
cials face a new set of challenges. To
accommodate an older population. they
must provide long-term health care.
wheelchair aco sible facilities and
menus to fit special diets. The estimat-

cd average annual expense of medical

care and maintenance per inmate over
60 is $69,000, three times the norm.*

ANTI-DRUG
EFFORTS

The nation’s war on drugs is a major cause
of the increase in our prison population.
Almost two-thirds of the $12 billion annual
federal anti-drug budget is spent on law
enforcement, pulling thousands of drug
offenders into the criminal justice system
each year."” Furthermore, the federal anti-
drug budget is just a fraction of state and
local anti-drug spending on both law
enforcement and criminal justice.
According to the Bureau of Justice
Statistics:
® The number of adults in prison nation-
wide for drug offenses more than tripled
from 1986 to 1991."
@ Between 1980 and 1994, the number
of drug offenders incarcerated in federal
prisons rose from 4,749 to 46,499.*
®In 1994, 61 percent of all offenders in

federal prison were convicted of drug
crimes, compared with 45 pereent in
1988 and 25 percent in 1980, "

® The increase in prisoners sentenced for

drug offenses accounted for almost half of

the growth of new commitments to state

prisons from 1980 10 1992, Many of

these inmates are no, o werful drug deal-

ers, but low-level drug offenders who sell
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small quantities of drugs on the street in
order to support their own drug habit.
® Offenders convicted of drug crimes are
also serving longer sentences. For exam-
ple, the average time served by drug
offenders sentenced to federal prison rose
from 22 months in 1986 to almost 33
months by 1952.*

Since 1980, much of the growth
in the prison population has resulted
from a doubling of the number of arrests
for drug law violations and a tripling of
the rate of incarceration for convicted

drug offenders. "

SEX
OFFENDERS

Increased prosecution and conviction
of sex offenders. s well as longer and
harsher sentences, have contributed sig-
nificantly to prison population growth.

“From 1988 to 1992, state and feder-
al risons experienced a 37 percent

increase in admissions of sex offenders.

R

i

The Corrections Compendinum report-
ed that in 1988 state and federal pris-
ons held some 62.000 sex offenders.
which comprised 9.8 pereent of the
inmate population. In 1992, these facil-
ities had 98.000 sex offenders. account-
ing for 11.5 percent of the overall
population. California, with 16,000

inmates convicted of sex offenses. had
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the largest group, and North Dakota,
with 93, the smallest.”

The actual crimes span a wide
range of behaviors, including the most
violent sexual assaults, rape and child
molestation. as well as consensual acts,
such as statutory rape, and non-contact
offenses such as exhibitionism. While
some of these offenders are violentand
need to be incarcerated, legislative
mandates and judicial decisions often
have resulted in longer sentences for
all sex-related crimes.

New York Governor George E.
Pataki signed an executive order in the
spring of 1995 to prohibit all sex oftend-
ers from participating in new. highly
intensive probation programs tor non-
violent felons.”

Earlier. Washington State adopted
its ground breaking “sexual predator™
law which provides for indefinite
confinement of child molesters and
rapists deemed too dangerous for
release at the end of their court imposed
sentences. New Jersey, Wisconsin and

Kansas have adopted similar laws. ™

THE
MENTALLY ILL

Local jails. and to some extent prisons,
also have been aftected by the rising num-
ber of people released from facilities for
the mentally ill who are now in custody
for minor criminal offenses. In his book
Nowhere to Go: The Tragic Odvyssey of the
Mentally I, psychiatrist E. Fuller Torrey
writes that in 1988 there were 100,000
people injails who required treatment for
serious mental illnesses. According to the
National Coalition for the Mentaily 1in
the Criminal Justice System, there are
about 33 percent more mentally ill indi-
viduals in jails than in mental hospitals.”

in addition. 60 percent of those in the

Juvenile justice system have a diagnosable
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mental health problem."

California study found that 8 percent of

the state prison population had one of

four major mental disorders; an addi-
tional 17 pereent had less severe but seri-
ous mental illuesses.

“Jails have become the dumping
ground for the mentally ill.” Ray Cole-

man, former president of the American

Jail Association. told members of

Congress at a briefing in January 1991.
“Mentally ill individuals sometimes
spend three to four months in jail with-
out a trial for a misdemeanor such as a
*dine-and-dash.” sometimes while
Judges try without success to get them
into a treatment situation, If they were
not mentally il they'd be released on
[their own] recognizance. Th 'se indi-
viduals are seriously il They are not

serious crimivals.”

TOUGH
PAROLE
POLICIES

Most states have parole boards that may
exercise discretionary authority .o release
prisoners to community suservision after
they have served their ninimum sen-
tence, for example, eight vears of an
cight-to-twelve-year sentence. (Ifinmates
serve their maximum term, they are gen-
erally released to the community without
control or supervision of any kind.)
Some states offer time off the minimum
for good behavior, further reducing the
prison term. But parole boards through-
out the country have tightened release
criteria. oftan in response to political
pressure. Inmates who would have been
paroled in the past are now being hedd for
longer terms, thus contributing to prison
growth,

In Virginia, the 1993 gubernatorial
campaign was waged and won by

George Allen who prowmised to abolish
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parole.a pledge that was later made into
a state policy. Along with other changes
made in the state, this policy is expect-
ed to contribute te a doubling of the
prison population in ten years as pris-
oners serve longer sentences. By 1995,
11 states had abolished parole.”

In recent vears, parolees have been
returned to prison in record numbers
for violating the conditions of their
parole. Violators who test positive for
drugs. for example, or who leave town
without permission or fail to report to
their parole officer often are reincar-
cerated instead of facig increased
supervision in the community or receiv-
ing drug treatment. job training or other
services to help them comply with their
release conditions.
® According to a 1995 report. 40 percent
ofall parolees in California are returned to
prison for technical violations of parole."
o Nationally. from 1980 to 1991, the
nunmber of parole violators who were
returned to prison quadrupled. increas-
ing from 28.800 to 142,100."
® A study of all prison admissions in
1987. conducted by the National Council
on Crime and Delinquency, showed that
15 percent of admissions were for tech-
nical violations of parole conditions such
as failure to participate in programs, evi-
dence of drug use. or noncompliance
with curfews. "
® From 1987 to 1991, Oregon tracked
parolees being released for the first time
and observed that over periods of three
years, they were returned to prison at rates
ranging from 38.9 percent to 46.7 pereent.
Approximately half of these were returned

for technical violations of parole.”

TRUTH IN
SENTENCING
Truth in sentencing practices have been

enacted by states in response to public
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concern that offer;ders are often released
before their full sentences have been
served. The concern is fueled, in part. by
the public’s misunderstanding of parole
release, which gives the impression that
offenders are being released from super-

vision early. In fact, judges establish their

sentences knowing that they probably will
not be served entirely behind bars but
recognizing the importance in many cases
of supervising offenders during the initial
periods of re-entry to society. In some
instances. however, inmates have been
released early to make room for other
prisoners since space and resources are
becoming increasingly scarce. especially
when states are under court order to limit
prison population growth,

Truth in sentencing usually man-
dates that the actual sentence served by
the inmate is a substantial percentage.
often 85 percent. of the maximum time
imposed by the sentencing judge. That
15 a considerable increase 0 the aver-
age 48 pereent of a sentence that violent
oftenders served in 1992,

In adopting truth in sentencing,.
policvmakers must come to grips with
the politically sensitive issue of adjust-
ing the lengths of prisou sentences or
tace explosive growth from significantly
longer sentences, For example.without truth

i sentencing an offender sentenced to

four years for burglary might expect to
serve less than half that sentence and then
be released on parole. Under truth in
sentencing practices, however, that
offender would be required to serve
perhaps 85 percent of the sentence

imposed, or 3.4 years in this case.

The phrase “truth in sentencing” is
sometimes used more generically to refer
to consistency in sentencing as promot-
ed by sentencing guidelines. which are

discussed below.

A POSSIBLE
RESPONSE:
SENTENCING
GUIDELINES

Sentencing guidelines are another tool for
implementing sentencing policy with an
emphasis on making punishments for
particular crimes more certain. This con-
cept grew out of a general perception that
sentencing practices were inconsistent,
that the same or similar crimes could
result in vastly different punishments.
Guidelines set forth clear and uniform
stancards for punishment that take into
consideration the oflender’s prior crimi-
nal record as well as the gravity of the
oftense and permita measure of judicial

discretion in atypical cases, Punishments
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include prison, as well as noncustodial
penalties. By 1994, guidelines were in use
in 14 states and the federal courts.
Guidelines are drafted by or for
legislative bodies and generally reflect

the philosophical and political leanings

of elected officials. Experience with

sentencing guidelines demonstrates that
these mechanisins can lead to less
or more imprisonment. They simply
ensure that whatever policies are chosen
by the drafters will be followed by judges
fairly closely.

Where policymakers have incorpo-
rated into their guidelines concerns
about the growth of inmate populations,
states have done a better job of control-
ling prison growth than in states where
this concern has gone unaddressed. In
1993. North Carolina adopted sentenc-
ing guidelines. one goal of which was
to control the growth of its prison popu-
lation. The g adelines target low-risk
offenders for community-based punish-
ments where appropriate and ensure
that prison space is available for violeut
offenders. Federal sentencing guide-
lines. adopted in 1988, on the other
hand. do not take prison capacity into
consideration and have contributed to

the increase i federal inmates.
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MINNESOTA SENTENCING GUIDELINES GRID

Presumptive Prison Sentence Lengths in Months

SERIOUS - # MORE SERIOUS

Sale of simulated controlled substance
Theft Related Crimes ($2500 or less) 21
Check Forgery (8200-$2500) 20-22
Theft Crimes (32500 or less) 25
24-26
Nonresidential Burglary 11
Theft Crimes (over $2500) 37-45
Residential Burglary 54
Simple Robbery 50-58
Criminal Sexual Conduct 54 65

2nd Degree 33-35 42-46 50-58 60 70

Aggravated Robbery 48 58 68 78 8% 98 108

44-52 54-62 64-72 74-82 84-92 94-102 | 104-112

Criminal Sexual Conduct. 1st Degree 86 98 110 122 134 146 158
Assault. ist Degree 81-91 93-103 | 105115 | 117-127 | [29-139 | 141151 | 153-163
Murder, 3rd Degree 150 165 180 195 210 225 240

Murder, 2nd Degree (felony murder) 144 156 | 159-171 | 174-186 | 189-201 | 204-216 | 219-231 | 234-246

Murder. 2ud Degree (with intent) 306 326 346 366 3%6 406 126
299313 | 319 233 | 339-353 | 359-373 | 379-393 | 399-413 | 419-433
L

"3l At the discretion of the judge, up to a year in jail and/or other non-jail sanctions can be imposed instead of
prison sentences as conditions of probation for most of these offenses. If prison is imposed, the presumptive
sentence is the number of months shown.

(] Presumptive commitment to state prison for all offenses.

