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I.Background of the Survey of Inmates of Adul!M,ate 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 pu.rpose of the NPS program is to "collect and 

~nterpret data on State and Federal correctional institutions and their inmates" (Cantwell 

1974: iii). The program was transfer.'red to the Bureau of Prisons in 1950 and to LEAA in 

1971. The U. S~ Bureau of the Census has SGrvoo as the data collection agent for the NPS 

pr~am since its transfer to LEAA. 

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

and releases in one unit and the Survey and Census in another unit. The admissioM and 

rele6Se5 program counts the numbers of inmates 8ldmitted to and released from adult 

state correctional institutions on a quarterly basis., The Survey and Census provide a 

Sllapshot 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 

with this cycle, however, the Census of Adult State Correctional Facilities will be 

conducted in 1984 and the Survey of Inmates in 1985. Additional information about the 

Census may be found inBaunach,P. J., "The 1984 Census of Adult State Correctional 

Facilities: Rationale and Issues for Inclusion", BJS, July, 1983, unpublished paper, 

available from the author • 

The first Survey was conducted in. January, 19'14 with individUal interviews using a 

representative sample of roughly 10,000 inmates. The information obtained in the Survey 
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in\!luded demogrnphic and socioeconomic background, military experience, prior criminal 

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

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

separate reports. Survey of Inmates of St,!te 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 CorrectiorW Facilities, released in 

August, 1979. The first report presents a broad overview of the major topics covered in 

the Survey (ie., demographic information; alcohol consumption; offense; adjudication and 

sentence data; prison routine; and prior criminal record). The second or final report for 

the Survey, delineates the inmates' demographi'c and socioeconomic characteristics in 

relation to one another and in relation to varic.lus criminal characteristics. The most 

requently used variables inGlude race, offense and number of past sentences an inmate 

had served. In addition, comparison.c; 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 correctional facilities. Topics covered in this 

Survey included demographic and socioeconomic background, military experience, prior 

criminal record, cUrI.'ent offense and 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 alcohol use 

and hD~lth care during incarceration. Preliminary information was presented as an 

advance report in the Bulletin, 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, Pri'soners and Alcohol%. January, 1983, and Prisoners and 
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1~79 Survey has not been written. A Special Report, Care'~r Patterns in Crime, was 

issued in June, 1983. 

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

Correctional Fac.·lilities. Presumably, the rationale for conducting these two efforts 

simultaneously W'9S twofold: (a) to enable a linkage between the Census and Survey data 

bases; and (b) to allow for weighting the Survey data by the un.iverse 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 sele(.~ting the sample for 

the Survey to conduct 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 questions 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 sense, 

this paper defines the boundaries of the Survey in terms of its relevance in obtaining 

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

be addressee! in the upcoming Survey that have not been mentioned herein. The readl~r is 

thus invited to submit far consideration, additional such issues along with a rationale for 

their inclusion and specific questions to be raised and analysis 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 A venue N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20531 

Phone: 202/724-7755 

u. Why Study the Inmates? :Survey Objectives 

" 

Over the past few years there has been a dramatic increase in the numbers of men and 

women incarcerated in prisons across the country_ In 1981, there was a 12.596 increase 

(roughly 40,000 inmates), in, the incarcerated population, the largest incl'ea.CJe in the 

nation's history (Gardner 1982: 6; Minor-Harper 1982: 1). Similarly, in 1982 there was an 

11.696 increase in the prison population size, bringing the total of incarcerated persons 
" 

well over 412,000 (Minor-Harper 1983: 1; Gettinger 1983: 6). By mid-year 1983, the 

prison population figure was, 431,829, a 4.296 increase over 1982 (Cantwell, 1983: 1). 

These staggering increases in size of the incarcerated population have exacerbated 

already crowded prisons thr'.)ughout 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 primary focus of correctional philosophy is on punishment (von Hirsch 

1976) or incapacitation (Sherman and Hawkin,~ 1981), rather than on rehabili.tation, one 

,may 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 tocal point of correctional philosophy and etfort, 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 

country. Among the elements of the purpose for corrections are: " ••• to otfer the widest 

range of correctional options ••• tc meet the needs of both society and the individual ••• " 

and " ••• to provide humane program ,and service opportunities tor accused and 

adjudicated offenders that will enhance Uaeir 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 client 

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 offenders may be effective in changing post-prison behavior but that it is 

imperative to ascertain under what conditions which programs work for whom (Palmt~ 

1976: 42). Determining the "for whom", again underscores the importance of carefully 

identifying the population served. 

Finally, in planning for much needed reforms in the corrections processing and handling 

of offenders, some have argued for a need to "selectively identify" (Montilla and Harlow 

1979: 28) the problems to be addrp.ssed. An accurate identification of problems begins 

with a clear understanding of both the inmate end environment within which he lives. 

In order to enhance our understanding of the inmate and the environment, the :Rureau of 

,Justice Statistics conducts the Survey of Adult State Correctional Inmates and the 

Census of Adult State Correctional Facilities. The Survey concentrates on a profile of 

the inmates and thE Census, on a profile of the facilities. These systematic data 

collection efforts provide the only comprehensive national picture of incarcerated 

offenders and facilities in the country. 

Two other points about these data collection efforts are worthy of noteo First, the 

Survey and Cens-.m 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 available for 

public use. 

Within this framework, the primary purpose ~f the Survey is to describe the 

char~lcteristics of inmates housed in adult state correctional facilities nationwide. These 

facilities include both state ,,~risons and residential community correctional facilities 

operated by the state. The facilities housing these inmates are taken from tne Census of 

Adult State Correctional Facilities to be conducted in June, 1984. 

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

characteristics. Given this sco[)et it is not intended as a hypothesis-testing but as a 

hypothesis-generating device. Informatio!] from the Survey may be used in many ways: 

to provide a deecriptive analysis of the pl"'ison population at one point in time; to assess 

changes over time; or to conduct speoific analyses on key issues in .correc~ons. More 

speCifically, the objectives of thi! Survey are as follows: 

1) To obtain a detailed profile of the characteristics of inmates hOUcc;ed in adult state 

correctional facilities across the country. This information which will be used in part, to 

asseS! changes in the inmate population since the 1974 and 1979 inmate surveys, will 

include demographic and socia-economic charactedstics, current;~ff~e, prior criminal 

record, military service, drug and alcohol U$e, prison activities, ~~:Vicum offender 

relaUonships. 

