=

aia

A

)

L.Background of the Survey of Inmates of Aduit State Correctional Facilities

Survey of Inmates of Adult State Correctional Facilities (hereafter referred to as the
Survey) is part of the National Prisoner Statistics (NPS) Program. First begun in"1926 in
the U. S. Bureau of the Census, the purpose of the NPS program is to "collect and

interpret data on State and Federal correctional institutions and their inmates" (Cantwell
THE 1985 SURVEY OF INMATES OF ADULT STATE :

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES
RATIONALE AND ISSUES FOR INCLUSION

1974: iii). The program was transfeired to the Bureau of Prisons in 1850 and to LEAA in
1971, The U. S. Bureau of the Census has served as the data collection agent for the NPS
prgram since its transfer to LEAA.

Within LEAA, the program has evolved into two major branches dealing with admissions

PHYLLIS JO BAUNACH, Ph.D. and releases in one unit and the Survey and Census in another unit. The admissions and

Statistician releases program counts the numbers of mmates aLdmltted to and released from adult

state correctional instltutxons on a quarterly basis. The Survey and Census provide a
snapshot of inmates and facilities, respectively, at one point in time every five years. In

the past, both the Survey and Census have been conducted at the same time. Beginning
Bureau of Justice statlstlcs‘ with this cycle, however, the Census of Adult State Correctional Facilities will be
March, 1984 conducted in 1984 and the Survey of Inmates in 1985. Additional information about the

Census may be found in Baunach, P. J., "The 1984 Census of Aduit State Correctional
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Facilities: Rationale and Issues for Inclusion®, BJS, July, 1983, unpublished paper,
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included demographic and socioceconomic background, military experience, prior criminal

record, current offense, history of incarcerations, adjudication experience, prison

routine, and drug and aleohol use. This information was tabulated and presented in two

separate reports. Survey of Inmates of State Correctional Facilities, 1974: Advance

Report issued in March, 1976 and Profile of State Prison Inmates: Sociodemographic

Findings From the 1974 Survey of Inmates of State Correctional Pacilities, released in

August, 1979. The first report presents a broad overview of the major topies covered in
the Survey (ie., d_emographic information; aleohol consumption; offense; adjudication and
sentence data; prison routine; and pricr eriminal jrecord). The second or final report for
the Survey, delineates the inmates' demographic and sceioeconomic charaeteristics in
relation td one another and in relation to various criminal characteristics. The most
requently used variables include race, offense and number of past sentences an inmate
had served. In addiﬁon, comparisons were made between the inmate population and the

U. S. population on selected characteristics.

The second Survey was conducted in November, 1979 using a representative sample of
about 12,000 inmates from adult state correciional facilities. Topics covered in this
Survey included demographic and socioeconomic background, military experience, prior
criminal record, current offense vand incarceration history, adjudication experience,
grievance mechanisms, use of legal materials in prison, involvement in incidents and
disposition during incarceration, parole hearings, work assignment, drug and aleohol use
and hzaith care during incarceration. Preliminary information was presented as an

advance report in the Bulle_tin, Prisons and Prisoners in January, 1982. In addition, three

topical Bulletins and a special report have been prepared. The Bulletins include Veterans

-in_Prison, November, 1981, Prisoners and Alcohol, January, 1983, and Prisoners and
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Drugs, March, 1983. To date, a final report summarizing the information gathered in the

1379 Survey has not been written. A Special Report, Career Patterns in Crime, was

issued in June, 1983.

| Both of these Surveys were conducted in tandem with the Census of Aduit State

Correctional Facilities. Presumably, the rationale for conducting these two efforts
simultaneously was twofold: (a) to enable a linkage between the Census and Survey data
bases; and (b} to allow for weighting the Survey data by the universe of inmates as
represented in the Census. However, to date, there has been no systematic attempt to
link the two data bases. Moreover, it may be more beneficial in selecting the sample for
the Survey to conduet the Census at least one year in advance. The need for weighting
Survey data is then eliminated and staff time may be concentrated on the development
of the Census and Survey one at a time, rather than jointly and more hastily. Thus, the
1985 Survey will vary from previous efforts in that it will be conducted a year after the

Census of Adult State Correctional Facililties. Census data will then be used to draw the

sample for the Survey.

The following pages present a rationale, objectives, issues and specific question# to be
addressed in the 1985 Survey of Inmates of Adult State Correctional Facilities. The
questions are framed as they relate to major issues in corrections today. In this sénse,
this paper defines the boundaries of the SurVéy in terms of its relevancé in obteining

information which will be useful to policy-makers, practitioners, researchers and

- academicians, In addition, the questions posed reflect, to some extent, an interest in

updating information collected in prior Survey efforts to enable an analysis of changes

over time.




Finally, there may be additional issues of importance to the corrections field that should .

be addressed in the upcoming Survey that have not been mentioned herein. The reader is
thus invited to submit for consideretion, additional such issues along' with a rationsale for
their inclusion and specific questions to be raised and anelysis approaches to be used.
Please send this information along with comments on the proposed Survey no later than
June 1, 1984 to:

Phyllis Jo Baunach, Ph.D.

Bureau of Justice Statistics
Room 1013
633 Indiana Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20531
Phone: 202/724-7755

1. Why Study the Inmates? sSurvey Objectives

Over the past few years there has been a dramatmi\e increase in the numbers of men and
women incarcerated in prisdns across the 'country.« In 1981, there was a 12.5% increase
(roughly 40,000 inmates), in the incarcerated population, the largest increase in the
nation"s history (Gardner 1982: 6; Miner-Harper 1982: 1). Similarly, in 1982 there was an
11.6% increase in the prison populatien size, bringing the total of inearcerated}pereons
well over 412,000 (Minor-Herper 198'3:‘1; Ge;tinger 1983: 6). By nii/,dﬁrear 1983, the
prison population figure was 431,829, a 4.2% increase over 1982 (Cantwell, 1983: 1%
These staggering ihcreases in size of the incarcerated population have exacerbated

‘already crowded prisons throughout the country, and have stimulated resounding cries for
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additional reforms in sentencing policies, ceilings on prison population sizes, greater use

of alternatives to incarceration and, among a more conservative faction, more prison

construction.

In an era when the primery focus of correctional philosophy is on punishment (von Hirsch

1976) or incapacitation (Sherman and Hawkins 1981), rather than on rehabilitation, one

4may well ask why there should be much interest in collecting information about inmate

characteristics. Three points are relevant to address this concern. First, despite the
decline of rehabilitation as the focal point of correctional philosophy and effort, there is
still a need to provide services for incarcerated offenders and there is still a recognition
of the rehabilitative ideal among corrections practitioners (Morris 1974). This point was
articulated in the American Correctional Association's recently announced "Public
Correctional Policy", which outlines the goals and objectives of corrections in this
couniry. Among the elements of the purpose for corrections are: "...to offer the widest
range of correctional options...to meet the needs of both society and the individual..."
and " .. to provide hurhane program and service opportunities for accused and
adjudicated. offenders that will enhance their community integration and economic self-

sufficiency..." (Nesbitt 1983:86).

Second, particularly because of the | massive increase in the numbers of incarcerated
offenders, there is a need to determine the nature of the population to know to whom
correctional practices are being directed. The development of whatever services are
provided in the institution must begin with an understanding of for whom these services
are being provided (Conrad 1967: 288). Absent some understanding of eclient

characteristics, it would be impossible to provide meaningful services,
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The importance of this point has been echoed by those who argue that programs for the
incarcerated offeriders may be effective in changing post-prison behavior but that it is
imperaﬁve to ascertain under what conditions which programs work for whom (Palmer
1976: 42), betermining the "for whom", again underscores the‘ importance of carefully

identifying the population served.

Finaliy, in planning for much needed reforms in the correctiens processing and handling
of offenders, some have argued for a need to "selectively identify" (Montilla and Harlow
1979: 28) the problems to be addressed. An accurate identification of problems begins

with a clear understending of both the inmate and environment within which he lives.

In order to enhance our understanding of the inmate and the environment, the Bureau of
Justice Statistics conducts the Survey of Adult State Correctional Inmates and the
Census of Adult State Correctional Facilities. The Survey ecneentrates on a profile of
the inmates and the Census, on a profile of the facilities. These systematic dgta
collection efforts provide the only comprehensive national picture of incarcerated

offenders and facilities in the eountry.