Notes' 1. Criminal history score is based on offender's prior record and seriousness of prior offenses. 2. Numbers
in italics represent the range of months within which a judge may sentence without the sentence being deemed a
departure from the guidelines. 3. First degree murder is excluded from the guidelines by law and carries a manda-
tory life sentence.

*One year and one day

Source: Mintesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission. Effective August 1, 1894
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DRUG

ONMENT

MYTH

Many people believe that mandatory minimum sentences for drug offenses

ensure that drug “kingpins” get locked up for a substantial amount of time.

FACT

One out of every three federal prisoners incarcerated under mandatory laws for
drug offenses are low-level offenders—people who sell very small quantities in
order to finance their own habits. Furthermore, many drug laws encourage offend-
ers to turn in others to get their own sentences reduced. Consequently, offenders
from the upper echelons of the drug world who have more people to turn in often

end up with lesser sentences.
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he political response to

drug abuse and drug-

related crime led to

tougher laws and lengthy

mandatory sentences beginning in the
1980s. During that decade, drug arrests
doubled in number. Jail and prison pop-
ulations across the country rose as a result.
Special judicial bodies, called drug
courts, were established in some areas in
the late 1980’s to provide treatment for
the seemingly endless flow of individu-
als brought up on drug possession
charges. In the late 1980s, the public
reported to pollsters that drugs were the
most serious problem facing the country.
The nation’s anti-drug policies have
begun to overburden the criminal justice
system but have had little appreciable
impact on reducing the drug trade, New
drug laws and stepped-up law enforce-
ment have resulted in strained police

departments. crowded court calendars

and immense growth in the number of

drug offenders in state and federal pris-
ons. Adding to the burden. though not
necessarily to the goal of cracking down
on drug kingpins, is the fact that these
laws impact large numbers oflow-level
offenders: non-violent individuats who
have no substantial role in drug traf-
ficking operations but who may sell
small quantities of drugs in order to
support their own habit. A 1994 study
by the Department of Justice found that
more than one-third of all federal pris-

oners incarcerated under mandatory

drug laws fell into this category of

low-level offenders. Moreover. some
criminologists argue that there is a
“replacement phienomenon™ occurring
on the streets. When dealers are impris-
oned. others are often recruited into the
drug trade to take their places,

® "The Sentencing Project reported that
by 1991, one in four inmates nationally
an estimated 304,300 people  was cither

serving time or awaiting trial for a drug
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offense. This had increased from an esti-
mated one in eleven inmates—57,975~-
in 1983. The estimated cost of incarcer-
ation for drug offenders alone was $6.1
billion in 1991

® [n 1994, 61 percent of the inmates in
the federal prison system were convicted
of a drug crime. ' It is estimated that 75
percent ot the federal prison growth from
1985 t0 1997 will be related solely to
changes in drug sentencing policies.

® The Federal Anti-drug Abuse Act of
1986 requires prison sentences for low-
level carriers as well as high-volume deal-
ers. The 1988 amendments to that act
mandate sentences of life without parole
for offenders convicted of selling or con-
spiring to sell more than five kilograms of
cocaine or one kilogram of heroin and for
those who have had two or more prior
drug felony convictions.”

® By 1992. the number of state and local
arrests for sale, manufacture and posses-
ston of drugs had decreased 22 percent
from their 1989 peak, then increased
again by 6 percentin 1993."

The emphasis on law enforcement
and incarceration has been coupled with
a steady decline in the proportion of
federal anti-drug funds earmarked for
prevention and treatment,
® Infiscal year 1979, 46 percent of the
$873 million federal anti-drug outlay was
devoted to prevention and treatment and
54 percent to Jaw enforcement.’
® In fiscal year 1995. 35 percent of
the $12.7 hillion federal drug budget was
spent on treatment and prevention. while
65 percent went to law enforcement

and mterdiction.”

DRUGS
AND RACE

Law enforcement efforts have not always
been evenly applied. Federal drug officials

have deseribed the typical co- ine nser as
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a white made high school graduate living in
a small city o7 suburb. The war on drugs.
however. has focused fargely on the poor.
urban. mostly minority neighborhoods
where low-level crack dealers operate
openly and in ways that make them more
likely to be caught in local police sweeps.
Studies of drug use patterns by the
U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services show that Mrican-Americans
comprise 13 percent of all drug users
in the U.S. The FBI reports that they
make up 39 pereent of those arrested
for drug ciimes. primarily possession,
In 1990, a Minnesota judge over-
turned the state’s anti-crack law becanse
itdiscriminated against Atrican-Amer-
icans. The law required a four-vear

prison term for a first-time offender

convicted of possessing three grams of

crack cocaine but allowed probation for
defendants convieted of possessing the
same amount of powdered cocaine,

The U.S. Sentencing Commission
reported in 1995 that whites account
for 52 percent ot allb erack users and
African- Americans, 38 pereent. How-
ever, 88 pervent of those sentenced tor
crack offenses are Atncan-American and
Just £.1 pereent.white,

There are other indicators that
people of color are disproportionaely
punished for drug offenses:
® Ninctv-two pereent ot those arrested tor
drug offenses in New York State in 19849
were African-Americans or Hispanies, -
® ‘The arrest rates for white juveniles
charged  with  dingerelated  erimes
decreased. while those tor nonwlintes
aceelerated by 2010 25 pereent a vear
beginning in TOSS until the rates peaked
i 1989,

A 1993 report by The Sentenang
Project draws g companison hetween
the treatment of drunk drivers and deng,
users. Drnnk dos ers are responstble tor
ancstimated 22,000 deaths anmmally:

aleobolachated deaihs overall total

CONVICTED OF

. Total sentenced populdation®

80 '8t

** Numbers as of September 30, 1994.
Source: Federai Bureau of Prisons

e

FEDERAL INMATES

DRUG CRIMES, 1980-1994

B Number convicted of drug crimes

82 83 84 85 86 '87 88 83 ‘90 'O
* Does not include federal inmates held in nonfederai facilities. those
in the witness protection program or those awaiting sentencing.

1%

92 93 94~

94,000, Drug-related deaths e the
United States. inchuding those due to
overdose and disease as well as violenee
related to the drug trade. total abowmt
21,000 aminiathy,

The majority of drmk drivers are
white males who, undess their crimes
canse substanual harn, are generally
charged as misdemeanants and typically
recen e sentences involying fines, hcense
suspension, conmmimity service and

alcobol treatment, Althongh manda-

tory sentences for drunk driving have
been passed in many states, “thev are
h'cqucl‘lll) circumvented due 1o then
potential impact on jaib overcrowding.”
accoreding to The Sentenaing Projeet.
People arrested for drug possession,
on the other hand. tend o be low-income
and Atrican-American or Hispanie,
Defendants are generally charged with
telonies and frequently mcarcerated,
While drg treatment is considered

cftective in combatimg addiction. it is
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primarily available for middle-class
users, and is in short supply for low-

income offenders.

€ Studies by the U.S. Department of

Health and Human Services concluded

that while a slightly higher percentage of

African-Americans and Hispanics than
whites currently consume drugs (6.8 per-
cent and 6.2 percent respectively com-
pared to 5.5 percent). the vast majority
of drug users in terms of numbers of peo-
ple are white (74 percent compared to
13 percent African-Americans and 10
percent Hispanics).™

® In 1992, 44 percent of the felony
offenders convicted of drug trafticking in
state courts were white: 55 percent were

African-Americans.'’

THE IMPACT OF
DRUG LAWS

Arrests for drug manufacture. possession
amd distribution suared over the past
decade. taxing city police departments,
the courts and state and federal drug
enforcement agencies, This erackdown
on drug-related crime. however. has had
little impact on drug use and the drug
trade, Casual drug use has been on the
dechine since hefore the war on drugs was
declared. but hard-core cocaine use has
remained unchanged since 1985, These
frequent cocaine users are believed to be
ssponsible tor a disproportionate

amount of drug-related erime.”

CONVICTIONS

During the mid-1980s. narcoties investi-
gations and prosecutorial efforts were

stepped up i jurisdictions across the coun-

try. "The combination of rising mimbers of

cases and ligh convietion rates resulted in

a significant increase in the proportion of

convicted felons who are drug offenders.
® Drug offenders accounted for 61,4 per-
cent of i federal prisoners in 199 104

contrast with 295 percent in 1984 and

25 percent in 1980."

@® In state courts, the number of esti-
mated drug convictions in 1986 totaled
76,437, or 13.1 percent of all convic-
tions. That number skvrocketed 1o
280.232 -31.3 percent of all convie-

tions—Dbyv 1992,

MORE AND
LONGER PRISON TERMS

The proliferation of mandatory sentenc-

ing laws has greaty increased the number
of incarcerated drug offenders and the
length of the terms they are serving, From
1986 to 1991, the number of adults in
prison for drug offenses more than
tripled. These prisoners accounted for 44
percent of the increase in state prison
populations during this period.” Further-
more. the average time served for federal
drug offenses rose from 21 months in
1985 to 33 months in 1992+

The nation’s drug laws may also
result in the imprisonment of more
minor dealers and addicts for longer
pertods of time. A study of the impact
of New York's drug laws conducted by
the Correctional Association of New
York found that major dealers often
avoid prison terms by plea bargaining
their sentences in exchange for infor-
mation needed by law enforcement ofhi-
cials, On the opposite end of the
spectrum. minor dealers. facking valu-
able contacts and infornsation. have hule
to barguin with and frequently face
mandatc ry minimum sentences of five

vears to life in prison,”

CRIME AND
ADDICTION

The mumber of erimes committed by men

and women while nnder the influence of

drugs and the pereentage of offenders
who enter prison with drug, problems also

have grown, From 1986 1o 1991, the por-
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centage of inmates who wers regular
cocaine users went from 22 to 36 per-
cent.* In addition, the National Institute
of Justice found that in 1992, the number
ofarrestees who tested positive for drugs
in a sampling of 24 major cities ranged
from 47 percent in Phoenix to 78 percent
in Philadelphia.”

In 1991, the General Accounting
Office reported that there were drug
treatimnent slots for less than 20 percent
of the estimated 500.000 state prison-
ers who were considered to have been
drug addicts at the time of arrest.” The
federal prison system housed 27.000
prisoners who were believed to have
moderate or severe addictions: only
364 of those inmates enrolled volun-
warily in intensive residential treatment
programs. although space was available

for twice that number.”

DRUGS

INSIDE

PRISONS

Drugs have found an open road into pris-
ons across the nation as the war against
thent has packed the corrections system
with dealers and users. Inmates in many
institutions aintain their addictions
with the hielp of corrupt prison eniplov-
ces and visitors who use extreme tech-
niques to smuggle small quantities of
drugs to prisoniers.

Retween 1990 and 1995, 26 prison
emplovees, ranging from guards to cooks,
were charged with smuggling drugs into
New York's Rikers Island jail.~

Areportissued by the state anditor
of Mississipprin February 1995 on the
drug trade at the Sunflower County
Stite Prison revealed that there was such
anabundance of drugs on the inside
that inmates were dealing thenr to
peaple on the ontside.