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

and inmate characteristics. These issues include, f,.,r instance, sentencing; recidivism; 
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career criminals; deterrent effects of incarceration; incapacitation; the impacts of tkug 

and alcohol qse on criminal involvement; and the evolution of criminal pattern.~from 

juvenile status through adulthood. 

3) To proVide information that wjll be used in assessing trends in the char~ct~ristics of 

the inmate population from 1974 through 1985 (eg., changes in Grimlnal offenses; 

demographic characteristics; prison activities; dr.ug and alcohol use). 

4) To provide public use data tapes for use by illter~sted pract~#oners, planners, 
'/ 

academicians and researchers through the Criminal Justice Archiire and Infm'mation 

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

With a focus on the collection and dissemination of information about inmates, the 

SUfvey provides the most accurate, ~oncis~~ information about inmate characteristics 
" 

that may be used by planners and practitioners in making informed policy decisions and 

by rese8l'ehers i~ their examination of spe,cific corrections issues. In this sense, ~he 

Survey data, provide a national picture of who is incarcerated and a starting point for 

developing programmatic changes in processing and handling criminal offe"d~rs. 

m. Development of th~ 1985 Survey of Inmates of Adult State correction81.Facilities 

The follQwing section presents information' regarding the development of the 1985 

Survey, (ie., methodology,topics for inclusion and analysis approaches). 
. .::..:....::...---. 

,A. Methodolm 

'rhe methodology for the Survey includes the sample selection, pre-test 8Ild data 

-8-

\ 

" 

f 

. ~ ~-~----~--l 

- ....... --~ ---- ----------------- ~-.~-------

collection • 

!:.,~ample Se~ction 

The Survey samp~e selection procedures provide. a representative sample of inmates in 

state correctional systems across the country. Institutions include both prisons and 

state-operated community based facilities. Sample selection lor the Survey entails a 

two-stage process. The first stage involves selection of a random sample of facilities 

from among the universe of correctional facilities included in the Census of Adult State 

Corre(!t!onru Facilities. The second stage involves selection of a random sample of 

inmates from within ~ach -facility sampled in stage one. Interviewers at each facJlity 

select tile inmates based upon predetermined subsampling instructions devised by the 

Census Bureau in accord with BJS specifications.; 

In both 1914 and 1979, selection of facilities involved statification of facilities by the, 

four Census Bureau regions and the selection of fac.ilities according to population size. 

In 1974, as a first step in developing the Survey design, all institutions were stratified by 

number of prisoners: 6-19, 200-399, 400-899, and 900+. All institutions with an estimated 

prison~ population of 900+ inmates wer-e designated for the sample with ce~tainty~ 
Prisoners in th~se institutiOi'L''"were sampled at a rate of 1 in 18. Institutions in the 

remaining to~ s·trata we~ sorted within stratum by; type of institution' (Adul1: Prison, 

Commum.ty Correctional Center, Work R~ease Center, Prison or'Road Camp, Reception' 

~. Pr~ReleasEtCente~, and Other Typ~ of Facilities), Region (Northeast, Norto Central, . ". .' ~- , 

sOuth, 8~d West) and specific size of institution. Institutions were selected from stratum~ 
/ 

I. (Size 0-19) at 1 in 18, from stratum D (size ,20-199) at 1 in 6, from stratum m ( size 200-
-I 

399) at 1'in 3.6, and from stratum IV (si~e 400-899) at 1 in 2. Prisoners from selected 
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institutions were sampled.from the non-self representing stra.ta at 1 in 1, 1 in 3, 1 in 5, 

and 1 in 9;, respectively. The differing sampling procedures assured an estimated samplle 

of about 20~ institutions and an overall sampling rate of 1 in 1.8 for; all prisoners (memo 

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

In 1979, a sampl~ of approximlltely 215 facilities was selected. From ~ese facilities a 

total of 12,000 inmates, 500 male inmates and 2,500 female inmates, were chosen for 

interviews~This sample was designed to oversample the number of women to enable, 

analyses bY' sex of inmates and to produce reliabilities of no larger than a 5% coefficient 

of variation for estim~tes of 1096 subpopulations of male inmates and a 10% coefficient 

of variation for estimates of 1096 suhpopulations for women inmates nati(mally (memo 

from Charles Jones, Chief, SMD, to Marvin Thompson, Chief, DSD, June 1, 1979: 1). The 

actual coefficients of v&""iation ?rere 4.8% for male inm&tes and 6.0% for female inmates 

(memo from Charles Jones, Chief, SMD to Thomas Walsh, Chief, DSD, November 14, 

1983 :2). 

The sample seleotion procedure for the 1985 Survey will closely parallel the procedures 

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

meaningful analyses by sex. In order 'to attain coefficients of variation of roughly 5.4% 

for wo~en and 4.3% for men for estimates of 10%subpopulations for male and femllle 

inms!ie samples, respectively, and tty maintain roug~ly the 8,'lme proportion o! men~o 

women in the sample (je., 3.8) as was usedin 1979,approximately l1ii!!~9 jnmliress~~d 
-' . ~ -~;;.~--'!-"'"!::::.>' 

be sampled. 

This figure includes 11,875 men and 3,125 women (memo from' ~har1esJones, Chie"f, 
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SMD, to Thomas Walsh, Chief, DSf), September 26, 1983 :2). Procedures for sample 

selection will be finalized over the coming m'onthsG - .. ,:'-

'".! 
, .. ;-: 

2. Pre-Test 

During late 1984 or early 1985, a pre-test of'the questionnaire and training materials for 

interviewers will be condUcted. Roughly 2~0 male and female inmates from two ste.tes 

will be included. The actual sample siz~). and sites for the pre-test have not been 

finalized. The !;l'.Jrposes of the pre-test are twofold: 

1) to determine the ap/;»ropriateness, readability and flow of the items included on 

the questionnair!e; and 

2) to determinf: the utility and appropriatenesso{ the hOme study tr(?imng materials 
. '". :" 

for interviewf;rs. 

ifiterviewer,~~,~"oo,-selooted through ~ Census Bureau's Field Di:\1mont():~u.e.~t the 
•• ~ < , ." - , ,~'-' • • 

pre-test data. BJS staff will acco~pany intervieW§a,J;'8 to obsery.e, the interview process. 
,r:;' ;",$ ' ...... - .-.,,- ;, .. ' _ • ' :;::--

Debriefings with interviewers .~lbeoone to obtai~j~iPUt from interviewers as to the 

interview process, training mitterials and changeS needed~ 

In addition, the pre-test will ~~~lUde a records check in 9rder to 'ascertain the extent to 

which information ob.t&ined from inmates, particularly relating to ,current offense and ,':,-
. .-;:.-: 

prior crimira'.l record, accurately reflects what is repo~lited in the records. 
J ' _ '/ ," 

,/ 

'Information from the pre-test will b'e used to revise the questionnaire and the tre,jning 

.-.... '..,; .• j-- ~ 
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materials. 