Two other points about these data collection efforté are worthy of note. First, the
Survey and Census data were collected previously in 1974 and 1979. Thus, the
information obtained at the end of this data collection phase will enable researchers to
compare conditions and inmate characteristics at three points in time over roughly a ten
year period. These kinds of comparisons have heretofore not been possible. Second, data

tapes from each of these efforts have been placed in the Criminal Justice Archives and
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Information Network at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor and are avaiiable for

publie use.

Within this framework, the primary purpose of the Survey is to describe the

characteristics of inmates housed in adult state correctional facilities nationwide. These

facilities include both state prisons and residential community correctional facilities
operated by the state. The faeilities housing these inmates are taken from the Census of

Adult State Correctional Facilities to be conduected in June, 1984,

The Survey covers a broad range of topics encompassing both eriminal and non-eriminal

characteristies. Given this scopz; it is not intended as a hypothesis~testing but as a

hypothesis-generating device. Information from the Survey may be used in many ways:'

to provide a descriptive analysis of the prison population at one point in timg; to assess
changes over time; or to conduct specific analyses on key issues in corrections. More

specifically, the objectives 6f the Survey are as follows:

1) To obtain a detailed profile of the characteristics of inmates housed in adult state
correctional facilities across the country. This information which will be used in part, to
assess changes in the inmate population since the 1374 and 1979 inmate surveys, will
include demographic and soeid-ec,onomic characteristics,éurrent;gﬁ{gpge, prior criminal

record, military service, drug and alecohol use, prison activities, axivcﬂlv:Vi'cﬁm offender

reiationships.

2) To obtain information that addresses major issues in corrections related to inmates

and inmate characteristics. These issues include, for instance, sentencing; recidivism;
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career criminals; deterrent effects of incarceration; incapacitation; the impaets of drug
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1, Sampie Selection

and alcohol use on cr1mmal involvement; and the evolutlon of eriminal pattern&! from

s

' The Survey samp}.e selection procedures provide a representative sample of inmstes in

Juvemle status threagh adulthood. state correctional systems across the country. Institutions include both prisons and

e
.

state-operated community based facilities. Sairple selection for the Survey entails a

3) To provide information that will be used in essessing trends in the characteristies o  two-stage process. The first stage involves selection of a random sample of facilities

the inmate population from 1974 through 1985 (eg., changes in emm&nal offenses; from among the universe of correctional facilities included in the Census of Adult State

- demographic characteristies; prison activities; drug and aleohol use). ' Correctional Facilities, The second stage involves selection of a random sample of

‘ inmates t‘rom thlun each faclhty sampled in stage one. Intervxewers at each facghty
4) To provide public use data tapes for use by interested praetrigxoners, planners, ect thie inmates based upon predetermined subsampling instruetions devised by the
academicians and researchers through the Criminal Justice Archrfge anid Information Census Bureau in accord viith BJS specificati ons,

Network (CJAIN) at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. #

; : : In both 1874 and 1979, selection of facilities involved statification of facilities by the

With a focus on the collection and dissemination of information about inmates, the four Census Bureau regions and the selection of facilities according to population size.

Survey provides the most accurate, goncxse information about inmate cheracteristics '

that may be “Sed bY planners and practxtwners in making informed pohcy decisions and In 1974, as a first step.in developing the Survey design, all institutions were stratified by

by researchers in theu' examination of speclﬁc corrections issues. In thls sense, the‘ number of prisoners: 0-19, 200-399, 400- 899, and 900+, All institutions thh an estimated

Survey data provide a national plcture of who is incarcerated and ‘a starting _pmnt fqr

developing programmatie changes in processing and handling criminal offenders. Prxscmers in th;ese mstxtutmns were sampled at a rate of 1 in 18, ;mtztutmne in the

v ’ o remammg fodr crata were serted within stratum by: type of mstltutxon (Adult Prnson,
1. Development of the 1985 Survey of Inmates of Adult State Correctional ‘Faeilities .

Commdm y Correctlonal Center, Work Release Center, Prxson or Road Camip, Reception’

' o UUNERIENETLS SURIERY - Pre—Release f"enter, and Other Type:r of Facxht;es), Reg‘ion (Northeast, North f"entral,

The following section presents information regardmg the development of the 1985 _ﬂ.muth and West) and specxfin size of institution. Institutions were selected f from stratum.

Survey, (ie., methodology, topics for inclusion and analysis approaches) ‘_ o | o A | (size 0-19) at 1 in 18, from stratum II (size 20-199) at 1in 6, from stratum I ( size 200-

_A. Methodology I » vv o s

L '399) at 1 in 3.6, and from stratum v (sxze 400-899) at 1 in 2. Prisoners from seleeted
T ' The methodology for the Survey includes the sample selection, pre-test and data

nrisoner popula‘tion of 900+ inma’t : we.e desngnated for the sample with eertal .t'y. o
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institutions were sampled,from the non-self representing strata at 1in 1, 1in 3, 1 in S,

end 1in 9, respectively. The differing sampling proceduros assured an estimated sampie ,

of about 200 'instit'utions and en overall sampling rate of 1 in 18 for all prisoners (memo

from Morton Boisen, Chief, SMD to Earle Benson, Chief DSD, January 31, 1975: 1).

In 1979, a sample of approximately 215 facilities was selected From these facilities a
total of 12,000 inmates, 530 male inmates and 2,500 female mmates, were chosen for

interviews. ‘This sample was desighed to oversample the number of women to enable

: analjses by sex of inmates and to produce reliabilities of no larger than a 5% coefficient

of variation for estimates of 10% subpopulations of male inmates and a 10% coeff’icient
of variation for estimates of 10% subpopulations for women inmates nationally (memo
from Charles Jones, Chief, SMD, to Marvin Thompson, Chief, DSD, June 1, 1979: 1). The
actual coefficients of va.riation were 4.8% for male inmstes and 6.0% for female inmates

(memo from Charlw Jones, Chxef SMD to Thomas Walsh, Chwf DSD, November 14,

,, '1983 12).

The sample selection procedure for the 1985 Survey will closely paraliei the procedures '

established in previous Surveys. Women inmates will be oversampled to aﬁow for

meaningful analyses by sex. In order Lto attain coefficients of variation of roughly 5.4%
for women and 4.3% for men for estimates of 10% subpopulations for male and feml;ele

inmate samples, respectively, and to maintain roughly the same propertion of men to

- women in the sample (ie., 3.8) as was used in 1979, approximately ii""’fq!):Q inmates’shonld :

be sampled. - ' o T

- This figure includes 11,875 men anq'«s",lzs women .(memo from Charles Jones, Chief,

ke e s

SMD, to Thomas Walsh, Chief, DSD, Sep&ember 26, 1983 2) Procedures for sample

selection will be finalized over the commg months

2. Pre-Test :

During late 1984 or early 1985, a pre-test off'ﬁ the questionnaire and trnining xn}eterials for "

interviewers will be conducted. Roughly 2(30 male and female mmates from two sta’tes

. will be included. The actual sample s:zea and sxtes for the pre-test nave no* been

finalized. The purposes of the pre-test are twofold°

1) to determine the apprcpnateness, readability and flow of the 1tems included on

the qm,stlonnanrfe- and

2) to determme the utility and approprlateness of the homt° study tramnz materials

for mtervxewe’*rs.

mtervxewers will:-be-seieéted through tlw Census Bureau's- Fleld Diyision to_ collect the

pre-test data. BJS staff will accompany mtervewexy o obscrve the interview process.

Debrxefmgs with interviewers wﬂ} be’ done to obtavn put from mtervxewers as to the

' mterwew process; training materlals and changes neededg

In aadition, the prewtest mu mciude a records check in order to ascertam the extent to

which mformatlon obtemed from mmates, partlcularl,' reiatmg to. current offense and

T

prior crxmmal record accurately reflects what is repovted in tne records

~ Information from the pre-test will be used to revise the questionnaire and the treining

L
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materials,

3. Data Collection

‘Immediately prior ic the data eollectidn effort, a formal training session for Census
Bureau region 'SUperVisors will be conducted in :Washington, D.C. tc ensure their
un&erstéf;ding and enlist their support in conducting the sti!dy. This type of traimng
session held prior to the Survey of Inmates of Local Jails was helpful in enhancing the
Supervisors understaxiding of the program and issues related to jails and jail inmates and

may have indireetly, contributed to the decrease in the refuseal rate for the Jail Survey.