The use ot drugs i prisons fargely
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goes anprosecuted because the quanti-
ties found are often small relative to the

amounts found on the street.

THE
FALLOUT

The war on drugs is sending great num-
bers of drug users and sellers to prison,
and statistics show disproportionate arrest
and conviction rates of poor. urban resi-
dents who are relativeiy low-level offend-
ers. Peter Reuter. a former director of the

Drug Policy Research Center at RAND.
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The only effective punishment for an offender is imprisonment.

FACT

Imprisonment punishes lawbreakers. It can also take a toll on the taxpayers who
must support the construction and operation of correctional facilities. In the inter-
est of public safety, citizens generally are willing to pay for prisons to protect soci-
ety from violent offenders. But other, nonincarcerative punishments can be
effective with nonviolent, low-risk offenders. Unlike prison, many of these com-
munity-based programs emphasize restitution to victims and rehabilitation of
offenders. These sanctions can be demanding and restrictive, and they force
offenders to be accountable for their actions. They also are generally far less expen-

sive than prisons.
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PROBATION

Offender reports to
probation officer
periodically,
depending on the
offense sometimes as
frequently as several
times a month or as
infrequently as

once a year.

ESCALATING PUNISHMENTS
TO FIT THE CRIME

This list includes generalized descriptions of

many of the sentencing options that are in use

in jurisdictions across the country.

.
COMMUNITY
SERVICE
Used alone or in
— conjunction with
RESTITUTION  Probtionor
AND FINES intensive supervision
. and requires
— U”ial;.ne or l:lh completion of set
conjunction wi
INTENSIVE probation or :;‘:vn::kri:f::;:r
SUPERVISION intensive supervision the community
PROBATION and requires regular
Offender sees P‘Yf“em! to crime
bation officer victims or to the
. courts.

three to five times
a week. Probation
officer also makes
unscheduled visits
to offender’s home
or workplace.

SUBSTANCE
ABUSE
TREATMENT
Evaluation and
referral services
provided by private
outside agencies and
used alone orin
conjunction with
cither simple
probation or
intensive
supervision,

IS




DAY
REPORTING
Clients reportto a
central location every
day where they file a
daily schedule with

their supervision

officer showing how
each hour will be
spent—at work, in
class, at support
group meetings, etc.

HOUSE
ARREST AN
ELECTRONIC
MONITORING

Used in conjunction
with intensive
supervision and
restricts ofender

to home except when
at work, school

or treatment.

HALFWAY
HOUSE
Residential settings
for selected inmates
as a supplement to
probation for those
completing prison
programs and for
rome probation

or parole violators.
Usually coupled with
community service
work and/or
substance abuse
treatment.

.
BOOT CAMP
Rigorous military-
style regimen for
younger cffenders,
designed to
accelerate
punishment

while instilling
discipline, often
with an educational
component.

PRISONS
AND JAILS
More serious
offenders serve their
terms at state or
federal prisons, while
county jails are
usually designed

to hold inmates for

- shorter periods.
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ncreasingly. advocates for more

effective sentencing practices are

calling for a range or continuum of

punishment options that provides
graduated levels of supervision and
harshness. Simple probation is at one
end, traditional incarceration at the other.
and a variety of community-based sanc-
tions, such as work release, electronic
monitoring and community service,
bridge the middle ground.

Using a sentencing scheme of this
sort enables authorities to maintain
expensive prison cells to incapacitate
violent criminals, At the same time, less
restrictive community-based treatment
programs and restitution-focused
sentences punish nonviolent offenders.
while teaching them accountability for
their actions and heightening their
chances for rehabilitation, An expand-

ed range of sentencing options gives

judges greater latitude to exercise disere-

tion in selecting punishments that more
closely fit the circumstances of the crime
and the offender. The approach treats
prisons as the backstop, rather than the
backbone. of the corrections system,
Intermediate sanctions are most
often used for offenders who are consid-
ered nonviolent and low-risk. Such
punishments usually require the offend-
er to lead a productive life in the
community by finding work. doing
unpaid community service, learning
new skills, paving restitution to victims,
enrolling in a treatment or educational
program or all of the above,
Although 25 states have passed
community corrections laws and many
others have created vartous kinds of
intermediate sanctions hetween proba-
tion and prison, such punishments are
nat vet being used for a large number
of offenders in the United States.
According to a national censis
conducted by the Burean of Justice

Statisties., there were 698 570 immates
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housed in state and federal confinement
facilities in 1990, yvet only 17,079
offenders serving their sentence in
community-based facilities that regu-
larly permit offenders to leave the
premises on work or study release. or

to participate in other outside programs.*

COSTS OF
INTERMEDIATE
PUNISHMENTS

Annual costs for the various sanctions
available within the continuum of inter-
mediate punishments vary from county
to county and state to state, In virtually
all cases. the cost of alternative sanctions
is lower than incarceration,

A 1994 survey of programs in Colo-
rado, North Carolina, Ohio and Virginia
fonnd the following average annual
costs of operations (exclusive of capi-
tal construction) per participant in these
states: probation, $869: intensive super-
vision, $2.292: community service,
$2.759: day reporting. $2.781: house
arrest. $402: electronic monitoring,
$2.011: haltway house. $12.494: boot
camp. $23.707: juil. $14.363, and
prison, $17.794.

Baot camps combine the cost of
incarceration with additional services
such as education,job readiness skills,
drug treatment and others. When
cconomies are realized, they usually
result from the shortened length of stay
in boot camps  on average six months
or less,

The costs of community-based
sanctions are reduced further through
the coliection of various supervision
fees from participating offenders, in
federal halfway houses, for instance,
offenders pay 25 pereent of their gross
weekly carnings to the government, The
Federal Bureau of Prisons collected

more than $27.4 million in such fees
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over a recent three-year period.

To establish effective intermediate
punishment programs-- the kind that
can be strictly enforced --jurisdictions
must be prepared to make the neces-
sary. initial financial investments. These
outlays delay the realization of the cost-
saviug benetits but help to ensure the

long-term viability of the program.,

GENERAL
SENTENCING
OPTIONS

The admimstrative structure of alterna-
tive sanctions is at the diseretion of the
Jocal government or conrts and some-

times varies considerably among different

jurisdictions. The programs can be oper-

ated, for example. by the probation
departments or by private agencies which
report to the courts.

The number of programs and their
official titles also vary widely depend-
ing on the needs and resources of the
local government. Most programs enact
harsh consequences for non-compliance
with the terms of the sentence, some-
times including jail or prison sentences,

The following section provides a
descriptive, although not exhaustive.

list of available sanctions.

BASIC
PROBATION

Currently, the most widely used commu-
nity-based punishment in the United
States is probation. in which an offender
tives at home, hut receives some outside
monitoring such as meeting with a saper-
visor a specified number of times per
month or keeping a log of daily activities,
First-time, nonviolent offenders often
receive probation, which may last up to

three years for a misdemeanor and five
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years or more for a felony conviction.
@ In 1993, abouit 58 percent of the con-
victed offenders under the supervision
of the justice system were on some form
of probation.’
® Approximately 2.8 million offenders
were on probation in 1993, compared to
1.3 million in prisons and jails.”

The enormous growth of the proba-
tion population—154 percent from
1980 to 1993 —has outpaced available

resources.’ Nationwide, as of 1990,

probation and parole got only 11 cents
of every criminal justice dollar, accord-
ing to the Bureau of Justice Statistics."
Probation officers handle large case-
loads—on average 118 per officer in
1994'—leaving them limited time to
track or supervise offenders. let alone
link them with the services many need.
In a sense. basic probation offices are
as crowded as prisons. Reporter
Stephen Labaton wrote in the Vew York
Times. “Despite the conditions in
probation departments, awmakers and
federal and state officials say it is more
politically attractive to seek resources
for prosecutors. judges and prisons than
to scem *soft on crime’ by proposing
more support for probation,”

A 1992 Justice Department report

revealed these facts about recidivism

rates of felons on probation from 1986
to 1989:

@ More than half—57 percent of a ran-

don sample of 79,000 probationers—had
not been rearrested within three years."
® The vast majority of those who were
rearrested were charged with property or
public order offenses."'

® About 8.5 percent of the 43 percent
who were rearrested were arrested for

violent crimes (murder/non-negligent

manslaughter, rape, robbery, or aggra-
vated assault)."

INTENSIVE
SUPERVISION
PROBATION (ISP)

This sanction allows offenders to live at
home.but under relatively severe restric-
tions, Offenders in ISP programs usually
are required to perform community ser-
vice, attend school or treatment pro-
grams, work. meet with a probation
officer (or team of two officers) as often as
five times a week. and submit to curfews,
cmoloyment checks and tests for drug,
and alcohol use. In contrast to regular
probation. the average caseload for these
programs in 1994 was 29, according to

the Criminal Justice Institute.
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By 1990, one or more jurisdictions
in every state had implemented ISP
programs, primarily for property offend-
ers, yet the effectiveness and the cost
savings from the programs have varied
widely depending on how they have
been structured and administered. Early
evaluations of an ISP program operat-
ed by the Georgia Department of Cor-
rections concluded that the program had

both lowered recidivism rates and prison

admissions." But a study of 14 juris-
dictions across the country, sponsored
by the Department of Justice and
conducted by RAND, indicated that ISP
on average had not reduced the total cost
of correctional services. in part because
the offenders targeted for participation
would not have drawn significant prison
time. The s* 1dy also showed that the
programs generally did not reduce
recidivism, but that recidivism among,
ISP participants was more often related
to technical violations of the demand-
ing conditions of intensive probation
than to new crimes. And those techni-
cal violations were more often caught
because of the increased supervision.”

Other evaluations have shown that
some carefully designed and managed
intensive supervision programs vield

better-than-average results, In Florida,
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for example, corrections officials found
that they could spend a fraction of what
it costs to send :n offender to pricon by
imposing a community penalty instead.
An evaluation of their ISP program,
called the Florida Community Control
Program (FCCP), « ncluded that grad-
uates commit new crimes at a lower rate
than a comparable group of offenders
released from prison."

This study, by the National Council
on Crime and Delinquency, further
revealed that FCCP saved the state
$2,750 per offender, even after hidden
costs of intensive supervision were taken
into account. The first of these hidden
costs is the financial burden of sanc-
tions—usually prison or jail time—
imposed on participants who violate the
conditions of the program. The second

is the cost of “widening the net”—

providing a higher, more expensive
level of supervision for offenders who
proLably would have been sentenced to
regular probation.”

Tt e study’s estimate of the financial
benefits of FCCP is conservative:
researchers did not take into account
the supervision fees paid by the offend-
ers in the program or the victim resti-
tution. taxes and child support paid
because the offenders were able to
hold down a job while participating
in the program.”

Together, these studies suggest that
reaping the full henefits of ISP requires

careful targeting to assure that a substan-
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tial number of participants would have
received appreciable prison time and
the use of a range of responses to tech-
nical violations so as to limit the use of

incarceration when violations occur.