3. Data Collection 

'Immediately "rior to the data collection effort, a formal training session for Census 

Bureau region Supervisors will be'conducted in Washington, D.C. to ensure tbeir 

understanding and enlist their support in conducting the study. This type of training 

session held prior to the Survey of Inm&tes of Local Jails was helpful in enhancing the 

Supervisors' understanding of the program and ~sues related to jails and jail inmates and 

may have indirectly, contributed to the decrease in the re,fusal rate for the Jail SUJrvey. 

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 rf~lated to 

the criminal justice system and the questionnaire. Information regarding the criminal 

justice system will be incorporated into the training materials to familiarize interviewers 

with the criminal justice concepts and the criminal justice process. Second, intlerviewers 

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 interviewe'i'S practice in determining how to respond to 

possibly difficult situations in recording information presented by inmates. 

The actual data collection effort will be conducted during the s\tmmer of 1985. As in 

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

as.,~.gned prisons il.Ilo. conduct interviews. 
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B. Topics for Inclusion in the 1985 Survey 

As noted in the previous section, the Survey serves many purposes. It provides an 

overvie", of inmates at one point in time, enables comparisons of characteristics over 

time, and allows for analysis of specific timely issues. Given these broad purposes, the 

Surv~y will provide general informati~n on a wide range of issues pertaining to adult 

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

facilities. 

Topics include both criminal and non-criminal characteristics as follows: 

1) 9;.oiminal Chracteristics 

a) Current Offenses 

b) Victim-offender Relationships 

c) Pre-Trial Experience 

d) The Adjudication Process 

e) Prior Criminal Record 

2) Non-Crimina! Characteristics 

a) Demographic Chracteristics 

b) Socioeconomic Characteristics 

c) Military Service 

d) Drug and Alc'.lt.ol Use 

-"3-

,~ 

.'-:::~~~~-"""'''-''''''::~.\.:",> . f 

____ ~ __ ,LLN _______ ~----------~----~----~----------~ 



.----~--r" .. 

e) Prison Activities 

These topics will be described briefly. 

1. Criminal Characteristics 

Criminal characteristic!S refer to factors and experiences that describe an inmate's 

involvement with the criminal justice process~ These factors relate to both prior 

c,'iminal involvement from youth through adulthood and the crime or crimes for which 

the offender is currentl!f incarcerated. The latter category includes not only the nature 

of the current offensle(s) but also victim-offender relationships and experiences 

encountered in the pre-trial and adjudication processes for the most recent offense(s). 

Each of these topics will be ctiscussed briefly. 

a. Current Offenses -

This topi~ refers to the crime or crimes for which the offender is currently 

incarcerated. The c~ent ,offense may be the only one for which the offender has ever 

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

incarcerated previously, released on parole and violated for any number of reascns other 

than a new offense. The crime for which the offender had been placed on pMbation or 

had been released on parole, (assuming be ~ not been violated for an additional 

offense), then, is his current crime. For an offender who had been on probation or parole 
I 

and had been involved in subsequent criminal activity, the most recent crime for which 

he was arrested and (presumably) convicted is the current offense. 
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For offenders currenily serving time on more than one offense, the Survey will collect 

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 ot 

time imposed by the court as a sanction for diff.erent 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 ptJ.role and violated 

for any reason, the lengths of time they had spent on the street will be obtained to 

determine patterns of criminal behavior during probation or parole. 

Questions that will guide the development of this section of the quelStionnaire include the 

following: For what crime(s) is the offender currently incarcerated? Wht:n was he 

arrested for the current crime(s)? When 'was his trial? When WIlS he convicted? What 

was the nature of the sanction im~ed Cie: prison? probation? probation plus restitution 

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

offense ot conviction? If placed on p~'Obation, how long did he slerve on probation? Was 

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

parole, conditional release, etc., and returned to prison, when was he released from 

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

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

release, etc.? 

. ~ ~ ~~ --- ----- .--- --~----------------------- _.--
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b. Victim.:Offender Relationships 

Within recent years, there has. been a growing interest in the role of the victim in 

criminal events (Schafer 1968; 1970'). Victimologists have considered the attribution of 

victim-responsibility in precipitating crimes (Gulotta and Neuberger 1983: 10)~ Activists 

have begun to fight for the rights of victims in the criminal justice proce~, particularly 

in violent crimes or domestic disputes (Moore 1979; Fleming 1979). In attempting to 

alleviate the suffering borne by thousl1l1ds of victims of criminal activities each year, the 

President's T6Sk Force on Victims (1982) promulgated several reccommendations for 

legislative reforms and agency action to assist victims 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 deseJ"ts 

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 offende" 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 ~~~ll'Se, the standard setter (ie., legislature, court, 
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comm!ssion) bears the great responsibility of determining which sanctions most 

appropriately meet these criteria and fit each crime. 

TJle desert model suggests, in essence, that longer imprisonment should be imposed on 

those who commit the most serious crimes. ''Seriousness" is defined in terms of the harm 

inflicted and th~ culpability of the offender. Culpability refers generally to the extent 

of the offender's blameworthiness. Factors which contribute to the blameworthiness 

include whether the offense was done intentionally, 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 victim'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 victim has been operationalized most recently in efforts to asses.~ the 

"seriousness" of offenses based on the initial work of Sellin and Wolfgang. This method 

of measuring seriousness 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 events may be characterized 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). 