In addition, formal training for interviewers will be conducted. This training will consist
of two phases. First, interviewers will participate in home study of materials related to
the criminal justice system é.nd the questionnsire. Information regarding the criminal
justice system will be incorporated iﬁto the training materials to familiarizé interviewers
with the criminal justice concepts and the criminzl justice process. Second, interviewers
will participate in group training sessions. Included in these sessions will be simulations

of interviews (ie., wherein one interviewer plays the role of the inmate and the other, the

interviewer) in order to give interviewers practice in determining how to respond to -

possibly difficult situstions in recording information presented by inmates.

The actual data collection effort will be conducted during the summer of 1985. As in

previous Survey efforts, interviewers will draw a random sample of inmates at their

assigned prisons and conduct interviews.
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* B. Topies for Inclusion in the 1985 Survey

As‘ noted in the previous section, the Survey serves many purposes. It provides an
overview of inmates at one point in time, enables comparisons of characteristies over
time, and allows for analysis of specific timely issues. Given these broad purposés, the
Survey will provide general information on a wide range of issues pertaining to adult

offenders incarcerated in state penal and state-operated community-based corrections

facilities,
Topics include both eriminal and non-criminal charaecteristies as follows:

1) Criminal Chracteristies

a) Current Offenses

b) Vietim-Offender Relationships
c) Pre-Trial Experience

d) The Adjudication Process

e) Prior Criminal Record

2) Non-Criminal Characteristics

a) Demographic Chracteristics
b) Socioeconomic Characteristies
¢) Military Service

d) Drug and Alcobol Use

TR R Lo e e A A i S g




e) Prison Activities
These topies will be deseribed briefly.

1. Criminal Characteristics

Criminal characteristics refer to factors and experiences that describe an inmate's
involvement with the criminal justice process. These factors relate to both prior
criminal involvement from youth through adulthood and the crime or crimes for which
the offender is currently incarcerated. The latter category includes not only the nature
of the current offense(s) but ‘also victim-offender relationships and experiences
encountered in the pre-frial and adjudication processes for the most recent offense(s).

Each of these topics will be discussed briefly.

a. Current Offenses

This topic refers to the crime or crimes for which the offender is currently
incarcerated. The current offense may be the only one for which the offender has ever

been incarcerated. On the other hand, an ofiender may have been on probation or

- inecarcerated previously, reieased on parole and violated for any number of reasons other

than a new offense. The erime for which the offender had been placed on probation or

had beén released on parole, (assuming he has not been violated for an additional
offense), then, is his current crime, For an offender who had been on probatxon or parole
and had been mvolved in subsequent criminal actmty, the most recent crime for which

he was arrested and (presumably) convicted is the current offense.

g TR T e

For offenders currentiy serving time on more than one offense, the Survey wﬂl coliect
data on the sentence imposed for each crime; this information, which was not collected
in past Survey -efforts, is important to obtain an accurate assessment of the length of
time imposed by the court as a sanction for different crimes. The crime which has been

given the longest sentence will be used in analyses as the controlling offense for each

offender,

- Moreover, for those offenders who had been released on probation or parole and violated

for any reason, the lengths of time they had spent on the street will be obtained to
determine patterns of eriminal behavior during probation or parole.

Questicns that will guide the development of this section of the questionnaire include the
following: For what crime(s) is the offender currently incarcerated? Wiien was he
arrested for the current crime(s)? When was his trial? When was he convicted? What

was the nature of the sanétion imposed (ie: prison? probation? probation plus restitution

or community service?) How long was the sentence imposed by the court for each -

offense of conviction? If placed on probation, how long did he serve on probation? Was

he violated for a new criminal offense or for some other reason? If he was released on

parole, conditional release, etec., and re_turhed to prison, when was he released from

prison? When was he returned to prison? Was he returned to prison for a new criminal

offense or for some other reason? How long was he released on parole, conditional

release, ete.?
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b.vVictim-Off ender Relationships

Within recent years, there has. been a growing interest in the role of the victim in
criminal events (Schefer 1968; 1970). Victimologists have considered the attribution of
victim-responsibility in precipitating crimes (Gulctta and Neuberger 1983: 10), Activists
have begun to fight for the rights of victims in the criminal justice progess, particularly
in violent crimes or domestic disputes (Moore 1979; Fleming 1979). In attempting to
alleviate the suffering borne by thousands of vietims of eriminal activities each year, the
President's Task Forece on Vietims (1982) promulgated several reccommendations for
legislative reforms and ageney action to assist vietims at every stage of the criminal

justice process.

Moreover, determinations of the seriousness of offenses from the standpoints of both
public perceptions (Klaus and Kalish 1984) and the development of indices of crimes
(Blumstein 1974) have begun to take into account victim-related factors (Heller and
McEwen 1973).

From the perpective of processing offenders, those who favor deterrence and just deserts

for offenders (von Hirsch 1983) urge that consideration be given to the nature and extent

of the harm inflicted on the victim as well as the culpability of the -offender in

determining the appropriate sanction. This approach requires that the sanction imposed
satisfy the demands of justice and remain fair to the offender. For instance, a sanction
requiring 20 years of imprisonment for stealing a loaf of bread from a bakery would

seemingly satisfy neither criteria. Of course, the standard setter (ie., legislature, court,

~16-
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commission) bears the great responsibility of determining which sanctions most

appropriately meet these criteria and fit each erime,

'llfl}e desert model suggests, in essence, that longer imprisonment should be imposed on
those who commit the most serious erimes. "Seriousness" is defined in terms of the harin
inflicted and the culpability of the offender. Culpability refers generally to the extent
of the offender's blameworthiness. Factors which contribute to the blameworthiness
include whether the cffense was done intentiopally, recklessly, negligently or punishable
regardless of the offender's intent (such that the offender has strict liability for the
crime as in products liability cases); the extent of the vietim's involvement in the crime;
and whether the offender was the primary perpetrator or had a lesser role in the offense

(von Hirsch 1976: 80).

Harm to the vietim has been operationalized most recently in efforts to essess the
"seriousness" of offenses based on the initial work of Sellin and Wolfgang. This method .
of measuring seriousnéss cuts across the labels we commonly associate with crimes (ie.,
larceny, burglarly, rape) to assess the gravity of the event in terms of the injury to the
victim. 'In this schema, criminal evenis may be charecterized by the components that
reflect personal injury, threat and intimidation and property damaged, stolen or
destroyed. From scores on each component, a total seriousness score may be derived

(Figlio 1983).

Obtaining information on the seriousness of crimes, perticularly as seriousness is

measured by the harm to the vietim, would allow for several types of analyses:




T

o

b=

1) From a national level, one analysis would entail considering the nature of various
offenses, such as robbery, in terms of its component parts of harm to the victim. To
what extent does robbery, for instance, generally include intimidation? Threat? Personal

injury? Property damage?

2) A seriousriess of; offenses ranking cculd be constructed to determine the relative rank
order of various types of crimes on a national level. Seriousness would, of course, be
measured in terms of harm to the vietim. Similarly, this information could be comparad
across regions for specific erime types to determine whether robbery, for instance,
appears to be a more serious offense in one region of the country than in another. This
measure would provide a crude estimate of the level of violence to the vietim associated

with specifie types of erime in various regions.

3) In addition, the lengths of sentence imposed for various types of crime (ie., current
offense) could be compared naticnaily and by region to determine the extent to which

more serious crimes are, in fact, associated with longer terms of judicially imposed

imprisonment. This information would be particularly useful if such factors as prior

criminal record (ie., number of prior incarcerations; nature of the crime; previous
sentence length) are controlled. ‘Among first offenders (ie., those who have not been

incarcerated in the past), one might expect that those eonvicted of more serious crimes

should be given longer terms of impriscnment than those convicted of less serious crimes

and shorter terms of imprisonment than offenders convicted of similar crimes who have
been incarcerated in the past. In essence, one might expect the number of prior

incarcerations to diminish the favored status of those who have erred only once

Survey data could be used to test these expectations as well as to make comparisons in
these expectations by such factors as age, sex, and race. For instance, are both men and
women convicted of more serious crimes given longer prison terms than are men and
women convicted of less serious crimes? Or is there, perhaps a cross-over effect, such
that women convicted of less serious crimes are given shorter sentences but those
convicted of more serious erimes are given longer sentences than men convicted of
similar erimes? How are these results changed when prior record of each sex is taken
into account? Analyses of this kind wili provide information on the issue of to whom

longer sentences are given for mcre serious crimes.

To the extent that offenders convicted of less serious crimes are given longer prison
terms than those convieted of more serious crimes, there is a need for poliecy-makers to
reconsider the means used in determining sentence lengths imposed to enhance
faimes.’ This information is important given swelling prison populations and the need to

use existing prison space most eificiently. Furiher, the extent to which more serious

offenders regardless of such factors as sex or race, ere, in fact, given longer prison terms

would suggest the extent to which this country as a whole is more closely embracing a
sentencing structure akin to the deserts model and thus, perhaps providing relative

fairness in sentencing.