RESTITUTION
AND FINES

Monetary penalties involve either restitu-
tion, which requires the offender to com-
pensate his or her victim; or fines, in
which a set amount is paid to the courts;
or both. Usually, the amount is based
on the crime and, in some jurisdictions,
also on the offender’s ability to pay.
Restitution is paid to the victim either
directly or through state and federal vic-
tim compensation funds. The aim of this

penalty is to compensate victims for their

losses, while teaching offenders financial
responsibility. Restitution and fines are
sometimes coupled with another penalty,
such as probation, community service

or treatment.

DAY FINES

Many European countries use fines more

frequently than the United States. often
as the scle punishment for specific
crimes. Germany, for example. has used
day fines--in which the amount of the
fine 1s determined according to the
offender’s daily income--as a penalty for
as many as 82 percent of adult offenders."

In essence. day fines attempt to

equalize the financial impact of the
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sentence on the offender, addressing the
concern that fines are unduly harsh on
poor offenders and permit afftuent
offenders easily to buy their way out of
more punitive sanctions.

The Vera Institute of Justice has
been developing the day fine concept
in this country. Judges in Phoenix now
use FARE (Financial Assessment Relat-
ed to Employability) Probation, a form
of a day fine, as an alternative to tradi-
tional probation in felony cases involv-
ing low-risk offenders. Under a FARE
Probation sentence, a certain number
of units are assigned to a particular
offense on the basis of its seriousness—
30 units for credit card forgery, for
example, or 160 units for a burglary.
Each unit is then transferred into a

dollar amount based on the offender’s

income. The penalty amounts have

ranged from $180 for a laborer with six
children convicted of making a false
statement in an unemployment claim to
a $22,000 fine for a restaurant owner

convicted of money-laundering.”

VICTIM-OFFENDER
MEDIATION

Restitution is sometimes coupled with

victim-offender mediation programs.
which have emerged in the past two
decades across the United States and
Europe. These programs allow victims to
meet face to face with the offender in the
presence of a trained mediator to negoti-
ate a fair restitution agreement. A 1992

study. conducted by the Minnesota
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Citizens Council on Crime and Justice
in cooperation with the University
of Minnesota, reported that approxi-
mately 100 such programs exist in the
United States. Surveying programs in
Albuquerque, Austin, Minneapolis, St.
Paul and San Francisco, researchers
found that 79 percent of the victims and
87 percent of the offenders who partic-
ipate expressed satisfaction with the
results of the mediation process. The
restitution was paid in full in 81 percent
of the mediated cases, compared to 58
percent of the cases ordered by the courts
without mediation. Furthermore, victims
generally noted a significant reduction of

personal anxiety and fear.”

COMMUNITY
SERVICE

Community service can be used alone or
with other penalties and services, includ-
ing treatment fur substance abuse, restitu-
tion or probation. Offenders in community
service programs are usually assigned to
work for government or private nonprofit
agencies; they paint churches, maintain
parks, collect roadside trash and renovate
schools and nursing homes.

Community service programs began
in 1966 in Alameda County, California,
when municipal court judges decided
to sentence certain traffic offenders to
periods of unpaid labor. By the late
1980s, some form of community service
sanction was in use in all 50 states.” The
Bureau of Justice Statistics estimates
conservatively that 6 percent of all felons
nationally are sentenced to perform
community service, often in conjunction
with other sancticns.’' Washington State
has probably made the most extensive
use of the concept: one-third of its
convicted felons receive sentences that
involve community service.*!

The Vera Institute of Justice in New

York City developed one of the best-
monitored and evaluated community
service programs in the country. Its
Community Service Sentencing Project,
now run by the Center for Alternative
Sentencing and Employment Services
(CASES), works with offenders convict-
ed of misdemeanors who would other-
wise receive jail sentences ranging from
15 days to six months. Over a two-week
period, offenders perform 70 hours of
supervised community service. Since
the program began in 1979, approxi-
mately 18,000 offenders have partic-
ipated. In fiscal year 1994, 1,809
offenders were sentenced to the
program with a completion rate of 65
percent. Those who do not complete
the program are resentenced following

areport from CASES.”

SUBSTANCE ABUSE
TREATMENT

Judges are often left with prison as their
only sentencing option for nonviolent
offenders who have substance abuse
problems. Some prisons have the
resources to provide the treatment ser-
vices that are needed, but most do not.
Intermediate sanctions, however, can
couple close supervision with cost-effec-
tive treatment outside of prison.

Residential treatment costs cun vary
widely. In Nevw: York State in 1993. resi-
dential treatmeut cost an average of
$16.000 compared with imprisonment
at $25.695;* in California. re sidential
treatment and imprisonmen. costs are
about the same. $22.400 _.d $21.800.
respectively.”

Treatment programs outside prison
walls take a variety of forms and are
located at different points in the justice
system. A recent study by RAND
conclud-d that drug treatment pro-

grams are seven times maore cost-cflec-
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tive in reducing cocaine consumption
than other initiatives aimed at control-
ling the supply of available drugs and
could reduce cocaine consumption by
a third if extended to all heavy users.*

The Drug Treatment Alternative to
Prison (DTAP) prograr,, initiated by
the Brooklyn, New York DMsisict Attor-
ney’s office, targets nonviolent defen-
dants in criminal drug cases charged
with a second felony offense who,
because of a New York State mandato-
ry sentencing law, would be sent to
prison if convicted. These pretrial
defendants are given the option to enter
residential treatment centers. [f they
successfully complete the program, the
DA'’s office dismisses the charges and
the offender avoids a prison sentence.

As of early 1995, the program
achieved a 60 percent retention rate—
a level considered significant because
retention is the best predictor of success
in treatment. Of the participants who
had been released for at least six months
after completing the program. only 12
percent had been rearrested. compared
to 40 percent for a comparable group
that had been incarcerated without
receiving substantial treatment. Those
who do net complete the program are
returned to court where prosecution
resumes, making them ineligible for the
DTAP Program.”

Foster Cook, assistant professor of
psychiatry and director of substance
abuse services and research at the Univer-
sity of Alabama at Birmingham. explains.
“A number of studies have shown that
resistant clients who are ordered by the
court to enter drug treatment programs
doas well as people who walk inand say.
*Please help me.” This is because court
intervention creates carrots and sticks
that the treatment pr(n'idcr can use to
increase length of stay. and length of stay
in treatment programs is a chief factor

determining success.”
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Other programs ke El Rio in the
South Bronx treat addiets inan inten-
sive out-patient center focated in their
own community as an alternative to
pretrial detention orincarceration. Soine
substance abuse experts favor commu-
nity-hased programs because they
promote the development of coping
skills that forestall relapse onee the client
has graduated from the program. Clients
spend an average of six months at Kl Rio,
working with stuffand peers w overcome
problems that feed their addicton: they

also learn new skillscundergo frequent

drug testing, participate in a variety of

gronp activities and receive mavidual-
i7ed counseling and acupuncture for

detoxification and sobrety maintenanee.

I 38

Note: A number of other states have some form of community corrections policy
or have initiated structured programs under existing administrative mechanisms.,

Source: National Committee on Community Corrections

Itis difficult to mamtain sobriety
once one completes either out-patient

or residential treatment. Relapse is

increasingly viewed as a natural part of

the recovery process and more and niore

attention is being paid to handling

relapses. Howard Isenberg, director of

the North Fast Treatment Center, a
program that works with offenders on
an out-patient basis in Wilmington,
Delaware, notes, “Appropriate measures
of treatment suceess do notrely ona
one-dimensional criterion like sobriety
rate. T'hey took at the level of function-
g ina variety of arcas. including hife
nanagement skalls, enplovalalite aivl:
ity o meet cormitisents and (6 create

and maintain personal relationshipes that

support recovery, By these kindys of
measures. RO percent of the people who
complete our program are successful in
improving their level of functioning and

achieving sustained recovery.”

DRUG

COURTS

A relatively new. but rapia growing,
intermediate sanction s provided
through drug; courts. which were estab-
hished in the Tate 1980s. Development of
these courts proceeded along two diver-
gent tracks: in some instances the courts
wire designes] to speed np processing, of

the increasing, number of drug, cases: the
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other approach to drug courts sought to
provide incentives for offenders o enter
treatment programs.

Court officials in Miani established
the first such treatment court in 1989,
with at least 20 additional jurisdictions
sctting up similar models by 1993." The
programs generally involve having drug-
addicted offenders enter treatment
cither through diversion from formal
court processing or upon acceptance
of a guilty plea. Judicial oversight of
the treatment process is a key element
of these programs. as is the collabora-
tive relationship established among
the judge. prosecutor, defense attorney
and commuunity.

During an 18-month period. two-
thirds of drug court defendants in
the Miami program avoided arrest.
compared to hatf of those offenders
whose cases were not handled by the

drug court.”

|
SEX

OFFENDER
TREATMENT

Programs for sex offenders have beeome
better targeted and more sophisticated in
recent vears, Tvpically, treatment involves
group therapy. individual counscling and
inmate support groups. Less frequently
provided are medical treatment. physio-
logical assessment. behavioral therapy
and other measures,

Because sex oftenses cover a hroad
range from exhibitionists and “peep-
mg Toms™ to violent sexual aggressors,
effective treatment strategies must be
tailored to the needs of the offender.
About 80 percent of the programs are
oftered cutside prison. working with
newly released offenders as well as with
chients who commtted nonviolent sex
offenses aud were not imprisoned,

Sex offenders being teated while

incarcerated are segregated from the
general inmate population by 17 prison
systems.

A 1994 survey by The Safer Socicty
Program and Press in Vermont, a
referral service for sex offenders and
their victims, identified 1,784 treat-
ment programs nationwide.” Of these
programs, 309 were residential and
1.475. community-based. Programs
were either private, court-sponsared or
community run,

Many psvehologists believe that most
sex offenders. like alcohuolies. can be reha-
bilitated but not cured and support
probation for life. as a way of enforcing
post-prison supervision and counseling,
In an attempt to control sex offenders
once they are released from prison.a
number of states have introduced laws
requiring community notification when
sex offenders move into a neighborhood.
These laws have been dubbed “Megan's
faws™ for a New Jersey child who was
raped and killed by a sex offender who
had completed his sentence,

A 1993 analvsis of sex offender treat-
ment. presented to the Association for
the Treatment of Sexual Abusers by Dr.
Margaret A, Alexander. clinical diree-
tor of the Wisconsin Sex Offender
Treatment Program. examined out-
comes of 68 studics. She found tha
recidivism of treated offenders was 10.9
pereeniversus 18,5 pereent for untreat-
ed offenders. Additionatly, she report-
cd that offenders neated with relapse
prevention interventiont, an energing,
treatment progratit, in combination with
cither behavioral or gronp treatment
had recidivism rates ot 5.9 percent
compared with 13,4 pereent of others
who teceived just the combination of
behavioral and group therapy,

The programs with the Towest
recidivism rates provide long-tern,
intensive treatment and ongoing

SCTVICes olice tnittal treatment as

L}
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completed, according to Fay Honey
Knopp. founder and former director of
the Safer Society Program, ™

In 1992, 26 prison systems report-
ed making recent changes in their
handling of sex offenders. including:
requiring treatment programs that fol-
low a continuum from pre-treatment,
through treatment to community after-
care: starting special programs for female
offenders: officer training: mandatory
treatment for certain offenders; and
cmphasis on relapse prevention and
victims” concerns.” By mid-1995. how-
ever. budgetary constraints and the
nationwide trend toward tougher sen-
tences led to elimination or reductions
in funding for sex offender therapy ina
growing number of states including
Virginia, Alabama. Oregon. Florida and
Massachusets.™

Dr. Alexander notes: “The move to
terminate funding for sex offender treat-
ment is premature given that we are
seeing some positive trends in treatment
versus no treatment data, and we need
to put more money instead into exam-

ining what is working.”