Obwning information on the seriousness of crimes, pSlI'ticularly as seriousness is 

measured by the harm to the victim, would anow for several types of analyses: 
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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 seriousness of offenses ranking could 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 victim. Similarly, this information could be compar~d 

across regions for specific crime types to determine whether robberYD 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 victim associated 

with specific types of crime in various regions. 

3) In addition, the lengths tlf sentence imposed for various types of crime (ie., current 

offense) could be compared nationally and by region to determine the extent to which 

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

imprisonment. This information would be p!U'ticullU'ly 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 expe~t that those convicted of more serious crimes 

should be given longer terms of imprtisonment 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 
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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 crimes are given longer sentences than men convicted of 

similar crimes? How are these results changed when prior record of each sex is taken 

into account? Analyses of this kind will provide information on the issue of to whom 

longer sentences are given for more serious crimes. 

To the extent that offenders convicted of less serious crimes are given longer prison 

terms 'than those convicted of more serious crimes, there is a need for policy-makers to 

reconsider the means used in determining sentence lengths imposed to enhance 

faimess. This information is important giv'en swelling prison populations and the need to 

use existing prison space most efficiently. Further, the extent to which more serious 

offenders regardless of such factors as sex or race, are, 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. 

An additional variable of interest is the relationship between the victim and offender at 

the time of the offense~ For which tYfJes of crimes do victims of incarcerated offenders 

tend to be persons, businesses, govern~~t, etc? What is the nature of the relationship 
-', 

_ (ie., family? friend? acquaintance! stranger? ein~oxee? employer!) for various types of 
'~'V • 
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offenses? Does the sentence length imposed vary for a certain crime when the victim 

d~ffers? Is there a relationship 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 victims? 

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

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

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

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

possibility is currently under exploration~ 

c. Pre-Trial Experience 

The pre-trial experience refers to an offender's experiences, criminal activity and 

involvement with t~ 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 reco.rd. Since ths focus 

of the Survey is on convicted offenders serving time in state correctional facillities, only 

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

include: the nature of pre-trial crime; type of pre-tria! release; and jail time. 

1) The Nature of Pre-Trial C~ime: Many jurisdictions release '4 l!!,!"g~ proportion of the 
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pre-trial population in order to alleviate crowded jail conditions and to enable 

unconvicted citizens to remain at home with loved ones and lead relatively produ"tive 

. lives. However, considering the priority of protecting the public safety, it is imp(lrtant 

t9 determine the extent to which this release practice results in an increased number of 

crimes. Although the parameters of the Survey preclude an in-depth study of crime ' 

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

I?re-trial crimes committed by offenders incarcerated in state penal and correctional 

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

population has committed crimes while awaiting trial? What types o..tJ crimes were 

committed? 

2) The Type of Pre-Trial ~eleaseL In determining the oonditi1>ns Wlder 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 ball, own recognizance, or third 

PLwoty conditioraal release. Within reeent years, there has been some controversy on the 

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

and during trial. 

Bail is required as a condition of release presumably to ensure the offender's appear~~e 

in court. However, whether O~' not bail should be set and the amounts required ar~ left to 

the discretion of the court. Although the U. S. Constitution forbids excesaiveb&il, courts 

have the discretion to set bail beyond the ability of the defendant to piy. In essence, 

then, the bail system has generated a form of pre-tl'ial detention in that those charged 

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

power to set bail beyolld 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 coer~ defendants to accept guilty pleas or risk spending time prior to trial nn jail (von 

Hirsch 1976: 114). 

. Ad"o.cates of pre-trial release contend that bail poses undue burdens on indigent 
.( , ' 

offen~ars and should be reserved for offenders charged with heinous crimfJS. In order to 

provide some data on these issues, the Survey will include questions regar/ding the nature, 

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

Questions regarding pre-trial release will include: What proportiOft of the incarcerated 

population was released prior to trial for the current crimes on bail? on OWn 

recognizWlce? on third party conditional release? How long welo/e these person.s out on 

release prior to trial? For those offenders released on bail, how much bail was required? 

Who provided the money? How much (if any) was returned? For those offenders who 
, 

were unable to be released r;>rior to trial, why· was~elease not granted Cie., natur~ of the 

charges; amoWit of bail set, etc.)? What are the characteristltJS of those persons 

released on bail, own recognizance, on third party conditional release Cie., demographics, 

current charges, prior re~ord, socioeconomic status)? 

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

offenses charged and/or the amoUnt of bail required as noted earlier, many oflandel,! are 

requiled to remflin in jail during the trl8J. Given cu~!,~nily "rowdedjails, some of these 
. - ".-::.,... - ~ . 

off en<lers may be more appropriately relefLqed priore to tria!. Thus, the Survey will 

ascertain the proportion of incarcerated offenders who were detained prior to trial; the 

reasons for their detention (i9., DD.ture of the offt'mes; Lunount 9t bail required; own 
-./' 
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desire to re.!'lain 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 

"jail time" that is subtracted from the sentence imposed. T~is information is important 

. to \Dlderstand the amount of time an offender has to serve in the state facility. "Jail 

/", time" thus serves as an important index for both jail crowding, (ie., how long has the 

offender stayed in jail?) and prison crowding, (i~., how much longer will hf!' stay in 

prison?). 

d. The Adjudicat~n Pro~~ 

The dynamics 0(. ·the adjudication process influence who ends up in prison and for what 

offenses. .Plea bargaining IOW8ftJ initial charges to those for which a conviction is 

obtained,,' In additionp wheth~J;'8&" offender is able to afford his own legal counsel as 
:-:::;--""''';."j'!.-;:"---

(, opposed to'M~ing ,one appointed by the court may be related to th6'extent"o{plea 

bargaining used and the outcome of the case. Although it is impossible to obtain 

information on an of the intricacies of the adjudication process! the Survey will include 

information on some of the key fa~tors ~f the adjudication process that may 'a~f~ct 
prison populations. These include the nature ~')f legal counsel (ie., ~ppointed b:i the court 

or hired by the offender); whether the offendeir has 'plead guilty or was found guilty for 

the crimes charged; and whether original charges were lowered through ,plea bargaining. 