Aii additional variable of interest is the relationship between the vietim and offender at

the time of the offense. For whiclt typies of crimes do vietims of incakcerated offenders

tend to be persons, businesses, gdvernmgnt, ete? What is the nature of the relationship

_(ie., family? friend? acquaintance? strangef;é é‘mggqige? employer?) for various types-of
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offenses? Does the sentence length imposed vary for a certain crime when the vietim
differs? Is tho;re a relationshib between the relative seriousness of the crime of
conviction and the type of victim (ie., person, business, government)? That is, do more
serious crimes tend to have to be those that have persons as victims as opposed to those

that involve more impersonal businesses or governments as vietims?

Questions regarding the nature of the relationship between vietim and offender at the

time of the offense may be easily asked in a face-to-face interview. However, items

concerning the elements of the eriminal event may be more difficult to obtain. Items

used in the BJS Vietimization Survey may be adaptable to the inmate Survey; this

possibility is eurrently under exploration.

¢. Pre-Trial Experience

The pre-trial experience refers to an offender's experiences, criminal activity and
involvement with the criminal justice system from arrest to conviction for the current

offense.

Information on the pre-trial experience provides an important backdrop against which to

assess the current incarceration and a link to the prior criminal record, Since the focus

of the Survey is on cbnvieted offenders serving time in state correctionai facilities, only -

a few important issues régarding the pre-trial experience will be examined. These issues

include: the nature of pre-trial erime; type of pre-trial release; and jail time.

1) The Nature of Pre-Trial Crime: Many jurisdictions release a largs proportion_ of the
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pre-trial population in order to alleviate ecrowded jail conditions and to enable

unconvicted citizens to remain at home ‘with loved ones and lead relatively productive

. lives, However, considering the priority of protecting the publie safety, it is important

to determine the extent to which this release _practice results:in an inereased number of

erimes. Although the parameters of the Survey preclude an in—depth study of crime I

among all pre-trial persons, these data will enable us to assess the nature and extent of

pre-trial erimes committed by offenders inearcerated in state penal and cerrectional

facilities. The primary questions of interest are: what proportion of the offender o

population has committed crimes while awaiting trial? ‘What types oi‘/ erimes were

commivtted?

2) The Type of Pre-Trial Release: In determining the conditions under which pre~trial
crimes occur, the Survey will also request information on the nature of pre-trial

release. Offenders awaiting trial may be released on bail, own recognizance, or third

party conditicnal release. Within recent years, there has been some controversy on the

use of bail as a viable means of enebling offenders to remain in the community before

and during trial,

Bail is required as a condition of release presumably to ensure the offender's appeara{gf:é
in court. However, whether or not bail should be set and the amounts required are lé'ff to
the discretion of the court. Althcugh the U. S. Constitution forbids excessive,.&il, courts
have the discretion to set bail beyond the ability of the defendant to pay In essence,
then, the bail system has generated a form qf pré-trial detentioni m that those charged

"with crimes who are unable to pay the price of bail are detained. Judges thus have the

power to set bail beyond the means of indigent offenders whom they suspect will abscond
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~ or commit new crimes prior to trial. The threat of pre-trial confinement has been used
to coerce defendants to accept gullty plcas or risk spending time prior to trial in jail (von
Hirsch 1976: 114).

,Advocates of pre-trial release contend that bail poses indue burdens on mdngent

offend?'rs and should be reserved for offenders charged with heinous crimes. In order to

provide some data on these issues, the Survey will include questions regarding the nature,

extent and use of bail as opposed to other types of pre-trial release.

Questions regarding pre-triel release will include: What proportion of the incarcerated

population was released prior to trial for the current crimes on Hail? on own -

recog'nizance? on third party conditional release? How long wepe th_ese persons out on

release prior to trial? For those cffenders released oii bail, how much bail was required? A

 Who provided the money? How much (if any) was returned? For those offenders who
were unable to be heleased prior to trial, why was ;'eitease not, granted V(ie., naturc of the
charges; amount of bail set, efo.)? What sre the characteristies of those ’persovns
released on bail, ‘own recognizance, on third pdrty conditional reiease (ie., demographics,

current charges, prior record, socioeconomic status)?

3) Jail Time: Not all offenders are released pricr to trial. Given the nature of the

offenses charged and/or the amount of bail recjuired as notedea‘rlier, many offenders are

required to remain in jail durmg the trial. Given currenﬂy crowded jails, some of these

offenders may be more appropriately released pmor to trial. Thus, the Survey will

ascertain the proportion of mcaroerated of feriders who were _detamed prior to tmal, the .

reasons for their detention (1-., npture of the offenses; emount of bail required; own
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desire to remain in jail); and the amount of time detained in jail prior to and following

trial

In addition, offenders detained in jail either prior to or following conviction may incur

"ail time" that is subtrac’ted from the sentence ixhposed. This information is important

~ ‘o understand the amount of time an offender has to serve in the state facility, "Jail

7~ time" thus serves as an important index for both jail erowding, (ie., how long has the

offender stayed in jail?) and prisoh. crowding; (ie., how much longer will he stay in

prison?).

d. The Adjudication Proees‘é o

The dynamics of. the adjudication process influence who ends up in prison and for what

offenses. P ea bargaining lowers 1mt1a1 charges to thosz for which a eonvietion is

- -obtaihedf. In addxtxon, whethes; .an offender is abie to afford his own legal counsel &s

Y v

< opposed to “having oine appomted by the court may be related to the- extent “of piea o

bargaining used and the outoome of the casz. Although it is impossible to obcam

information on all of the intricacies of the ad]udxeo tion proce s, the vey will melude

mformatxon on some of the key factors of the adjudication process that may affect ,

prison populatlons. These include the nature of legal counsel (ie., appomted by the court

or hnred by the offender); wh’et er the offender has plead guilty or- was found guxlty for
the erimes charged and whether original charges were lowered through plea bargaining.

This mformation will enable us to address descnptwe questions such as the fonowmg.

,What are the characternsucs og, eiffenders who hn'ed their own lawyers as opposed to

O
e

havmg counsel appom*ed by the eourt" who plead g'utlty as opposed to expenencmg a
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* appointed for them? -

~ trig]? end whose original charges were lowered through plea bargaining"’ To what extent

do offenders plead guilty or use plea bargmmng when they hire thexr OWR OWn counsel as

dopposed to when counsel is appointed by the court? For speclflc crimes, are there wide
_ discrepancies in fengths of sentences r,mposed on offenders w_ho hire their own lawyers as

opposed to thosz for whom counsel’is appointed? Do offenders spend more or less time in B

jailﬂ ‘prior to trial when they hire their own lawyer as opposed to when counsel is

P

//

e, Prxor Cmmmal Record

“Prior criminal record refers to en offender's offense hxstory from the time of the first

arrest as 8 juvenﬂe through the time of release for the most recent offense prior to his

eurr ent inearceration. Although prxor crzmmal record usually refers to arrests aswellas ™

eonvxctlols and mcareeratxe'ns, the Survey wxl], focus prxmarlly on meareeratlon hrsto.y,, -

as thls mformatlon will 'nost hkely be the easxest for inmates to recall given the r.ature

: of the expenenne. “In wddition, the S urvey will collect information on sentencas, and

prior probatlon and parole.

wlthm this eon”ter;t,‘ a number of descriptive studies may be done. First, it will be

possible to trace the general evolution of criminal behaviors for -offenders from youth

through their current inearceration to determine if specific types of eriminal behavior‘

s

are evxdent by sex and race for various levezs of age. In addmon, comparisons may be/_/
- made among groups of youthful offenders (with an age range of roughly 17-23), juvemles B

(under 17) and adults (over 23) of sentences 1mposed lengths of t:me and place sentences/,, A

have been served for similar crimes of conviction. This mformatxon will prov;de/a.usefﬁl
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profile of incarceration histories ameng offenders of various ages.

Second tracking incarceration histories will be ‘useful in determining if there are specific

factors (ie., demographie, socio-economie, family background) that may be asscciated

with individvals who tend ;to have high rates of incarceration. - In addition, the prior

eriminal re’éord information wiil be useful in updatmg information on charaeteristics (ie.,

demographxc, socm-eeonomle drug and aleohol use) associated with career or habitual

: crxmmals.