DAY
REPORTING
Day reporting centers typically require
offenders to report every day to a central
location where they file a daily schedute
with their supervision officer. showing how
cach hour will be spent atwork. i class,
at support group meetings., ete.”he cone
cept was first developed in Great Britain
and began to appear in the United States
in the mid-1980s. By 1994, more than 50
programs were operating in 20 states. ™
Day reporting programs ditfer from
state to state. Some centers refer clients
to service agencivs: others provide
services directly. Some foens on moni-

toring: others emphasize support.
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® The Metropolitan Day Reporting
Center run by the Crime and Justice
Foundation in Massachusetts requires
participants to obey a curfew, perform
community service and undergo drug
testing twice a week. Participants check
into the center in person once a day and
telephone periodically. They are respon-
sible for following a full-time schedule
that includes a combination of work,
school and substance abuse or mental
health treatment.®

® The Day Reporting Center operated
by the Cook County shenff’s department
in Hlinois incorporates AIDS prevention,
stress management and nutritional edu-

cation in its program.*

HOUSE

ARREST AND
ELECTRONIC
MONITORING

An offender sentenced to house arrest
must spend all or most of the day at
home. Compliance is enforced in some

states by requiring the offender to wear a

Hhe b qoatiny

iila,’-llf,_;l|l111!!\\

Teile i1yt <lmh

House arrest programs are operat-
ing throughout the United States:
® The National Institute for Justice
reported that a daily average of more than
45,000 offenders in all 50 states were
electronically monitored in 1992, up from
just 95 in 1986."
® In 1995, Florida had 14,041 offend-
ers under house arrest, many of whom

were electronically monitored. ¥

NONPRISON
RESIDENTIAL
PROGRAMS

Many states have experimented with res-
idential programs, designed to put
offenders in structured settings, such as
halfway houses, which allow them to leave
the premises for work or other approved
activities like drug treatment.

One residential model that has been
widely adopted throughout the country
is the restitution center. First developed
in Wisconsin and Minnesota, restitution
centers control and provide support for

residents, who must pay victim restitu-

woll planncdand well-seattod.

small transmitter on the wrist or ankle,
which sends electronic signals to moni-
toring units. House arrest can stand alone
as a sanction or can be coupled with fines
and other obligations: the term of the sen-
tence can range from several davs to sev-

eral years in duration.
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tion and child support out of earnings
from working in the community.

The Griffin Diversion Center. estab-
lishea in the carly 1970s in Griffin,
Georgia earned high praise from the
community, in part because the direc-

tor and staffaggressively built relation-

43

ol tiarin s

R RO A 4!_ ( Hu Fiy o i

ships with judges and the local business
community. “Work, education and
community are the foundation of this
program,” says the former director of
the Center, James Fletcher.

Residents work eight hours a day, take
care of all the Center’s maintenance,
perform community service on week-
ends, attend classes or counseling ses-
sions in the evening and submit to regular
drug testing. They also participate in
sports tournaments and organize food
and clothing drives. Residents are con-
sidered valuable workers by area busi-
nesses, and the program has faced

virtually no resistance from its neighbors.

BOOT
CAMPS

Offenders sentenced to boot camps live in
military-style barracks and undergo rigor-
ous physical and behavioral training for
three to six months. Boot camps are gen-
erally reserved for first-time offenders in
their late teens or early twenties who are

viewed as more open to changing their atti-

D0 b

urdes and behavior than are older offend-
ers. These highly regimented programs
arce designed to give offenders a sense of
responsibility and accomplishment while
mproving self-discipline. Originated in
1983 in Georgia and Oklahoma, boot

camps for adult oftenders are now run
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by more than 30 states and the Federal
Bureau of Prisons. Other camps have been
opened for juvenile offenders.*

Some corrections experts argue that
boot camps are unable to sustain a last-
ing impact because they do not go far
enough in meeting the needs of offend-
ers, and rearrest rates of boot camp
graduates are similar to those of former
inmates.* Research shows that boot
camps are more effective if some form
of after-care service is included in
the program.

“Ifan offender can't read, write and
is drug-involved.” argues Dale Parent,
a senior analyst for Abt Associates in
Cambridge, “sending him to a 90-day
boot camp that -loes not address his job
or literacy needs will only have a short-
term effect, if any. on his behavior.”

Most boot camps are used as an
alternative to prison or probation, but
in New York State, felony offenders
imprisoned for the first time are some-
times targeted for participation in
*shock incarceration camps.” In these
camps, a military regimen is combined
with substance abuse counseling, high
schooi equivalency classes and commu-
nity service. Men and women speed up
their release from custody by success-
fully completing the program. Upon
completion, offenders are required to
participate in an intensive six-month
after-care program that provides them
with & job, helps them stay employed.
and improves their chances of success

after release.

CLIENT-SPECIFIC
PLANNING

Developed in 1980 by the National Center
on Institutions and Alternatives (NCIA).
client-specific planning, sometimes called
defense-based sentencing, employs inde-

pendent  sentencing specialists who

provide judges with a recommended plan
for sentencing individual offenders. The
plan includes background profiles describ-
ing the offender’s family history, education,
employment, financial responsibilities,
potential for meeting the demands of a
community-based punishment plan in lieu
of incarceration, and any other appropn-
ate mitigating circumstances. Based on
that information, the sentencing specialist
recommends a penalty for the offender that
may include probation, drug or alcohol
treatment, employment, payment of resti-
tution to the victim or a variety of other
special conditions. as well as prison time.
The judge may adopt, alter or turn down
the proposal.

Effective client-specific planning is
dependent on the availability of commu-
nity resources such as employment train-
ing, job banks, treatment and third-party
supervision programs—services needed
to enforce the judge’s sentence and stim-
ulate behavioral change on the part of
the offender. Most communities (even
many rural areas) have such resources,
but are unaware that they could be used
to help offenders. One advantage of
client-specific planning is that it tends
to link the community with the courts
and promote reintegration of offenders.

A 1994 survey by The Sentencing
Project documented more than 200
client-specific planning programs oper-
ating in 37 states, handling over 22,000
cases per year." A 1992 review of 16
programs found that on average. 70
percent of their sentencing recommen-
dations were accepted in full or in part

by the courts.”

THE VALUE OF
INTERMEDIATIS
SANCTIONS

The unprecedented growth in the

natic »%, prison population has placed a

A CONTINUUM OF SANCTIONS 44

heavy economic burden on taxpayers, in
terms of both the fiscal cost of building,
maintaining and operating prisons and
jails and the human cost of an offender’s
lost potential and the destabilized fami-
lies that are left behind. In addition, over-
crowded prisons are hard to manage and
invite disorder and even riot. Intermedi-
ate sanctions are a valuable resource to
lessen these problems. Moreover, they
provide a means for offenders who are not
dangerous to repav their victims and their
communities, Intermediate sanctions also
promote rehabilitation—which most cit-
izens want, but most prisons are no longer
able to provide—and the reintegration of
the offender into the community. And
once the programs are in place, they do
this at a comparatively low cost.

High quality 'sanctions must be
thoughtfully conceived, effectively target-
ed, well-planned and well-staffed.
Although they can be less expensive than
prison, they should not be done cheap-
ly. The task has the added complexities
of controlling behavior in the less restric-
tive setting of the community.

Incarceration is appropriate for
offenders who endanger the communi-
ty. Finding the space to incarcerate them,
however, can be problematic, since pris-
ons have been filled with offenders for
whom intermediate sanctions may
provide a reasonable and effective form
of punishment. Increasingly, even in
a period of inflamed public opinion
about crime. citizens ar. embracing the
concept of punishments without pris-
ons for nonviolent offenders. This
approach saves prison resources for
violentand career offenders. (See Chap-
ter 7. What the Public ‘Thinky)
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WHAT TI

PUBLIC

MYTH

The public increasingly favors “lock-em-up” solutions to crime.

FACT

Americans have become more and more concerned about the problem of crime,
and increased incarceration often seems like a solution. But studies have shown
that when the public is made aware of the possible range of punishments, and given
information about how and with whom they are used, they support alternatives
to incarceration—including punishments administcred in the community—for

offenders considered nonviolent and low-risk.
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hroughout the past de-

cade. public opinion

studies have portraved

a cliizenvy that is more
teartul of crine but less punitive than
many political leaders believe, Inter-
estingly. two centuries after the Penn-
svlvania Quakers invented the coneept
of prisons as pleces where criminals
might come to grips with their wrong-
doings. studies show the American pub-
hie sull holds rehabilitagon as a primary
goal of criminal justice,

In one sixe-month period ending

Janary 19940 Washington Post; ABC

News poll showed that Americans who
histed erime as the nation’s nimber one
issue inercased from 5 pereent to 31
pereent. Still other survey respondueints
perceive that erime is inerveasing and
public safety is threatened. yvetmajort-
ties repori that they “feel safe™ i their
own comnunities. They consistently
support trestinent tor drug-addicted
oifenderscand o mmiber of studies indi-
cate public preference for saiet tormes
of conmumnity-hased sanctions instead
of prison for offenders who are not a
threat o the public’s satety.

Findings fromavariety ofresearcli-

ors are summarized here,

LANFEED STAEES, 19095
{frem Leok at th

SAmericin

1Drng
Problom . a natronal survey conductod
Peter D Hart Rovearch Daeoralos Jer Ding
Strategios based v a Fobrn v 16895 vinvey

of 1OO3 Lmervicans):

® Nore than a thied of adults woudd
spend threequarters ot anti-drog fund-
ing, on prevention. cducation and treat-
ment while SO pereent would spend at
[east halt on thesc arcas. 1Oy one-thid
of federal antt doag bundimge s caererntls
speitton these areas.)

® Iittv-three poreent ob Yicncans be-
lieve that diug nse is more b a pnblic
health problem than a conmnal jnstice

problem and conld be better hundled

44

through prevention and treatinent,

OREGON, 1995

(frem a stalewide snrvey conducted by Doble

Research Associates cousisting of $ix foens gronfr
sessiens and a telephone survey of 439 adults):
® Atfter learning that alternative pun-
ishments are less rostrictive than incar-
ceration and thet in many cases
offenders in the progeams are in the
conmunitics instead of behind hars,
92 percent of Oregonians tavored them
for nomviolent oftenders,

o Eighty-cight pereent favored manda-
tory treatment for offenders with aleohol
or drug problems,

® Ninety-six pereent favored restitution
tor nonviolent offenders. where oftenders
niust pay back the victims of thear erime,
and boot canmps. where offenders getup
carby. work hard all day and have the
opportunity to getd GED orjjob waining,
Ninety-seven percent bvored community
serviee for nonviolent otfenders. where
offenders perforne unpaid services such

as litter pickup to repay the conmuey,

UNFEED STARRS, 1994

{from a survoy spensercd by TS Sconator

Pad Stmen, D-HEof 137 osonwardon i

crpht states):

® Prison wardens indicated that 50
pereent of the offenders under ther
supervision would not be a danger fo
society i released.