This information will enable Us to address ~s(!~ip.tive __ questions $1,lC~ as the following: 

What are the characteristi~~Qt:4»Hirtd~~>W~ hired their own lawyers as ~PPOSefJ to 
. .?/ 

baving coWlSel app~nte(tbY the oourt? wpo plead guilty as opposed to experiencing a 
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~ I tri~? and whOse original charges were lowered ~.rough plea bargaining? To what extent 

do offenders plead guilty or use plea DSl'gainingw'hen they hire their own own counsel as 

opposed to when counsel is appo.inted by the court? For specific crimes, are 'there wide 

discrepancies inaengths of sentences imposed on offenders who hlre their own lawyers as 

opposed to th~{iI for' whom couns~l1s appointed? Do offenders spend more or less time in 

jail prior to trial when th.ey hire their own lawyer as opposed to when counsel is 

appointed for them? / 

t 

e. Prior Criminal Record 

Prior criminal record refers to an offender's offense histor:rfrom the time of the first 

arrest as, a juvenile through the time of release for the most recent offense prior to his 

. _cW'l'ent inca.rceration. Although prior criminal record USually refers to arrests as well as J 

convictions and incarceratiofB, the Survey will focus primarily on incarceration hist~y 
"':- ".-~ .. :..::- ., ' 

as this information will most likely be the easiest for inmates to recall given the nature 

of ttte experienee:'fn'addition, the Survey will collect informatfon on senienc~~;crmd 
prior probation and parole. - ."~,.,;.: ,-'~'--" . '. 

"'-""- ..1, '~Within this context, a number of descriptive studies may be done. First, it will be 

possible to trace the general evohJtion of criminal behaviors t.or,·offenders from youth 

through their current incarceration to determine if specific types of criminal behavior 
::.-

are evident by sex and !'ace for various levels of age. In addition, comparisons may be 

/ 

mac:ie among groups of youthful offenders (with an age range of roughly 17-23), juveniles 

(under 17) and adults (over 23) of sentences imposed, lengths of time and place sentences ,~ .' 

have b2e~ served tor similar crimes ot conviction. This information will provide ause.lUI 

i ..... ' 
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profile ot incarceration histories among offenders of various ages. 

Second traCking incar~eration histories' w.ill be 'useful in determining if there are specific 

factors (ie., demographic, ~cio-economic, family background) that may be associated 

with individuals who tend to have high rates of incarceration. In addition, the prior 

criminal~ficord information will bf3 useful in updating information on characteristics (ie., 

d~rnograpiuc, sooio-economic, dl·tJg and alcohol lASe) associated with career or habitual 

criminals. 

Third, these data will r;>rovide a profile of prior incarcerations and other backgrol.md 

charaet~!,istics for offenders currently convicted of specific types of crimes, such as 

robbery, burglarly, murder" or of catego~i~ ot crilIles (ie., violent crimes, drug crimes, 

property crimes). one.of the loci of this inquity will be to d~termine if there are 

. specific backgrowld (ie~, demographic, family, criminal) characteristics associated with 

e.ssence, retropective r~pidivism is a consideration of recidivism in Ute past. For those 

offenders who bad been oolnvicted of . .crimes in the past lmd who have served time on 

probation, in. prison and on parole, '"it will be possible to asclertain the nature and extent 

ot subsequent criminal behaviors~ For instan<N!, to address the question of the nature and 

, seriousness 0t?:crimi~;;beh.avior or following l'elease fr~m pn')ba;tion, pr.ison, 0(' parole 

among Offen~er'S conVicted in the past of a specific crime, an ~lJlalysis may be made of 

the relationship betyl~en len~ of sentence imposed, the time aetwilly served and the 

length of til.ne following release betQf'esubsequent tfJincarceration and the nature of the 
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subsequent criminal offense. In addition, this kind of analysis will enable us to gain an 

Understanding of the extent to whilJh 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 thO-se offenders who have served time to discontinue a life of crime. Somewhat 

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

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

offenders who do commit subsequent crimes, how much imprisonment time is required 

'lor e deterrent effect to "work" is unknown (von Hirsch 19'16: 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 traditi()nal' theories of sentencing deve1bped by the American Bar' 

Association (von Hirsch 1976: 136) 
,I 

I' 

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 

c!'ime. If prison deters criminal behavior, one might expect that the longer the sentence 

imposed f()r 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 inc&'ceration varies directly with the 

latency between release from prison and crimiruilreinvolvement (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 relatiollship 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 criminal 

behavior becomes more serious following longer terms of imprisonment. The rationale 

for an inverse relationship stems from the literature indicating that prisons are schools 

for crimes or tend to institutionalize inmates making readjustments to community life 

following release difficult (ie., Clemmer 1940; Golfman 1941). A third posSibility is that 

there may be an inverse relationship between the length of incarceration and subsequent 

criminal reincarceration (ie., the longer the imprisonment, the less time it takes for 

offenders to be reincarcel'ated following release). 

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

release are important. If prisons deter, one m:ght expect that subsequent crimes will be 

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

imprisonment. 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 will 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. Moreover, 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 p,9role" must abide by parole regulations and have the added burden 
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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 discernibl~ relationship 

among these variables will suggest possible impacts of incarceration that will be useful 

addresskag 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 crowded prison conditions, inform8~ion 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 incapacii~:(i;~'it.jQll~.~~ predictions of future criminal 

bahs',vior to determine whether or not and for how long an offender should be 

"incapacitated" by means of imprisonment. ThiS approach suggests t~at incarcerating 

offenders who tend to have high rates of offending will both contribute to 81"1 overall 

reduction in the crime rate and will make the most efficient use of limited prison space 

(Greenwood and Abrallams 1982; Chaiken and Chaiken 1982). 

The prediction technique uses seven categories to identify high rate offenders. These 

include prior conviction and incarceration, juvenile conviction, commitment to a state or 

federal juvenile institution, drug use and employment (Greenwood 1984: 6). Using this 

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

scored higher than four tended to have committed an average of 31 robberies a year 

while on the street whereas those who had scored one or lower had committed only two 

robberies while on the street (Greenwood 1984: 6). 
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As other methods of predi.ctive restraint, this approach has come under attack for the 

pitfalls of overpredicting those presumed to be high risks when they are not and unfairly 

inflicting undeserved punishment on these persons (von Hirsch 1984: 8). 