Third; these data will provide a proi‘xle of prior incarcerations and other baekground

charaeterxstlcs for offenders currently convieted of speexfxc types of crimes, such as

robbery, burglarly, murder or of categorxes of crimes (1e., vlolent erunes, drug crimes,

property crimes). One of the toei of this inquiry will be to’ determme if there are

- specifie background (xe., demographxe, family, criminal) characte isties associated with

the tendency to commit these kinds of erimes. .. - . e o o

Fourth, this :ntormatlon wxll provxde the Iusxs for a retrospectlve j:eeldwxsm study. In

essenee, retropectwe recxdmsm isa consxderatxon of recidivism in the past. For those
offenders who had been cdnvmted of crimw in the past and who have served tlme on
probatxon, in prison and on parole, it will be possible to ascertain the nature and extent

of subsequenf erlmmal behaviors. For instance, to address the question of the nature and

R

senousnes off cnrmnal ‘behavier or following release from probauon, prison, or parole

among offende.s convicted in the past of a specific crzme, an amalysxs meay t:e made of

.the relatr.o-)shlp between length of sentence imposed, the time actually served and the

length of ume followmg release before subsequent remcarceratlon and the nature of the
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subsequent eriminal offense. In addition, this kind of analysis will enable us to gain an
understanding of the extent to which criminal behavior escalates in seriousness as the

number of incarcerations increases

Moreover, to some extent, this information will be useful in understanding the deterrent
effects of incarceration. If incarceration has a deterrent effect, ideally, we would

expect those offenders who have served time to discontinue a life of crime. Somewhat

more realistically, we might expect these offenders to commit less serious erimes than |

previously in order to avoid the onerous experience of serving additional time. ¥or those

offenders who do commit subsequent crimes, how much imprisonment time is required
Zor 2 deterrent effect to "work"” is unknown (von Hirsch 1976: 113) In suggesting that
five years should be the highest penalty of incarceration imposed for serious crimes,

{other than for murder), von Hirsch relied not on the deterrent effects of imprisonment

but on more traditional theories of sentencing de#éﬁbped by the American Bar

<ot

Association (von Hirsch 1976: 136)

Thus, in order to examine the potential deterrent effects of imprisonment, the Survey

data may be used to link the length of time served for a specific crime with the length of

time that elapses before the offender is reincarcerated and the nature of the subsequent

crime. If prison deters criminal behavior, one might expect that the longer the sentence

" imposed for a certain crime, the more time it will take following release for an offender

to be reincarcerated. On the other hand, there may be a curvilinear relationship between
the length of incarceration and the latency to subsequent criminal involvement such that
up to a certain point, the length of time for incarceration varies directly with the

latency between release from prison and criminal reinvolvement (ie., the longer the
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incarceration, the more time it takes following release before reincarceration).

However, beyond this point, there may be an inverse relationship such that offenders who

~serve longer time may engage in subsequent criminal behavior more quickly following

release, In addition, it may be possible that the nature of the subsequent eriminal
behavior becomes more serious following longer terms of imprisonment. The rationale
for an inverse rélationship stems from the literature indicating that prisom are schools
for crimes or tend to institutionalize inmates making readjustments to community life
following release difficult (ie., Clemmer 1940; Goffman 1941). A third possibility is that
there may be an inverse ielationship between the length of incarceration and subsequent
criminal reincarceration (ie., the longer the imprisonment, the less time it takes for

offenders to be reincarcerated following release).

Moreover, as suggested earlier, the nature of the subsequent crimes committed following

release are important. If prisons deter, one might expect that subsequent crimes will be

of less seriousness than earlier ones in order to minimize the negative sanctions of

imorisonnient. On the other hand, to the extent that imprisonment has little deterrent

effect, subsequent crimes may escalate in seriousness.

Given the fact that the Survey data include only incarcerated offenders there are obvious

limitations to the generalizability of results from this kind of analysis. We wiil not, for
instance, be able to truly test the deterrent effects of incarceration in the absence of a

comparison group of offenders who have been released and who have not been

reincarcerated. Moreovér, there may be many factors other than the length of

incarceration that affect an offender's likelihood of reincarceration. For instance, those

" inmates released on parole, must abide by parole regulations and have the added burden

2=
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of supervision that makes them more visible in the community. These factors may affect
their later involvement with the criminal justice system over and above the length of
time they have been incarcerated. Despite these limitations, a discernible relationship
among these variables will suggest possible impacts of incarceration that wiil be useful
addressing the policy issue of whether offenders convicted of certain crimes should be
incarcerated for longer or shorter periods of time in order to maximize the deterrent
effects of prison. Given currently ecrowded prison conditions, information bearing on

ways to make more efficient use of limited prison space has great importance.

Related to the deterrent effects of incarceration is the recent work by RAND on
selective incapacitation. Selective incapacit;fi?&ﬁ alizs on predictions of future criminal
behavior to determine whether or not and for how long an offender should be
"incapacitated" by means of imprisonment. This applloach suggests that incarcerating
offenders who tend to have high rates of offending will both contribute to an overall
reduction in the crime rate and will make the most efficient use of limited prison space

(Greenwood and Abrhl_;ams 1982; Chaiken and Chaiken 1982).

The prediction technique uses seven categories to identify high rate offenders. These
include prior convietion and incarceration, juvenile convietion, commitment to a state or

federal juvenile institutioh, drug use and employment (Greenwood 1984: é). Using this

'schema, Greenwood found that for California inmates convicted of robbery, those who

scored higher than four tended to have committed an avérage of 31 robberies a year
while on the street whereas those whb had secored one or lower had committed only two

robberies while on the street (Greenwood 1984: 6).
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As other methods of predietive restraint, ‘this approach has come under attack for the
pitfalls of overpredieting those presumed to be high risks when they are not and unfairly

inﬂicti’ng undeserved punishment on these persons (von Hirsch 1984: 8).

Given the controversy surrounding selective incapacitation, data to address the utility of
this approach would be useful. Since the Survey data will include information on each of
the seven categories used in the prediction technique, it will be possible to use the
Survey data to retrospectively predict rates at which offenders incarcsrated for specific
offenses such as robbery had committed these kinds of crimes in the past. Given the
national character of the Survey effort, this information will be useful in shedding light

on the appropriateness of selective incapacitation approach as a predictive tool,

Based upon the kinds of issues that will be examined with the Survey data, the variables

regarding criminal history will include: age at first arrest; number of previous probations
as a juvenile and &s an adult; the nature of the offense for which probation was given; the
age at which probation was given each time in the past; number of previous

incarcerations as a juvenile and as an adult; the offenses for which incarceration was

- given in the past; where the sentence was served; the length of sentence imposed by the

courts for each offense; the amount of time actually served for each incarceration in the

past; the offender's age at each incarceration in the past.

2. Non-Criminal Characteristios

Non-criminal characteristics refer to those factors other than an offender's eriminal

involvement that are useful in dwcribing who the offenders are and in understanding the
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nature and extent of criminal involvement. These factors include demographic
characteristics, socio-economic characteristics, drug and alcohol use, military service
and prison activities. These characteristics will be used to describe the entire inmate

population; to profile sub-groups of the inmate population (ie., robbers, murderers, career

eriminals, those convicted of violent crimes as a class); and to link prior criminal

activities with current offenses. These backgromld characteristics will be discussed and

variables to be included for each in the Survey will be discussed briefly.

a. Demographic and Socio-economic Characteristics

Both demographic and socio-economic characteristics will bg inéluded on the Survey
mainly .as descriptors. These descriptors are important in providing background
information as to who is incarcerated. Demographic characteristics will include age,
sex, race, ethnie origin, marital sta&usv and date of birth. Socio~economic characteristics
wm include eduecation, empl_oyment immediately prior to incarceration and family
: backgrdund. Although each of these socio-economic characteristics as it relates to
crime could be the basis for an indepth study, the fact that the Survey deals only with
incarcerated individuals, precludes analyses of these factors as they relate to the crime
rate. Further, in order to obtain accurate, sufficient information to examine major
issues related to any of these factors requirés a great deal more data than the Survey can
cénect. For instanze, to examine the relationships between economic }statu's and
involvement in crime would require an understanding of factors associated with the
opportunity costs of crime for any offender (Sullivan 1973). Since Survey resources do
not permit a thorough examination of thé records,. interviews with staff, counselors,

peers and family in the community, this kind of analysic is impossible. Therefore, the
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Survey will include only very besiec questions regarding employment ancd level of income

within a year prior to incarceration; education; and family background.