® ity -cight percent of wardens opposed
mandatory iniimnne sentences for drug,
offenders and %2 pereent supported
greater use of alternatives o ncarceration,
® “[o fight crime. 71 pereent of wardens
supported improving public schools, 62
percent favored inereasing job opportu-
nities and 5 Epercentwanted longer sen-

tenees for violent oftenders,

HOUSTON, 1094

(homa PR ey of Hewdon arga roadonts

ISt phen L RDwcherg prcteser of woeliey

alf Rice Toweionaty)
® Seventv-three prrcentol thiose siveved

ated come as the namber one problen

4'7

facing Houstonians. up from 51 percem
i 1993 and 9 pereent in 1987, Mean-
while. the incidence of reported crimes in
Houston hica 10-vear Jow in 1993,

® Despite their fear of erime. when asked
how corrections speading should be
dirceted to effectively reduce erime, 56
pereent of the Houstonians surveved
tavored spending corrections dotlars to
reduce poverty and keep voung people in
school. compared to 38 percent who said
the money should be spent to send erim-

i

mals to prison tor long periods of ame.

PENNSYLAANTA 1902,
DELAWARE, 14491
AND AL ABANIA, TURS

tfrem vandemly selocted, statewide foens

gronpy of 401 itizens from Penvsylvania iu
1992, 432 citizens from Delawarc in 1991
and 422 citezens fron Mlabama in TISK, con-
ducted by the Publye Agouda Foundation of
New bk Cily):

® 1n Pennsylvania. Delawore and Ala-
bama. a majority of participants chose
prison for violent oftenders even when
alternatives were avadlable,

® After learning about the availabiliey of
witernative s unishiuents, a clear najority
in all three states twvored nonprison sane:
tons tor nonviolent oftenders,

® Fighty-six pereent of the Pennsvlva-
nians. 849 pereent of the Delawarcans and
90 pereent of the Alabania parteipants
helieved alternatives gas e judges “the flex-
ibility ta make the punishiment fic the
erime.”

® Sintv-sis pereent of the Penmsyhva-
nians. 68 pereent of the Delawarcans and
77 pereentof the Alabamians tele non-
prison sanctions improved “the dance
that an oftender will be relabilitated.”
® Of tive alternatives to prison strict pro-
hation, honse arrest. hoot camp. striet pro-
bation plis conmuunity serviee aned strict
probation plus restitution respondents
hronmall three states indreated o strong pred-
crenee for programs that conpled supersa-

sion with restitntion and or work,
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UNITED STATES, 1891

(from “New Public Opinion Poll Cites
Support for Intermediate Punishment Pro-
grams,” by Netl F. Tilc . in Perspectives,
Winter, 1992; based on a survey of 1,009
Americans. conducted by "The Wirthlin Group
in September 1991):

® Four out of five Americans favored
community corrections programs over
prison for criminal offenders who are not
dangerous.

® Thirty-five percent were “strongly in
favor™ and 45 percent “somewhat in
favor” ofintermediate sanctions in which
nondangerous offenders are required to
hold a job. perform community service,
pay restitution to their victims and
receive counseling,

® Only one in five of the respondents
opposed community corrections pro-
grams, stating that criminals belong in
prison and that community-based pro-
grams pose a risk for the public. Support

for community corrections was lowest

lowest in the South (70 percent).
® Eighty percent of Republicans and 79
percent of Democrats supported com-

nmunity corrections,

CALIFORNIA, 1991

(from “Californians Support Community

Punishments.” by Lawrence A, Bennett. Ph. D.,
American Jails, March/April 1991 hased on
@ survey by the American Justice Institute in
Sacramento of 1.000 Californians from six

metropolitan areas):

® Seventy-six percent of respondents felt
the state should find ways of punishing
offenders that are less expensive than
prison but more restrictive than probation.
® Given 25 hvpothetical cases ranging
from petty theft to rape and asked to sen-
tence offenders to either prison or proba-
tion. Californians sentenced more than 60
pereent to prison. After listening to a
short description of the state’s current
prison population. costs of prison con-
struction and a deseription of various

alternatives to prison, however. they

Porcrostime v o contianics alior thy

¢

grehic oy th

. -
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® Respondents believed that infractions
of strict probation, including oversleep-
ing or missing appointments, should be
severely dealt with by increasing the
severity « f'the sanction, Serious proba-
tion violations should be handled by
imprisonment. many respondents said.
® When asked about the possibility of a
residential restitution center in their com-

muniiy. 88 pereent supported the idea.

UNITED STATES, 1989 and 1981
{from the Gallup Report. June 1989, hased
onsurvevs of 1.235 people in 1989 and 1,540
in 1981):

® When asked., “What factors are most
responsible for crime i the U.S. today?”
58 percent of those polled in 1989 cited
drugs: 14 pereent. unemplovment: and
13 percent. breakdown of tamily and soci-
ety values. In 1981, 13 percent cited
drugs: 37 percent. unemplovment: and
19 percent. breakdown of family and soci-

ety values.

e I i

cehabibication as o oy coal o crommad joastic

among citizens 65 and over although 71
pereent of this group still favored the
programs.

® Support for community corrections
was higher among African-Americans
and other ethaic groups (86 pereent) than
among whites gencrally (78 pereeat) and
is highest in the Mountaim and Pacific

regions of the conntry (89 pereent) and

WHAT THE PUBLIC THINKS

wanted to send only 27 percent to prison,
for the most part those offenders con-
victed of violent crimes or those with a
Tong, series of prior offenses,

¢ Californiuns supported commumy
programs even for sernons oftenses
including, i some cases, burglaries,
cmbezzlements and drog deading, as well

as drunk driving and shoplifting.
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® |n 1981, 13 percent thought punish-
ment was too fax: in 1989, that figure
dropped to § pereent.

* Pwenty pereent of respondents in
1981 believed the conrts were too lenient:

i 1989, that figure dropped o § percent,
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I
RESOURCES

CRIMINAL JUSTICE
POLICY RESEARCH
ABT ASSOCIATES, INC.

Dale Parent. Senior Scientist

Douglas McDonald, Senior Scientist

55 Wheeler Street

Cambridge. MA 021381168
(617)492-7100

Abt Assoctates is a social science research firm.
Its Law and Public Policy group studies a vari-
ety of law and justice ivsues, including sen-

tencing and corrections policies and programs.

ALFRED BLUMSTEIN.
PROFESSOR

H. John Heinz 1 School of Public Poliey
and Management

Carnegie Mellon University

Pittshurgh. PA 15213 3890

(412) 268 K269

Dr. Blumstein's vesearch focuses on prison
populations, sentencing and criminal careers.,
He is a former chair of the Pennsslvania

Commission on Crimie and Delingueency.

CEGASERVICES.INC.
Darrell Bryan, Director

PO Box 81826
Lincoln, NF 68401
(402) 464 0602

Anw information and referval ageney, CEGA

1826

prublishes the Corvections Compendinm. a
monthly journal for corvections professionaly
which reports statisties on corrections topies en
astate-bystate hasis. CEGA alse runs an
offender service hrogram which helps inmates

with parole and transitional planning,

CRIMINAL JUSTICE
INSTITUTE.INC,

George Canip. Principal

Spring Hill Weat

South Salem, NY 10590

(01 1) 533 2000

The Crominal Justie Institute conducty
vosearch, provades conudtong services, publishes

the Corrections Yearhook and dissemnate
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information to criminal justice practitioners

around the countrs.

DOBLE RESEARCH

ASSOCIATES

John Daoble, President

375 Sylvan Avenue

Englewood Clifts, N] 07632

(201) 568-7200

Doble Research Associates conducts public opin-
ion research on topics facing the country such

as crime, prison overcrowding and intermedi-

ate sanctions.

DANIEL J. FREED,

CLINICAL PROFESSOR
EMERITUS OF LAW AND ITS
ADMINISTRATION

Yale Law School

127 Wall Strect

New Haven. CT 06511

(203) 432 4843

Professor Freed divects the Clintcal Sentencing
Program at Yale. bringing together judges. dis-
trict attorneys. corrections professionals. sen-
tencing consultants and law students to analyze

sentencing practice and policy.

M. KAY HARRIS.

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
Department of Criminal Justiee

Temple University

548 Gladfelter Hall. 025-02

Plaladelphia. PA 19122

(215) 204 5167

Professor Harres condudts researel on commn-
nity corvectiony leghlation and programs and

senteneing reform.

PHILLIP W, HARRIS. CHAIR
Department of Cniminal Jnstice

Temple University

712 Gladielter Hall

Philadetphia, PA 19122

(217) 204 7267

A principal at the Crime and Justiee
Research institute an Phidadelphio, D, Harrn
manitors the progress of delinguent vonthy
withmn the pecemle pustice system and evaluates

frevention programs.

JOHNF.KENNEDY SCHOOL

OF GOVERNMENT

Program in Criminal Justice Policy and
Management

Mark Moore, Faculty Chairman

Frank Hartmann. Executive Director
Harvard University

79 JFK Street

Cambridge. MA 02138

(617)495-5188

The Program in Criminal Justice Policy and
Management aims to strengthen criminal
Justice institutions and practitioners by
challenging conventional wisdom through
research and debate on justice policy and

management issues.

NORVAL MORRIS, PROFESSOR
University of Chicago Law Schoul

1111 East 60th Strect

Chicago. IL 60637

(312) 702 9587

Dr. Morris has written widely on subjects
of eriminal law, criminology and correc-
tions policy. He is a consultunt to a num-
ber of state, federval and international
agencies and has served as special master
of the federal district conrt, monitoring
conditions in Statesville Prison in Hlinois.

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON

CRIME AND DELINQUENCY

Barry Krisberg, President

685 Market Street. Suite 620

San Franeisco. CA 94105

(115) 896 6223

James Austin. Vice-President

1325 G Street. Suite 770

Washington. DC 20005

(202) 638 0556

‘The National Counerl on Cyime and Delin-
queney conducts rescarch en programy and pohr-
ciesdesigned to reduce erime and delinguenc v,
NCCH publivhes papers on coriectiony ivsues.

statistical npdates and a quarterly wewsletter,
NCCD Foon,
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE

OF JUSTICE

Jeremy Travis. Director

633 Indiana Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20531

(202) 307-2942

A research and development agency of the
United States Department of Justice, the
National Institute of Justice seeks to prevent

and reduce crime and improve the eriminal jus-

tice system.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE

ONDRUG ABUSE

Alan Leshner, Director

5600 Fishers Lane

Rockville, MD 20857

(301) 443 6245

‘The National Institute on Drug Ahise (VIDA)
is the lead fedi ral agency conducting research
on the prevalence of drug abuse in the US. 'The

Institute studies the causes and consequences of

drug abuse. as well as prevention and treat-

ment techniques.