Given the ~ontroversy Slurr'ounding selective incapacitation, data to address the utility of 

this approach would be usE~ful. Since the Survey data will include infol'mation 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 incarcer.ated 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 as an adult; the nature of the offense for which probation was given; the 

age at which probation wes given each time in the past; number of previous 

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

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

courts ~or 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 Characteristi~ 

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

involvement that are useful in describing 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 serdce 

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 

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

activi.ties with current offenses. These backgrowld characteristics will be discussed and 

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

ae Demographic and Soci~economic Characteristics 

Both demographic and socio-economic characteristics will be included 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, ethnic origin, marital status and date of birth. Socio-economic characteristics 

will include education, employment immediately prior to incarceration and family 

background. Alth0ut.'(h each of these socio-ecol'lomic 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 requires a great deal more data than the Survey can 

collect. For instan!:e, to examine the relationships between economic status 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 the records, interviews with staff, counselors, 

peers and family in the community, this kind of analysis .is impossible. Therefore, the 
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Survey will include only very basic questions regarding employment and 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 family from 

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

with most of the time before reaching age 21; whether any family members were 

involved in the criminal justice process; and who th~y were in". relatiomhip to the 

offender. This information will be useful in traeking 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 offenders who have been convicted of 

property crimes to have lived with one parent 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 anadwt than offenders who have lived most of 

their lives with both parents? Are there different patterns in these relationships for 

male and femaie 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 variable!1 of interest: wheth\:!r the 

offender has any children currently under age 18 at the time of the interview; the 

number of such children and their ages; where these children have been pla-Jed during the 

offender's current incarceration; whether the offender was living 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 ~elease. 

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 ale (1974) fOW1d that 6896 of the women in the 

Louisiana Correctional Institution for Women ware mothers. Glick and Nato (1977) noted 

that roughly 56% of the 1~607 incarcerated women in 14 states were mothers. McGowan 

and Blumenthal (1.978) reported 67% tmd Baunach (1984) found that 66% of the 

imprisoned women in Kentucky and W:ashington State were mothers. Children of inmate­

mothers most frequently had been placed with the child's grandmother (McGowan and 

Blumenthal 1978: 76%; Baune~h 1984: 83%) and less often, with relatives (Stanton 1980: 

77%) or foster parents (McGowan and Blumenthal 1978: 12%; Baunach 1984: 7%; Stanton 
[); 

10%). Moreover, mest of these women had livec:J with their children prior to the current 
...... '. 

incarceration (Bonfanti, et.· ale 1974: 66%; Lundberg, eta aL 1975: 74%; McGowan and 

Blumenthal 1978: 75%; and Baunach 1984: 74%). Por many of the mothers, this was the 

first major separation from their children. In addition, for about half the childen in 

BaWlach'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 8 period of adjustment, Bonfanti et ale 

(1~14) found that nearly two-thirds of the mothers planned reunions; McGowan and 
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Blumenthal (1978) found that 7896 of their national sample at the New York Correctional 

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 previa.w research in this area has focused on inmate-mothers mainly because 

the American culture traditionally has considered child-rearing a temale function. 

Howevel~, there are no doubt many fathers in prison as well. The information from the 

. Survey will provide a national over"iew of the extent to which inmates of both sexes are 

p,arents and plan to reunite with children. 'This information will be useful in determimng 

the need for resource allocation to develop programs to retain ties or develop parenting 

skills and in e.stimating the number of children whose lives have already been affected by 

their parent's involvement with the criminal justice system. 

b. Military Service 

In 1979, roughly one fourth ot the inmates in state prisons were veterans. Of the 

approximately 65,500 veterans in prisons, most had served in the Vietnam era, (39,500); 

many had .served in the pre-VietnRm era, (19,500), and the lesst number (6,000) had 

served after the Vistnam era (Cantwell and Masumura 1981: 1). Given the relatively 

large proportion of veterans who had been inprisoned in 1979p the Survey will collect 

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 br,uich; when the offender entered and when he/she was dischorged; what type of 

discharge was issued; whether the offender had served in Southeast Asia; whether the 
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offender 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 collected in the Survey Cie., current offense; sentence length imposed; 

prior criminal record; drug and alcohol use; employmen~ 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 Veterall! in P~'ison Bulletin 

(Cantwell and Masamura 1981). 

c. Alcohol 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 8S.sumption that intoxication may disinhibit 

an individual such that hostile propensities are -exposed and that aggressive or criminal 

beoo;vior may be ascribed to elC~essive alcohol indulgence. Recent research, however: 

suggests that the alcohol itself may not be the deciding factor in stimulating aggressive 

behavior. McAnc1..rews and Edgerton (1969), for instance, examined the validity ot this 

disinhibiti.oo a~umption across several cultures in terms of the societal context within 

which drirJdng occurs and its relatioJ,1Ship to aggression~ Their results indicate that the 

alcohol in and of itself was not the determining factor in ~eJle!'ajing agg ... essiveness, but 

that the cultural context wittail which __ the- ~li'illking 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 alcoho~ 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 

built up an expectation that alcohol consumption leads to aggressiveness and an 

acceptance of this response to alcohol consumption. 

Based on this kind of iniormation,Heath (1981) proposed a practical application of the 

social cultural context _. of 'drin~ng. He noted that lDlderstanding the norms of the - , -,. '-~~.'- -." -

population regarding acceptance of drinking and concommitant behaviors is important in 

developing programs to assist problem drinkers in coping with their subselQuent behaviors. 

Ep.abling the drinker to assess his own behaviors as they relate to drinking is an important 

element of this approacb •. 

These stUdies suggest the importance of understanding the social leontext within which 

drinking occurs in this county! to determine the relationship bet\Yeen whendrillking 

usually occurs among offenders. and where it occurs just prior to the offense of 

conviction. Consistent discrepancies in this relationship would suggest social milieus 

wherein alcohol consumption may be related to expressions of aggressiveness perhaps 

partially because of the acceptability of this response to drinking. A recent illustration 

of this point is the gang rape of a woman in N'ew Bedford, Massachusetts. While patrons 

looked on and cheered, four men mercilessly raped a young woman. 