The family background concept includes two elements: information about the family
from which the offender came and information about the family with which he is closely

associated at the time of the interview. In terms of the first element, the faniily from

which the offender came, there are three variables of interest: who the offender lived

with most of the time before reaching age 21; whether any family members were
involved in the criminal justice process; ﬁnd who they were in .relationship to the
offender. This information will be useful in tracking correlates of criminal patterns and
involvement with various types of crimes. For instance, are offenders who have been
convicted of violent crimes more likely than offernders who have been convicted of
property crimes to have lived with one pareﬁt or in an institution while growing up, or to
have other family members who have been incarcerated? Have offenders who lived most
of their lives in institutions, foster homes or with only one parent been incarcerated
more frequently as a juvenile and/or as an adult than offenders who have lived most of |
their lives with both parents? Are there different"patterns in these relationships for
male and female offenders and for offenders of ‘various races? Do these patterns vary by

region?

In terms of the second element, the family with which the offender associates most
closely at the time of the interview, there are seven variables of interest: whetiier the

offender has any children eurr,enfly under age 18 at the time of the interview; the

number of such children and their ages; where these children have been placed during the

offender's current incarceration; whether the offender was livirig with them prior to
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current incarceration; whether the offender still has legal custody and whether the

offender plans to reunite with children after release.

Prior research in this area has focused mainly on mothers in prison. This research
indicates that the proportion of women having dependent children 18 years or younger
generally ranges between 56% and 68%. For instance, in their study of homosexuality
among incarcerated women, Ward and Kassebaum (1965) reported that 68% of the women
were mothers. Similarly, Bonfanti, et al. (1974) found that 68% of the women in the
Louisiana Correctional Institution for Women were mothers. Glick and Neto (1977) noted
that roughly 56% of the 1,607 incarcerated womea in 14 states were mothers. McGowan
and Blumenthsl (1978) reported 67% eand Baunach (1984) found that 66% of the
imprisoned women in Kentucky and ﬁashington State were mothers. Children of inmate-
mothers most frequently had been piaeed with the child's grandmother (McGowan and
Blumenthal 1978: 76%; Bauniach 1984: 83%) and less often, with relatives (Stanton 1980:
77%) or foster palfents (L{g:Gowan and Blumenthal 1978: 12%; Baunach 1984: T%; Stanton

10%). Moreover, most of these women had lived with their children prior to the current

| incarceration (Bonfanti, et. al. 1974: 66%; Lundberg, et. al. 1975: 74%; McGowan and

Blumenthal 1978: 75%; and Baunach 1984: 74%). For many of the mothers, this was the
first major separation from their children. In addition, for about half the childen in

Baunach's study (1984), mothers still retained legal custody.

Further, most of the women planned reunions with children at some point following
release. Zalba (1964) found that 34% of the mothers in her study planned immediate
reunions and another 27% planned reunions after 2 period of adjustment, Bonfanti et al.

(1874) found that nearly two~-thirds of the mothers planned reunions; McGowan and
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Blumenthal (1978) found that 78% of their national sample at the New York Correcﬁonal

Institution for Women planned to re-establish homes with children after release.

~ Baunach (1984) reported that 89% of the inmate-mothers in her study planned reunions.

Most of the previgiis research in this area has focused on inmete-mothers mainly because
the Americen culture traditionally has considered child-rearing a female function.
However, there are no doubt many fathers in prison as well. The information from the
Survey will provide a naticnal overview of the extent to which inmates of both sexes are
parents and plan to reunite with children. This information will be useful in‘deternﬁn'ing
the need for resource allocation to develop programs to retain ties or develop parenting
skiils and in estimating the nhmber of children whose lives have a.h;eady been affected by

their parent's invelvement with the criminal justice system.

b. Military Service

In 1979, roughly one fourth of the inmates in state prisons were veterans. Of the
approximately 65,500 veterans in prisons, most had served in the Vietnam era, (39,500);
meny had served in the pre-Vietnam era, (19,500), and the least number (6,000) had
served after the Vietnam era (Cantwell and Masumura 1981: 1). Given the relatively
large proportion of veteba,ns who had been inprisoned in 1979, the Survey will coﬂect

information with which to update and compare the 1979 data.

Variables of interest will include whether the offender had ever been in the service and
in what branch; when the offender entered and when he/she was discharged; what type of

discharge was issued; whether the offender had served in Southeast Asia; whether the

-33-

i
v
RSP R




T .

ofiender was disabled because of military service; whether the offender had become

dependent on drugs in the service; and on what type of drugs. This information, along

with other data coliécted in the Survey (ie., current offense; sentence length imposed;
prior criminal record; drug and aleohol use; employment and income immediately prior to
the current incarceration; and education), will be used to prepare a profile of veterans

currently incarcerated in American prisons, much like the Veterans in Prison Bulletin

(Cantwell and Masamura 1981).

c¢. Aleohol and Drug Use

At the present time, there is little information about the alcohol consumption patterns of

‘incarcerated offenders or the role that alcohol consumption plays in criminal

involvement. Yet there is a common sense assumption that intoxication may disinhibit
an individual such that hostile propensities are-exposed and that aggressive or criminal
behavior may be ascribed to excessive aleohol indulgence. Recent research, however,
suggests that the aleohol itself may not be the deciding factor in stimulating a.g*gréséive
behavior. MeAndrews and Edgerton (1969), for imtanée, ekamined the validity of this

disinhibiticn assumption across several cultures in terms of the societal context within

which drinking occurs and its relationship to aggressio& Their results indicate that the

aleohol in end of itseif was not the de’germining factor in gen,-zai;i;g/sgﬁessivenew,'but

that the cultural context within which the “crinking occurs shapes the behaviors

associated with drinking.

Taking the social context approach one step further, Donovan and Marlatt (1980) found

that when one expects to drink alcohol, consumption of a liquid heighten aggressive
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tendencies. Subjects in the study were randomly assigned to ’groups wherein they either
expected or did not expect to receive alcohol and then either actually did or did not
receive it. From their findings, the authors concluded that the American culture has
builf up an expectation that alcohol consumption leads te aggressivenes and an

acceptance of this response to alechol consumption.

Based on this kind of information, Heath (1981) proposed a practical application of the
social cultural context of ‘drinking. ‘Hé noted that understanding the norms of the
population regarding accéptance of drinking and concommitant behaviors is i;;xbﬁrtant in
developing programs to assist problem drinkers in coping with their subsequent behaviors.
Ensabling the drinker to a,ssessvhis own behaviors as they relate to drinking is an important

element of this epproach. .

These stUdié suggest the impo&éhée of understanding the social context within which
drinking occurs in this country to determine the relationship between when drinking
usually occurs among offenders and where it ocecurs Just prior to the offenée of
conviction. Consistent discrepancies in this relationship would suggest social milieus
wherein aleohol consumption m‘ay be related to expressions of aggressiveness perhaps
partially because of the accéptability of this response to drinldng. A recent. illustration
of this point is thé gang rape of a womah in New Bedford, Massachusetts. While patrons VT
looked on.and cheered, four mén mercilessly raped a young woman,

The Survey providés“ the only national source of infon;‘mation about aleohol and drug use
among inecarcerated offenders. In the 1979 Surve'y/,- the assesment of drinking habits

among inmates was determined based on three measures: the frequency of dr'ihking
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during the year before the incarceration and just prior to the offense; the ai‘nmount of
aleohol usually consumed at these times; :and the inmate's perception of his level of
intoxication once he had stopped drinking. The results showed that nearly one-third of
the inmates had ‘been drinking very heavily just prior to the commission of the offense
for which they were incarcerated at the time of the interview: about 20% said that they

hed drunk very heavily in the year prior to incarceration; 16% had at some time been

enrelled in an aleohol treatment program (Kalish and Masamura 1983a: 1). In addition,

roughly 60% of those offenders mearcerated for viclant offenses and 6896 ot those

incarcerated for property offenses reported that they had been dz:nkmg very heavny"‘"?”f‘ A

immediately prior to the crime (Kalish and Masamura 1983a: 3). Heavy drinkers in the

- year prior to the crime of incarceration tended ic be white, male, divorced, unemployed

and to have a high school education or lower (Kalish and Masamura 1983a: 2).