CHARLES OGLETREE,
PROFESSOR

Harvard University Law School

320 Hauser Hall

Cambridge. MA 02138

(617) 4962054

Professor Ogletree is a criminal defense attor-
ney and an authority on civil liberties and

constitutional law,

PUBLIC AGENDA

Deboral Wadsworth, Executive Director

6 Fast 39th Street. Suite 900

New York, NY 10016

(212) 686 6610

Public Agenda iy a vesearch and educational
arganization that exploves public understand-
gz of complex poliex issues. ‘The gronp has con-
ducted stndies on pelicy peveeplions of crime,
corvections and the wve of intermediate sane-
trens and hay develeped vone guides oucrime

and jpvemile violence,

RESOURCES

RAND

Peter Greenwoud. Director

Criminal Justice Program

1700 Main Street

P.O. Box 2138

Santa Monica, CA 90401-2138

(310) 393-0411

Through policy and program research, RAND's
Criminal Justice Program seeks to promote
public safety, effective use of resources and
constitutional conditions of confinement in

prisens and jails.

SAFER SOCIETY PROGRAM

AND SAFER SOCIETY PRESS

Pat Freeman-Longo. Co-Director

Robert Freeman-Longo. Co-Director
P.O.Box 340

Brandon. VT 05733 0340

(802) 2473132

Safer Seciety is a national research, advocacy
and referral center focusing on the prevention
and treatment of sexual abuse. Safer Society
Press publishes research and training materials
ou the nature of sex offenses, the treatment and

control of sex offenders and the needs of victims.

MICHAEL TONRY, PROFESSOR
University of Minnesota Law School

229 19th Avenue South

Minneapolis. MN 55455

(612)625 1314

Professor Tonry has written extenstvely on sen-
tencing and sanctions issues and is the editor
of Overcrowded 1imes, a newsletter chronicling
the progress of justice veform efforts in varieas
states and reporting on corrections development

i the US. and abroad.

VERAINSTITUTE OF JUSTICE
Christopher Stone. Direetor

337 Broadwav, 1Tth Floor

New York, NY 10013

(212) 331 1300

The Vera Institute works to enlarge pustice in
intitutrons of government. Iy research and
demenstration projects have catolszed changes
thonghout the United States. as well as a wum
her of other cowntries, i poliang frvadures, conrt
admunstration, bal, prosecution and defense
NPEECE ARtEnang, community snpervisien.

emplevment servives and addiction treatment.

oU

TRAINING AND
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
ORGANIZATIONS

CENTER FOR EFFECTIVE
PUBLIC POLICY

Peggy McGarry

8403 Colesville Ruad

Silver Spring, MI> 20910

(301) 589-9383

The Center for Effective Public Policy provides

training and technical assistance to state and

local policymakers on effective, collaborative
decision-making that incorporates sound infor-
mation and promotes more rational criminal

Jiestice policies,

THE EDNA MCCONNFLI.

CLARK FOUNDATION

Justice Program

Kenneth F. Schoen. Director

Julie Peterson. Associate

250 Park Avenue

New York. NY 10177 -0026
(212)551-9100

‘The Fustice Program encourages the develop-
ment of a safe. affordable and fair svstem of
criminal sanctions for adult offenders, The
Program works with officials in selected states
to develop their capacity to formulate and
implement sound sentencing and corrections
policies. The Program also supports a variets
of edicational initiatives und litigation te
improve conditions in prisons and jails

throughout the country,

THE STATE-CENTERED
PROGRAM OF THE EDNA
MCCONNELL CLARK
FOUNDATION

Judith A Greene, Program Director

Kathryn R Monaco and Donna Reback,
State Coordinators

377 Broadway 11 Floor

New York, NY 10013

(212) 334 1300

The state-centered program werks i partner -
ship with imterested policymakers vnselected
statos to help achieve a balaneed corvechional
wlem. Particihating states ave assited i
devivng and implementing e comprehensive

stratepy for reform geared toward developing
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policymeking structures, improving sentencing
and correctional policies and practices, expard-
ing the avaidlahility and use of non-incarcera-
tive sanetions and improving the political

climate to support rationul policies.

DIMASCIO & ASSOCIATES, INC.
William M. DiMascio, APR. President

201 N, Presidential Boulevard

Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004 1257

(610) 664 6415

DiMascio & Associates. Inc. specializes in the
development and implementation of strategic
commnunications programs lo suppert a vari-
ety of public policy inttiatives. The consulting
firoealso provides technical assistance and
trarning for state and county agencies involved
i public education programs focused on ovim-

fnal justice issues.

DRUG POLICY FOUNDATION
Arnold S Trebach, LD PhDL President
David C. Condlitke, Fsqp.. Exeentive Director
4455 Connectieut Averne, N

Snite B-500

Wishington, DC 20008 2302

(202) 537 5005

The Drug Pelicy Foundation iv an indepen-
dend, won-prefit organization that researches
and publicizes alternatives to curvent dyng
strategres, Through a variely of programs, the
Drug Policy Fonudation helps educate politi-
cal leaders and the public abont alternative
drug control policies including harm redue-
ton, decriminalization, medealization and

legalization.

INSTITUTEFOR COURT
MANAGEMENT

National Center tor State Conts

higo Keihitz, Vice President

PO Bos X798

Willmshing, VA 23187 8708

(SUH) 253 2000

The Institate for Corrt Management s the edn-
catwen and infermation dicvaen of the Natienal
Conter for Sate Cowrts and supperts the

admonistration and teadershof of state conrts,
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION

OF COUNTIES

Donald Murrav. Associate Legislative
Director

440 First St NW

Washington. DC 20001

(202) 393 6226

Throngh congercnces. seminars and its bi-

monthly pblication. County News, the

National Association of Connties seeks to assist

connty policxmakers in making informed deci-
sions on criminal justice issues. The dssocia-
tion has long promoted community corrections

actsand capacity-based sentencing guidelines.

THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN THE
\DMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE
Margot Lindsay. Chair

14 Beacon Street. Suite 710

Boston, MA 02108

(617) 350 6150

‘The Matienal Conter for Citizen Parlticipation
i the Administration of Jrustice is a nonfrrofit
erganization that promotes public involvement
inthe justice ssaeem. The Cenber works with
courts and corrections ageneres to creale mech-
anvsmy for including eitizens in the develep-
ment, monitoring and evaluation of justice

pelicves and program.,

NATIONAL CENTEFR

FORSTATE COURTS

Larry L. Sipes, President

300 Newport Avenne

Williamshurg, VA 23187

(S04 2753 2000

The Mational Conter for State Cenrds provides
assistance o trial and appellate conrts seork-
ong te dmfove administration practices at the
vtate and local levels, The Center offors con-
slteng services stndies conrt procoses. acds as
adearmghense for exchange of imformation on
court visues and condncts conferences and

franng conises,

o1

NATIONAL CENTER ON
INSTITUTIONS AND
ALTERNATIVES

Jerome Miller. President

Herbert Hoelter. Executive Director

635 Slaters Lane, Suite G-100

Alexandria, VA 22314

(703) 684 0373

The National Center on Institutions and
Alternatives provides client-specific planniag
services, manages sanctions, conducts research
and provides lechnical assistance to justice

practitioners and policymakers.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE

OF STATE LEGISLATURES

Donna Himzeker. Program Manager
Criminal Justice

1560 Broadway. Suite 700

Denver. CO 80202

(303) 830 2200

The National Conference of State Legislatures
is the official vepresentative of Ameviea’s 7.500
state lawmakers and theiv staff. Through its
information services, braiming sessions, special
projects and cemmittees, the Criminal Justice
Program of the Conference veeks to help legisla-
tors make informed decisions abont crinminal

Justice policy.,

NATIONALINSTITUTE

OF CORRECTIONS

Muarris Thigpen. Director

Gearge ML Keiser. Clief

Communny Corrections Division

320 First Street. NW

Washington, DC 2053

(202) 307 3995 ext. 135

The National Institute of Corvections, a division
of the US. Department of Justree, provides tech-
necal assistance and weardsgrants bo commau-

nibv errechions probation aud perole agenores.,

PRETRIAL SERVICES
RESOURCE CENTER
ALen Henrva Dineeton

1325 G Street. NW

Suite 1020

Washington, D 20009
(202) 635 5080

The Pretoial Scrveces Revewree Conter v
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national clearinghouse for pretrial infer ma-
tion. The Center abse provides technical assiv-
tance and comsulling vervices for justiee
officials and publishes aonatecual newsleter on

preteial policy.

THE SENTENCING PROJECT
Mualcolm Young, Executive Director

Maur¢ Mauer. Assistant Director

918 F Street NW, Suite 501

Washington, DC 20004

(202) 628 0871

The Senteneing Prejedd freevides training and
technical assistance on sentencing alteruative

and engages in vescarch and advocaes on cvin-

inal Justice poliey issies.

MARY K. SHILTON., }.D.

Criminal Justice Planner

3903 Gresham Place

Alexandna, VA 22305

(703) 569 1770

Mo Shilton specializes oncorvectional plavning
including the devedopment of communify vor-
rections legilation and ether stati . local and
frivate partuensipn for offectivense of corree-

tional vosonrees.,

STATE JUSTICF INSTITUTE

David 1 Fevelu, FExeoutive Director

1650 King Street. Suite 600

NMesandea, VA 22514

(703) 654 6100

The Stale Jrstice Instetnde prevides funds fo
Mate conrts, wniversitios and eyganizations

that provide judicial edncatien and fromeles

refrnentent of sontencimg practies,

SERVICE PROVIDERS
CENTERFOR ALTERNATIVE
SENTENCING AND
EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

Joel Coppeoman. Fxecats e Birecior

J6 Broadwas, 3 Wt

New Yorko NY 1ot

(212y 7352 0076

Fhe Conter for Alerwatoe Sentoncrng and
Foteplesmeent Scovieos (CISES) v comonn

nity hased poeeyams for ot visk venth o and

offordors o Seie ek Gy

RESOURCES

THE CRIME AND JUSTICE
FOUNDATION

John Larivee. Exeautive Direetor

95 Berkeley Street

Boston, MA 02116

(617) 126 9800

The Crime and Justice Forindeation o a non-
profitagency that manages adult and jurenile
communily corvections and criminal media-
How freograms. Staff also provide technical
assistanee in the areas of program development,
corvections management and inlcrmediaty

sandlions.