The Survey provides the only national source of inf~mation about aloohol and drug use 
'/ 

among incarcerated offenders. In the 1979 Survey, the assesment of drinking habits 

among inmates was determined based on three measures: the frequency ot drinldng 
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during the year before the incarceration and just prior to the offense; the 'lmount of 

alcohol usually consumed at these times; and the inmate's perception of hils 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 interVieJ,v~ about 20% said that they 

had drunk very heavily in the year prior to incarceration; 1696 had at some time been 

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

roughly 60% of those offenders--i~carcerated·tot"vio!ent offenses and __ 68% of those 

incarcerated for property offenses reported that they had bee? drink!r~-;er~ he~~ny'': Oi". 

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

year prior to the crIme of incarceration tended to be white; male, divorced, unemployed 

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

-,';', 

Th.elirst two measures used in the Survey are closely akin to those developed by the 

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism -(NIAAA) to assess the quantity and 

frequency with which individuals consume alcohol. The index, caned the quantity-
. - '- '~.-. -. ", 

frequency, adjusted (QF A) combines measures of the frequency of cOllSumptionof a 

particular beverage over some time period, (usually 30 days); the typical quantity 

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

wherein a person has consumed large quantities of a beverage, (eg., 12 or more cans of 

beer at one time), (.lO()mmonly referr~· to as binge drinking. The QF A provides a valid, 

reliable means of determining:.·:tof~ volume of c-onsumption, that takes into ac~ount both 
-:-.;, 

average drinking and .bin~ drinking over a specified time frame (Armor and Pollich 
"" 

1982). Although the 19'19 Surveyobt&ined information ~r frequency and quantity of 

. drinking, it did not tap binge drinking. However, -ihis in.formation would ba useful to 

.~ 
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estimate whether the current offense had been committed during a period of suc.tr heavy 

drinking • 

The third measure used in the S~vey attempted to assess heavy drinking by asking the 

inmates whether they considered themselves "relatively sober," "feeling good," "pretty 

loaded" or "very drunk!' after they had finished "drinking. However, this subjective 

measure is flawed by individual differenc~ in perceptions of "drunkenness". A more 

objective means of determining Blood Alcohol Concentration for usual drinking patterns 

is to' asceri~i~ the quantity of alcohol consumed, the number of hours over which the 

person has been drinking and the individual's weight at that time. This information may 

then be compared with the estimated BAC for the day of the offense. This kind of 

measure would p~ovide insight into whether drinking on the day of the offense is typical 

of usual drinking patt~[;ns (personal communique from Dr. Brenda Miner, Research 

Institute on Alcoholism, Buffalo, New York, February 27, 1984). 

Because of the -importance of understanding the role _ that alcohol consumption plays in 

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

drinking patterns of inmates over the year prior to incarcera!!~n, during the month 

surrounding the crime and at the time of the crime. Variables of interest \vU1 include the 

quantity of beer, wine and (liquor consumed during these periods; the frequency of alcohol 

consumption; the extent of binge drinking; t~e social context within which inmates had 

/co~umed alcohol (ie., alone or with others and the location of c:h~nking); and the age at 
,..," - .. -:;;;: ~ ~-' 

first alcohol consumption. In addition, the Survey wiUiriclude questions regllrding' 

involvement in alcohol treatment programs prior to incarceration. The emphasis in these 

questions will be on determining wheth~r inmates ChilO been involved in detoxification 

'!" 
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only, in-patient treatment, outpatient treatment and/or some type of self-help group 

(eg., Alcoholics Anonymous) and whether they had continued drinking once th~ program 

had been completed. 

With these dat.&,+Uiftlyses will inulude: a profile of the characteristics of inmates who 

consume alcohol; how much and how frequently consumption occurs; the types of crimes 

committed by those who reported drinking heavily at the time of offense; cQn'fersl=li;a 

profile of alcohol consumption for incarcerated offenders Jor specific types of c~irnes; 
_, - 1 ,./ 

.---' . / 

the extent to which binge drinking maY,be r{.}lftted to criminal involvementrPatterns of 
- -' ~ 0, • / 

consumption during th~ ye-araoo month prior to the current o~fer.se; the social context 

within which drinking occmr~d at tnetime of the off~..sefthe extent to which age at first 

consumption may be related to pattel~of"involvement with crime as a juvennile;llnd 

involvement in various prograIri~ for treatment of alcohol abuse. Lil addition, this 

information win be c-ompared with that obtained in 1979 to determine national trends in 

alcohol use among imprisoned off enders. 

" ' .. :. .... ~~. '.' 

As with alcohol consumption, the link between drug use and ~rimeOOrilmission is tenuous 
eO :.~/;'"-" 

and there is' llttleempirical research d~~r~billg;.-t"'nt{cli~~cteriStiCS of incarcerated drug­

users. The 1979 Sury~y;:incIUde(1 information on lifetime use of drugs, use during' the 
:r:::;')-'::"~' • 

ID'!~th;, rireeeding the crime; and use at the time of the offense. Results sho'fled that 
~' 

nearly one-third of all state pri~oners ~cl.;-been'imder the influenc~ of an illegal drUg at 

the time ot'the offense; more than ha1f~~aa' ~ken some illegal drug in the month before 

the crime; and:more-:than 75% had us~Jinegal drugs at some point in their Uves (Kalislt, 
~ , 

and Masamura 1983b: 1). Similarly, the 1985 Survey w!lljnclu~questions to address 
- ---",:;--' 

-' '-.~', ,- --':;::;"~-'::::~ -~>-.-
such issues as: at'wtvit age offenders began tJSjng drugs; at what age offenders began 
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using drugs regularly; drug use durin~ the month prior to the current offense; drug use at 

~he time of the first offense; and involvement in drug treatment programs. In addition, 

since the effects of various drugs on behavior may differ from one another, informatlon 

will be asked about drugs separately. The drugs that will be included are heroi'n; cOcaine; 

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

hashish; PCP; LSD; and other drugs. 

Using these data, 8i)$yses will cover: a profile of the characteristics of incarcerated 

offenders who use drugs; the age at which they began prug use and at which they began 
<; 

regular drug use for various types ~(.,,¢llif5r'tii~;';ld~~t and nature of drugs used at the 
.-.. ..-Jr" 

, " 

time of the current Off~r~edrii(raf the time ~f the first offense for which the they were 

incarcerated; the ,l'-:eiationship between the evolqtion of drug and alcohol use over the 

offender'S)jte;the relationship between drug and alcohol use and involvement in juvenile 
. "c.-':·<-· ..... 