. The ﬁrst two measures used in. the Survey are closely akin to those developed by the
""'{;Natlonal Institite on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) to asses the quantnty and
: frequency mth whlch individuals consume alecohol. The mdex, called the quantxty-
'frequency, adjusted (QFA) combmes measures of the frequer.ey of eomumptzon of a
particular beverage over some time peried, (usuany 30 days); the typical quantity

consumed on that day; and the number of days during a time periog, (usually a year),

wherein a person has consumed large quantities of a beverage, (eg., 12 or more cans of
beer at one time), commonly r’eferredt-. to as binge drinidng. The QFA provides a velid

relisble means of determmmg total volume of ﬂonsumptmn, that takes into account both

‘average drmiqng and bmge drmkmg over a specified time frame (Armor and Pollich
1932) Although the 1979 Survey obtained mformatlon on: frequency and quantrty of
/.dzrmkmg, it did not tap brnge drmkmg. However, ‘this information would be useful te ,
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estimare. whether the current offense had been committed during a period of such heavy

driniking.

The third measure used in the Sur vey attempted to assess heavy drinking by asking the
meates whether they eensrdered themselves "relatively sober," "feeling good," "pretty
" loaded" or "very drunk” after they had finished drinking. However, this subjective
measure is flawed by individual differenee_s, in perceptions of "drunkenness". A more

objective means of determining Blood Alzohel Concentration for usual drinking patterns

isto ascertam ‘the quantity of alcohoi consumed, the number of hours over Wwhich the

person has been drinking and the individual's weight at that time. This mt‘ormatlon may
then be compared with the estimated BAC for the day off the offense. This kind of
measure would p;evide insight into whether drinking on the day of the offense is typical
of usual drinking patterns (personai communique from Dr. Brenda Miller, Research

Institute on Alcoholisrn; Buffalo, New York, February 27, 1984).

Because of the 'importaneeef understanding the role that alecohol consumption‘ plays in

criminal involvement, the 1985 Survey will include questions that address the usual:

drinking patterns of inmates over the year prior to incarceration, during the month
surrounding the crime and at the time of the crime. Variables of interest will include the
quentity of beer, wine and‘*"*i’iquor consumed during these periods; the frequency of a.lcohol

| consumpﬁon- the extent of binge drinking; the social eontext thhm whxch inmates had

o 'consumed aleohol (ie., alone or with others and the location of drmkmg), and the age at

first alcohol consumptxon. In addition, the Survey will mclude “questions reggrdmg-
involvement in alcohol treatment programs prior to incarceration. The emphaczs in these

questnpns will be on determnmng vwhet»h;e -Inmates ‘had been m.volved m detoxlﬁcatron
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only, in-patient treatment, outpatient treatment and/or some type of self-help group

(eg., Aleoholies Anonymous) and whether they had continued drinking cnce the program

had been completed.

- With these dats, anelyses will include: a profile of the eparaeteristics of inmates who
consume aleohol; how much and how frequently consumption océurs; the types of crimes
’committed by ihose who reported drinking heavily at the time of offense; NYerse “y,
profile of alcohol consumption for incarcerated vffenders for cpeexfxc types of crrmes,

the extent to which binge drinking may be velated to crrmmal mvclvement pattems of

consumption during the year and month prior to the current offe-'.se, the social context

 within wmch drinking occured at- the time of the offense, the extent to which age at first
,,consumptxon may be _related to patterns of mvolvement with erime as & Juvenmle- ‘and
involveme:it in various progra’ms t‘or treatment of alcohol abuse. In addition, this
information wﬂl ecmpared with that obtained in 1979 to determme national trends in

~ alechol use among 1mprxsoned offenders.

As wrth aleohol consumpuon, the link between drug use and crxme wmm:sswn is tenuous
and there is iittle empmcal research deecrxbmg» tlie characternstxcs of mcarcerated drug
" users. The 1979 Survey nc‘uded mformatmn on hfetxme use of drugs, use during the

_manth: precedmg the crime; and use at the time of the offense. Results shovied that
‘mearly one-third of all state prl.sqners__\_i;);ggé*i:eemmder the influence of an ﬂlegal drug at
" the time ofv';ifhe offense;‘ more than half had feken some illegal drug in the month before

the erime; and.moré than 75% had used ‘liegal drugs at some point in their lives (Kahsh: B

and Masamura ;983!:. 1) Slmllarly, the 1985 aurvey will mnlm.% que.,txons to address

,g\r—h./"

such issues as: at’ ‘what age affenders began using arugs, at what age cffenders begam
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using drugs regularly; drug use durmg the month prior to the current offense; drug use atv‘
the time of the first offerise; and involvement in drug treatment programs. In addition,
since the effects of various drugs on behavior may differ from one another, information

will be asked about drugs separately. The drugs that will be included are her6in; cocaine;

~ methadone (outside of a treatment program); amphetamines; barbituates; marijuana or

hashish; PCP; LSD; and other drugs.
Usmg these data, anﬁajse’sA hmll cover: a profrle of the characteristics of incarcerated
offenders who use drugs; the age at which they began drug use and at whlch they began
regular drug use for various types of drugsy the extent and nature of drugs used at the
txme of the current offer.se and at the time of the first offense for which the they were
incarcerated; the reiatxonshlp between the evolution of drug and aicohol use over the

oft‘ender's hfe~ the relationship between drug and alcohol use and involvement in juvenile

crxme, in prior adult erime and in the current offense; the types of erimes committed by ,
those who reportedly used drugs at the time of the offense; conversely, & profile of drug &

use for those incarcerated for specific types of crimes; and a deseription of the extent of

involvement in drug treatment programs. In addition, as with the data on aleohol use,
the data on drug use will be compared with that obteined in ;,,19’7;5 to deterfhine national

trends in drug use among incarcerated offenders,

d. Prison Activitiesﬁ

‘From roughly the end of World ‘War 1 througt{ the mid-1970's, the focus in corrections

had been on "rehabilitation" of offenders. Within this context, the meical model of

treatment, positing that treators must do something "to" or "for® offenders, led to the
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development of a myriad of programs designed to change behavior patterns both within
and beyond the confines of the prison walls. However, the publication of Martinson's
research which suggested the failure of prison programs to “rehabilitate” offenders or to
reduce subsequent criminal behavior (Martinson 1974), coupled with dissaffection with
indeterminate sentencing as a fair and effective means of imposing sanctions (von Hirsch
1976; Goldfarb and Singer 1973; Dershowitz 1976; Hood and Sparks 1970), and with
dwindling funds to support programs, ushered in a new era of correctional treatment.
More recently, the functions of deterrence, incapacitation and purishment have
dominated correctional philosophy. Although perhaps on the decline as a major source of
treatment for "rehabilitative" purposes, institutional programs remain important as a
means of providing inmates with opportunities for voluntary advgneement (Mdrris 1974),
and perhaps in some jurisdictions where parole boards still determine release decisions,

as a means of enhancing the possibility of release.

In addition, within recent years, there has been growing concern over the disparities in
the nature ‘and extent of educational opportunities and programs provided for female as
opposed to male inmates in state correctional facilities (Glick and Neto 1977; Neto 1981;
GAO 1980; Pendergrass 1975; quker 1978 ). The nature of training programs for women
have, most frequently, emphasized césmetology, key punch, secretarial skills, sewing,
cooking or other skills closely related to a sterotyped belief about the role of women in
our society. Arguments for fewer training programs for women inmates have focussed on
the fact that women comprise such a small proportion of the incarcerated population.
However, given: that many incarcerated women are single heads of households (Baunach
1982; Lundberg, et. al. 1975; McGowan and Blumenthal 1976; DuBose 1975), it is

important that they be able to learn trunsferable, marketeble skills as well as enhance
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parenting skills during incarceration.

Moreover, the extent of inmate idleness is a growing concern among administrators given

burgeoning prison populations. There are only a limited number of education or work

assignments that may be filled and many more inmates to fill them. If large proportions

of the inmate population are idle, there is the potential for tensions to mount and

frietions to develop into explosive situations.

Dzpending on the size and resources of the institution, the activities that inmates may

engage in include educational and counseling programs, and work assignments. Work

‘assignments include prison industry, maintenance and vocational training. Prison

industry deals with the production and distribution of goods for state institutions and
agencies; the focus is on reducing the cost of operating state’ institutions and agencies,
on productivity and/or on profits (American Correctional. Association 1966).
Maintenance includes the use of labor relating to the care of prisoners and the upkeep of
the institution (American Correctional Association 1966). Vocational training programs
are designed to provide inmates with a transferable skill that will be useful in obtaining
employment upon release rather than to enhance productivity or profit (American

Correctional Association 1966).