DRUG TREATMENT
ALTERNATIVE TO PRISON

Susan Powers, Depaty District Attorney
Brooklyn Municipal Building

218 Joralemon Street. Room 407

Brooklvi, NY 11201

(718) 2560 2235]

The Drug Treatmont Hernatvec to Prisen
(ILAP) Iy a program rin by the Breoklvn
District Atlornex s office that targots nonvie-
lend . secend-time fdlony offenders and offors
the ne vestdential long-term treaiment inlicn
of provcention and impreosenm it Uhe e
graaalso provides helpoavith johs and honsing

te offonderswhe have completed treatment.

FLORIDA COMMUNITY
CONTROL PROGRAM

Harry Dodid, Director of Probation and
Parole Services

2601 Blairstone Road

Tallahassee, FE 3230949 2500

(D) INT 2165

The Flovida Commanndy Control Program.
opcratcd wnder the ansprees of the tats
Department of Corvecdions v a daersion fpo.
wran for offrnidors whe wonld etherwne have
heow oo coraled. Pectecpoonts lis o and werk
the commonts wnel ave dosey supervion s com-
minify verioc b officorsoach caryoesh o iod

casdlvads of e e than 25 offonder

THENORTHEAST

TREATMENT CENTER

Howard Isenberg, Directn

S13 West St

Wiltmington. DE 19801

(302) 657 S100

The Northeast breatment Conter is an alcohol
and drug outpationt treatneont program. The
Conler conducts cient evaluations, offors coun-
seling services and provides residential treat-

ment refervals,

CITIZEN AND
ADVOCACY GROL PS
CAMPAIGN FOR AN
EFFECTIVE CRIME POLICY

Beth Carter. National Coordingtor

DISF SLNY

Suite 500

Waslungton, DC 20004

(202) 628 1903

The Campaign for an kffective Crime Poliey is
a national coalition of eviminal pustice and
dected efficials whe have called for “a rational
debate on cvime and punishment.” “Lhe
Campaaion issues public poliey papers and
works with the med cand policymakers e frre-
mote an wnderstavnding of dffectiee croneinal

jostice policies,

CENTER ON JUVENILE

AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

Vinceent Schiraldi, Exeentive Divector

1622 Folsom Sueet

San Franciseo, CAO 4103

(HY 621 5661

The Conter on Juvonde and Crimpual Frstice
ek tovednie the wse of incarvecrabien as a selic
tien tosecial problens throngh the provisica of
divect servicos pelvey advecacy, frblie cdnea:

Fren eond techmical assetanee te dients and

weresapennd the conntin

FHE CORRECTIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF NEW YORK
Robert Guangi Pacontine Divector

135 Fast ik Steat

New Yorko NY oo 35un

(212251 5700

Phe Convectional dssecration of Neae Yerk o un

seli prendent cvgannatien that advocati, o
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corvectional reform in New York State prisons.
The Association inspects correctional facilities,
makes recommendations to the state legislature
concerning prison management praci.ces and
advocates for greater use of alternatives to

incarceration.

DRUG STRATEGIES

Mathea Falco, President

2445 M Street NW, Suite 480

Washington, DC 20037

(202) 663-6090

Drug Strategies promotes more effective
approaches to the nation’s drug problems, and
supports private and public initiatives that
reduce the demand for drugs through prevention,
education, treatment and law enforcement.

FAMILIES AGAINST
MANDATORY MINIMUMS

Julie Stewart. President

1001 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW

Suite 200 South

Washington. DC 20004

(202) 457-5790

Families Adgainst Mandatory Minimums
(FAMM) is a national, grassroots organization
working to repeal mandatory sentencing laus.
FAMM educates the media, general public and
policymakers about the impact of mandatory
minimum sentences on the criminal justice svs-
tem, the corrections budget and the lives of indi-

viduals serving excessive sentences.

JUSTICE FELLOWSHIP

Steve Varnam. Executive Director

P.O. Box 16069

Washington, DC 20041 6069
(703)904-7312

Through volusateer task forces in 27 states,
Fustice Fellowship promotes Biblically-
hased principles of restorative justi which
held offenders accountable for therr crime,
and restores victims through restitution and

reconciliation.
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MOTHERS AGAINST

DRUNK DRIVING

Bob Shearouse, Director of Public Policy
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway

Suite 700

Irving, TX 75062- 8187

(214) 744-MADD

Established in 1980, Mothers Against Drunk
Driving is a non-profit organization that
strives to find effective solutions to drunk dri-
ving and underage drinking. Through 400
chapters nationwide, MADD conducts a vari-
ety of programs for youths and adults. offers
counseling and emotional support to victims of
drunk driving accidenits and assists them in the

criminal justice process.

MINNESOTA CITIZENS COUNCIL
ON CRIME AND JUSTICE

Richard Ericson, President

822 S. Third Street. Suite 100

Minneapolis. MN 55415

(612) 340-5432

The Minnesota Citizens Council on Crime and
JFustice works to create effective responses to the
causes and consequences of crime by providing
research, advocacy and a wide range of services

to individuals and organizations.

LITIGATION AND
LEGAL COUNSEL
FLORIDA JUSTICE INSTITUTE

Randall Berg, Jr.. Executive Director

200 South Biscayne Boulevard. Suite 720
Miami, FL. 33131

(305) 358 2081

‘The Florida Justice Institute engages in prison
and jail veform litigation and advocacy wimed

al restricting the use of incarceration in

Florida.

JUVENILE LAW CENTER

Robett G. Schwartz, Executive Director

K01 Arch Street, Suite 610

Philadelphia. PA 19107

(215) 625 0551

‘The Juvenile Law Center (FL0) monitors the
wse of Pennsslvania facilitiey that house juve-
niles both hefore and after trial and works to
imprrove in-home services, JLO uses litigation,

cave advocacy. coalition building and tramng
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with legislative and executive branches of gov-
ernment to improve the juvenile after-care and
probation systems.

THE NATIONAL PRISON
PROJECT OF THE AMERICAN
CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

Alvin Bronstein, Executive Director

1875 Connecticut Avenue. NW

Suite 410

Washington. D.C. 20009

(202) 234-4830

Through litigation, negotiation and monitor-
ing of consent decrees, the National Prison

Project challenges unconstitutional conditions

of confinement in U.S. prisons and jails.

SOUTHERN CFNTER

FOR HUMAN RI(HTS

Stephen B. Bright. F xecutive Director
Muadi B. Dibinga. Deputy Director

83 Poplar Street. NW

Atlanta. GA 30303

(404) 688-1202

The Southern Center for Human Rights
works to improve conditions in Southern

prisons and jails through litigation and com-

munity education.

YOUTH LAW CENTER

Mark Soler. President

1325 6th Street. NW

Suite 1020

Washington. DC 20005

(202) 637-0377

Carole Shauffer. Fxecutive Director

114 Sansome Street, Suite 950

San Francisco, CA 94104 -3820

(415) 543- 3379

Through litigation, technical assistance pro-
jevts and training. the Youth Law Center works
toend the confinement of vouths in adult insti-
tutions and improve conditions in juvenile
detention centers and training schools in the
I'uited States. The Center alse advocates for

the expansien of alternatives fo tmearceration.
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| ASSOCIATIONS

| AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL
ASSOCIATION

James A. Gondles, Jr.. Executive Director

8025 Laurel Lakes Court
Laurel. MD 20707 -5075
(301)206-5100

Founded in 1870, the American Correctional

corrections policy in this country, and to
promote professional development in all areas

of carrections,

AMERICAN PROBATION AND
PAROLE ASSOCIATION
Timothy Matthews. Staff Directon

¢/o The Counctl of State Governments
P.O. Box 11910

Lexington. KY 40578

(606) 244 -8207

American Probation and Parcle 4ssociation

members are involved in the design. manage-
ment and delivers of probation. parole and
community-based services for both adnlt and
Jrvenile offenders. The dssoctation publishes
reports and policy statements and organizes

educational programs.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF RESIDENTIAL AND
COMMUNITY ALTERNATIVES
Peter Kinziger. Exccutive Director

P.O. Box 1987

LaCrosse. W 54602

(608) 785 0200

Representing residentral and other community-
hased correctional programs. the International
Avsociation of Residential and Commanity
Alternatives (IARCA) provides information,
traming and other worvices and promotes the
development and v of vitermediate commo-

iy sanctions

Q
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Avsoctation seeks to shape the development of

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
PRETRIAL SERVICE AGENCIES
Melinda Wheeler, President

¢jo Kentucky Pretrial Services Agoney
100 Millereek Park

Frankfort. KY 40601

(502) 573 -2350

The National Association of Pretrial Service

Agencies assists states with the development of

pretriul snpervision programs.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
SENTENCING ADVOCATES

Gavle. N Hebron National Coordinator
918 F Street. NW

Suite 50

Washington. DC 20004

(202) 6280871

The Natienal Association of Sentencing
ddvocates (NASA) works on bchalf of defen-
dants in both capital and non-capital cases to
present mitigating information and sentenc-

ing proposals in eriminal court.

NATIONAL CONSORTIUM

OF TASCPROGRAMS

Robert May, Executive Director

Earl Huch, TASC Prograin Manager

%630 Fenton Street, #121

Stlver Spring. MD 20910

(301) 608 0595

1The National Consortinom of TASC (Ireatment
Alternatives to Street Crime) Programs is a
membhershop organization of programs and
individnals dedicated to the professional deliv-
eryof case management and treatment services
to dvug-involved offenders. "The Consortium
alse provides training and technival asastance
onlinking corvectional programs with com-

maunits bransitional services

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION

OF VICTIMS ASSISTANCE

DA Lirdene Young. Directin

1777 Park Road, NW

Washington, D 20010

(202) 232 6682

The Nutvonal Ovganization of Vicline Ty
fanee (NOVA) o non-prefid natienal e
nication that provedes divect sifpor e o

of viedent ervme NOVUassistsvichimwenth any

o4

legal action thex night seek and offers refervals

to those who need additional services.

INFORMATION
CLEARINGHOLSES

DRUGS AND CRIME DATA
CENTER AND CLEARINGHOUSE
1600 Research Boulevard

Rockville. MD 20850

(K00) 6663332

‘The Drugs and Crime Data Center Clearing-

honse makes available. through a contract with
the US. Department of Justice. information
ondrug crimes. Th. Center publishes reports
and bibliographies and provides current data
on drug violations. drug-nsing offenders in the
criminal justice svstem and the impact of drugs

on the administration of the justice svstem.

NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE
REFERENCE SERVICE

1600 Research Boulevard

Rockville. MDD 20850

(K00) 732 3277

The National Criminal Justice Reference
Service conder contract with the U.S. Depart-
ment of Fustice. provides justice information, 'The
Service also publishes materials on prisons, cor-
rections. law enforcement. resources for vietims,

juvendle justice and AIDS among offenden.

OVERCROWDED TIMES

Overcrowded Times is e newsletter published
six tinmes a year by Castine Research Corpor-
ation and funded by The Edna McConnell

Clark Foundation. The annual subvoription

rate iy 875 for institutions and S35 for ind:-
viduals. o receive further information or pur-
chase asubseription, centact:

Castine Research Corporation

Kate Hamilton, Associate Fditor

PO Bay 110

Castine, Matne 03421

(207) 326 9921 phine

(207) 326 9528 fan
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