. ' ,> ,,>:erlme, in prior adult crime and in the current offense; the types of crimes committed by 

those who reportedly used drugs at the time of the offense; conversely, 8.. profile of drug . 

use for those incarcerated for specific t~"pes of crimes; and a description of the extent of 

involvem.ent in drug treatment programs. In addition, as with the data on alcohol use, 

the data on drug use will be compared with that obtained in .1919 to determine national 

trends in drug use among incarcerated offenders. 

d. Prison Activities 

From roughly the end of World War n through the mid-1970's, the focus in corrections 

had bee.~ on "rehabilitation" of of.fenders. Within this. context, the me(l!cal model of 

treatment, positing the.t treators must do something "to" or "for" offenders, led to the 

;----~--~~.-.~------~~----.---------------------------------
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I 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 punishment 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 advancement (Morris 1974), 

and perhaps in some jurisdictions where parole boards still determine release decisions, 

as a means of enhancing the possibility ot' 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; Bowker 1978). The nature of training programs for women 

have, most frequently, emphasizoo cosmetology, 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. ale 1975; McGowan and Blumenthal 1976; DuBose 1975), it is 

important that they be able to learn u'W1Sferable, marketeDle 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 i'nmate population are idle, there is the potential for tensions to mount and 

frictions to develop into explosive situations. 

D~pending on the size and resources of the institution, the activities that inmates may 

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

assignments include prison industry, maintenance and vocational training. Prison 

industry deals with the production and distribution (If goods for state institutions and 

agencies; the focus is on reducing the cost of operating state· institutions and agl'encies, 

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 between 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, (a maintenance function). Moreover, some 
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maintenance functions may be euphemistically referred to as vocational training and/or 

on the job training programs. TOl be sure, there are skills to be learned; however, the 

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

The Census ot Adult State Correctional Facilities will obtain information from 

e.dministrators regarding ti'1e extent of inmate participation in education., counseling, 

study release, work release, and work assignments, (prison industries, vocational training 

programs and maintenance work)1 as of June 1984. Information on work assignments will 

include the total number of inmates involved in each category, average number of hours 

a ~~ worked per inmate and the average hourly wage per inmate. Information on 
) 

education and counseling programs and work release will include whether the institution 

has the program and the enrollment 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 vocation~l training programs since admission and to 

what extent they completed the program; and whether they were involved in a 

maintenance ~ignment at the time of the interview (iee, the nature of the ~ignment; 

number of hours of work per week; amount paid in money or other benefits). In addition, 

as another way to tap idleness, questions 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 famUy, especially from chUdren, and the 

conditions under which visiting IOccurs (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 apan and since the nature of the questions 

will be different. However, both data sets will be analyzed for such things as 

discrepancieS in the natttre ~1d extent of education or training programs afforded for 

inmates of each sex. The extent to which the results from both data sets are simUar ( as, 

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

education and traimng progrs.ms 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 lif<elihood 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 the~e 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

operated 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 .liS geographical area of the country and size of the facility. For instance, 

the variations in the profUe 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 8.cross regions of the country. These identifiers will thus broaden the types 
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~ ~ of analyses that me.y be done with the Survey data. 

D. Other Issues 

In addition to these 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. Data for each of these areas were obtained 

probably because of the importance of the issue at the time of the previous Survey. 

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

In terlitS of appeals, only one question, regarding whether inmates had initiated an 

appeal, was included in both the 1974 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 chfl!'ged with violation of a rule; was he found guilty; did he appeal) was 

included in the 1919 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 bring witnesses or have a lawyer 
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present). However" since 1979, several states have eliminated parole release in 

developing legislatively prescribed standards for incarceratiom or in establishing 

senten~ing commissions. Other states utilizing parole release guidelines have developed 

specific parole releass statndards (von Hirsch and Hanrahan i 981: 299, 309). Thus, given 

the changing roles that parole plays in corl'ections today, the questions included in the 

Survey regarding inmates' involvement in seeking parole during incarceration al"l~ of less 

importance thEm they were ira 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 allllkellhood, be dropped from the 1985 Survey. 

In terms of the f'ourth issue, questions on medical care, the 1979 Survey included 

questions as 'to whether inmates had received 6 routine examination within the past year; 

. whether they had asked and were ab~e t~ 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 issUI\'! will be dropped from the 

Survey. However, given a current interest in the mental health care facilities provided 

for incarcerated offenders, the Survey ",ill include questions regarding mental health 

care p~ovided to inmates. Issues of interest include whether the offender had been under 

psychiatric care prior to incarceration; whether he had been hospitalized and/or had 

received medic8.tion prior to incarceration; and whether any psychiatric care had been 

afforded him since admission to prison. 

-45-

.:. 



r 
Finally, the topics 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 iss11les of importance to the corrections field today, along with a rationale for 

their inclusifJn and proposed means of analysis are welcomed. 

E. AnalY1'is Approaches 

An analysis of data '~Iltails two parts. These are: 1) a selection of variables for analysis; 

and 2) a selection of the appropriate statistical techniques 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 Sm-vey 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 dive~ity of topics 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 Surveys to provide an overview of iSSUes, such 

as the changes in the characteristics of the inmate population or trends in the types of 

offenses 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 errors. The latter will be devised by the Statistical Methods Division of the 

Census Bureauc 

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 description of the Survey; a source and reliability statement regarding data 

collection procedures; standard error terms and. an explanation of how to 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 tel the file; and a crosswalk to the variables and questionnaire 

items for the 1974 and 1979 Surveys for ease in making 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 topics 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. ?.4ore specifically, the advanced report will cover 

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

arrest employment; pre-arrest income; militlll'y service; use of any drug throughout life; 

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

characteristics (ie., current crime(s); if had prior record; bail use for current offense; 

maximum sentence length . imposed; pre-trial crime; jailtime; overview of \'ictim­

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-offender relationships; criminal patterns among prison 

inmates; vetei'ans in prison; drug and alcohol 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 

consumers. 
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