Given the nature of the tasks, ’there may be a fine line betweeri a vocational training
program and a maintenance assignment, as, for instance, when an inmate may earn a
certificate for food preparation while working with the dietician in the kitchen. He not
only learns skills associated with food preparation (a vocational training function), but

also assists in feeding the inmate population, (2 maintenance function). Moreover, some

| enda .




maintenance functions may be euphemistically referred to as vocational training and/or
on the job training programs. To be sure, there are skiils to be learned; however, the

extent of transferability of these skills to jobs upon release is marginal at best.

The Census of Adult State Correctional Fecilities will obtain information from
edministrators regarding the extent of inmate participation in education, counseling,
study reléase, work release, and weork assignments, (prison industries, vocational traihing
programs and maintenance work), as of June 1984. Information on work assignments will
include the total number of inmates involved in each category, average number of hours
a c{iay worked per inmate and the average hourly wage per inmate. Information on
eddéétion and counseling programs and work release will include whether the institution

has the program and the enroliment as of June 30, 1984.

As a complement to these data, the Survey will obtain information on whether inmates
had been involved in education or vocationsl training programs since admission and to
what extent they completed the program; ‘and whether they were involved in a
maintenance assignment at the time of the interview (ie., the nature of the assignment;
number of hours of work per week; amount paid in money‘ or other benefits). In additioh,
as another way to tap idleness, quéstiohs will request information on the number of hours
inmates spend in their _sleeping quarters each week and the number of hours they are
allowed outside of their sleeping quarters for physical exercise. Finally, since one of the
highlights of prison activities includes visits, questions will be included regarding the
extent to which inmates receive visits from family, especiaily from children, and the
conditions under which visiting occurs (ie., in a quiet place as opposed to a noisy,

crowded room; with or without physical contact allowed).
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Information from the Survey and Census will not be directly compared since the data
collection efforts will be conducted a year apart and since the nature of the questions
will be different. However, both data sets will be analyzed for such things as
discrepancies in the nature and extent of education or training programs afforded for
inmates of each sex. The extent to which the results from both data sets are similar ( as,

for example, in showing that male and female inmates have roughly the same kinds of

education and training programs and are paid roughly the same; or have very different .

types of education and training programs and are paid unequally for their work), will
provide verification of the results and will reduce the likelihood that either set of
findings is simply an artifact of such extraneous factors as the timing of the data

collection effort.

C. Identifiers

In addition to information on these major topics, the data tape will include identifiers
such as sex of inmates housed in the facility; average daily population of the facility
within which the interviewed inmates are housed; and region of the country (ie.,
Northeast, Northcentral, South and West); and whether the inmates are housed in state-
bpergted community-based facilities or prison. These identifiers, which have heretofore
never been included on the Survey data tape, will enable analyses to take into account
such factors .s geographical area of the country and size of the facility. For instance,
the variations in the profile of incarcerated offenders, in the deterrent effects of
incarceration or in patterns of career criminal behavior may be analyzed in terms of size

of facility or across regions of the country. These identifiers will thus broaden the types
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of analyses that may be done with the Survey data.
D. Other Issues

In addition to thése major topics, four issue areas included in the 1979 Survey will be
dropped from the 1985 Survey. These issue areas include: appeals; grievance procedures;
parole hearings; and medical services, Daté for each of these ereas were obtained
probably because of the importance of the issue at the time of the previous Survey.

However, to date, none of these dafa have been analyzed.

In terins of appeals, only one question, regarding whether inmates ‘had initiate2 an
appeal, was included in both the 1874 and 1979 Surveys. There were no questions
regarding the completion or outcome of~ the appeal. In the absence of this additional
information, a single question about appeals has very limited utility. Thus, if included in
the 1985 Survey, the issues should be developed more fully.

For the second issue, grievance procedures, a battery of questions regarding inmates'
perceptions of grievance procedures and extent of involvement in them (ie.,, was he
formally charged with violation of a rule; was he found guilty; did he appeal) was
included in the 1979 Survey. In addition, as part of the 1979 Survey, information about
the grievance process was requested from each facility. However, nothing was done with

this information.

The third issue, parole hearings, was presumably included to ascertain information on the

rights inmates had at parole hearings {ie., could they brihg vyitneéses or have a lawyer

R o

present). However, since 1978, several states have eliminated parole release in
developing legislatively ‘prescribed standards for incarcerations or in establishing
sentencing commissions. Other states utilizing parole release guidelines have developed
specific parole release statndards (von Hirsch and Hanrahan 1981: 299, 309). Thus, given
the changing roles that parole plays in coriections today, the questions ineluded in the

Survey regarding inmates' involvement in seeking parole during incarceration are of less

importance then they were in 1979.

Thus, since the Survey cannot include items related to every facet of corrections, and
since these three areas were included in 1979 primarily to tap issues that were of

relatively more significance at that time than they are now, these three issue areas will,

in all likelihood, be dropped from the 1985 Survey.

In terms of the fourth issue, questions on medical care, the 1979 Survey included

questions as to whether inmates had received a routine examination within the past year;

whether they had asked and were able to see a doctor for a particular problem; and

whether they were on medication. Since the 1984 Census includes questions regarding
the extent of medical care provided for inmates, this issue will be dropped from the
Survey. However, given a current interest in the mental health care facilities provided
for incarcerated oifenders, the Survey will include questions regarding mental health
care provided to inmates. Issues of interest include whether the offender had been under
psyechiatric care prior to incarceration; whether he had been hospitalized and/or had
received medication prior to incarceration; and whether any psychiatric care had been

afforded him since admission to prison.




Finally, the topies for inclusion in the Survey presented in this section may not be
exhaustive of all possible issues that should be explored in the 1985 Survey. Therefore,
additional issues of importance to the corrections field today, along with a rationale for

their inclusion and proposed means of analysis are welcomed.

E. Analysis Approaches

An analysis of data Sitails two parts. These are: 1) a selection of variables for analysis;
and 2) a selection of the appropriate statistical ‘techni'quw to be used in computing
results. In terms of the first part, specific variables of interest have been outlined in the
discussion of each topic. The questions raised, however, are not intended to be
exhaustive, but to provide a rationale for the Survey and to guide analyses. As the
Survey unfolds, the issues raised herein will be refined more fully and additional

questions will be posed. The number and diversity of topies included in the 'Survey

provide a wealth of information that will, it is hoped, generate many additional analyses.

Further, the demographic variables and identifiers provide both potential controlling
factors or bases of comparisons, For instance, a study of women in prison or veterans in
prison would control for the characteristics of sex or involvement in military service,‘
respectively. Moreover, identifiers such as region allow for comparisons of results in
varying geographical location across the country. In addition, data from the 1985 Survey
will be compared with data from previous Survéys to provide an overview of issues, such
as the changes in the characteristics of the inmate population or trends in the types of

ot‘fensés of conviction and sentences imposed by region.
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In terms of the second part, significance testing will employ confidence levels and
standard érrors. The latter will be devised by the Statistical Methods Division of the

(Census Bureau.

Finally, in collaboration with BJS and the Census Bureau programming staff, the
Michigan Archives staff will prepare a user-friendly codebook. The codebook will include
a brief deseription of the Survey; a source and reliability statementv regarding data
collection procedures; standard error terms and an explanation of how fo use them in
conducting analyses; a copy of the Survey questionnaire; variables keyed to questionnaire
items; frequencies for each variable; explanations of the derivations of any created
variables that are added to the file; and a crosswalk to the variables and quest_ionnaire

items for the 1974 and 1979 Surveys for ease in inaking comparisons.

IV. Final Products

The final products for the 1985 Survey will consist of an advanced report and a series of
special | reports/bulletins covering each of the topies included in the Survey. The

advanced report will be issued during the summer of 1986 to provide consumers with a

~general overview of the findings. ®»ore specifically, the advanced report wili cover

demographic and socio-economic characteristics (ie., age; sex; race; education; pre-

arrest employment; pre-arrest incoine; military servi'ce; use of any drug throughout life;

- use of any drug or alcohol at the time of the current offense); and offense related

characteristies (ie., current crirhe(s); if had prior record; bail use for current offense;
maximum sentence length imposed; pre-trial crime; jailtime; overview of vietim-

offender relationships).
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| Subsequent reports will cover the individual topics raised in the Survey. For instance,

there will be reports on victim-cffender relationships; criminal patterns among prison
inmates; vetefans in prison; drug and aleohol use; women in prison; recidivism; and the
deterrent effects of incarceration. Data for these reports will be presented in the
context of current correctional issues. Specific contents of each report will address the
questions raised in the issues section of this paper. As with the advanced report,
individual reports will be issued as quickly as possible to maximize their utility by

censumers.
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