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this stody stt.upted to Identi ty possible changes to the oversfl silitary
oon.ct3mna s.yst aM deteridne Wtich are cost effective aM feasible.
Methodologically, the research entailed ex poSt fact research, coupled

• 
~~th unstructured observations. Progroa evaluations aM observations

• provided ortgt’~l data; ass.s ents of evaluations allowed consideration
of were material then mae directly possible during the tija. alloted for
th. effort. £doptio~ of a crime prevention model and develo~~ent of a
correctional decision model provided structu re to th. research,

Investigation revealed that there are a variety of weans ithereby
oorreotteiial ~~ sndituree can be decreased, ~~tho~rt significant adverse
consequences to society, siuttmry discipline , or criiiln .l ecidivima.
These include adaptation of new correctional approaches and modifications
~~thin the e~~st3ng system. Several other general and specific cOnclu
stone resulted in the fOrmulation of $ decisional trix, ithteh can be
uaed as an aid in evaluating various eorrectio~~l alternatives.
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ABSTRACT

S

OPTIMI~~~~ THE COST ~7FECTIV~~ES5 OF MILITARY CORRE TIONS; AN AS5ES5M~~T
OF PICGRA)( EVALUATIONS A~D R~~AT~ ) I~ TA , by Maj or Paul S. Mebert, Jr.,
ELF, t~~ psg.s,

Military oorv.ctions, spawasd as the result of problems in penology, is
curramt3.y affected mere by its piso. in the military than by its niche in
corrections. Austere resources and th. transition to an all-volunteer
oonstabulary force have focused attention on correctional expenditur es.

• Mowsv.r, prior inquiries hay, f ocused on the costs of confinement, ~~ile\ ignoring alternative me~n~ of hai~4l4’ig offenders and often conflicting
\ correctional goals.

~~
This study attempted to identify possi bl. changes to th. overall military
corrections system and determine which ar. cost effective and feasible .
Methodologically, th. research entailed cx post facto res.areh, coupled
idth unstructured observations. Program evaluations and observations
provided original data; assess ments of evaluations ..].loi~d consideration
of mere material than ~~s directly possible during the time allot.d for
the effort . Adoption of a crime prevention model and d.v.loposnt of a
correctional decision model provided structure to th. research.

Investigation revealed that there ar. a variety of means whereby
correctional expenditures can be decreased, without significant adverse
oonsequences to society, military discipli ne, or crivi ,~’il recidiviem.
Thes. include adaptation of new correctional approaches and modifications
within the existing system. Several other general and specific conclu-
sions resulted in the formulation of a decisional trix, which can be
used as an aid in evaluating various correctional alternatives ,

The inquiry also revealed a lack of a clearly defined correctional
objective, which detracts from cost effe etive or cost bensfit analyses
ol the options available to the milita ry, as mU as other issues
imrranting further .xp~1oration. .
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LIST OP A~~REVIATIO~~
• A~~ £MDcIATUR~

I. ABBR&VIATIONS

ACA — A zican Corr ectional Association s a foremost professio nal

corre ctional association focusing on prisons, but concerned with

other aspects of correetiems.

- - .• A~~L — Absent without leave; eqi*te$ to the Naval term Ut (unauth orised

absence),

BOP — ~~~ean of Prisons, U.S.Dspirtm.nt of Justice.

CNR — Court of Military Review; cencermed with military appeals.

COMA — Court of Military Appeals; the highest military court of appeals.

CONtact CONtact, Incorporated, a met-for-profit orpniaation in

• • Lincoln, N~~raska; concerned with er-offenders.

CGSC — (Ax~~) Cn— ’s’i and General Staff College, Fort L.aven~~rth,

~a~~as.

DOD — Depsr~~sat of Defense.

— Federal Bureau of Investigat ion.

71 — Fiscal Year.
U-

GAO — General Accounting Offioe .

— General ~~uoational Development s a term cc on]~y used in
• I

reference to both a test and attaii~~ nt of a high school

equivalency as a result of passing the test .

IACP — International Associat ion of Chiefs of Police; a ibremost

senior police professional organiaat3on.

xi

~~~~~
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

-~ • .  
-•

__~•_ ___.•* •.._.__•• 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



• L~~A — Law Baforcement Assists noe £~~4 istratiom, U.S. Depar~~snt of

Justice.

NCCD — National Council en Crime and Delinquency ; a national service

agency, comprised of concerned citisens and pr.fessi~~*1~ in

4 ~~~4~~1n~1 Justice.

ICJ~~ National Cr4—4~~1 Justice Reference Service ; a function cf

the L~ .A , ithich p~~li.shed many of the sources used in this study.

— SJA — Staff Judge Advocate; the senior military la~yer on an

• installation.

TJ~G — The Judge Advocate General ; the senior military lai~ysr in a

respective service, more co onl.y used to refer to the Ar~y.

L~~J — Uniform Cod. of Military Justice; Appendix 2 to the )~nual ~~~
C~o~~~~~~~’tial United States 1969 (revised ~iition). The cod.

is part of title 10, ~~~ted States Cod., th. basis for the

military Justio. system.

~~A P— U,S , Air For ce,

~~&RB — U.S. Aa~~ Retr aining Brigade; a specialised organisatton in 4
the Aa~~ corrections listen, ithich conducts a special

program aimed at preparing offenders for retu rn to duty status .

— U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, the principle military oonftnsment

facIlity, hemsing offenders from the Ar*y, Air Force, Navy, and

Narine Corps.

~~GPO — U.S. Govsronsnt Printing Office,

— United States Cod..

The abe,. abbreviations mere used in the interest of brevity cv because
the abbreviation is more aumeanly used than proper termimelog~.
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• Ii . )CJ(~ ICLATURE

ACA Directory — refers to an annual directory publiISwd by the American

Correotiona]. Association.
S Carter Study — refer s to a 1977 study of the ~~.DB by cart.r and his

associates.

CrIme Ca~~~ssion — refers to the President’s Cc ission on Law kfor oe-

mont and ~~~—‘ ‘~istrstion of Justice , ithich published

its reports in 1967.

Lovrey Study — refers to a research paper prepared at the Ar~y War

College in 19711., ithich addressed the costs of military

corrections.

XaoCormick Co ittee — refers to an ad hoc co ittee iditch studied the

Ai~~ confinement system in 1969.

UCR -- refers to annual reports published by the Federal Bureau of

Investigation; most references in this thesis refer to the 1975

I~ story — refers to the ~~~ual ~~storioa1 S~~~ary for the

period October 1, 1976, through Sept~~~er 30, 1977;

sl~~lar reports are published at the end of each fiscal
year,

U- Masculine merds such as “hoTM are generally intended to include both the
masc 1lLn~ and f~~in1 ~ie genders , particularly isben used in relation to
coenanders, staff msthers, and other position incuabents. sber. used
in relation to offenders, some material specifically excludes females

• and is generally so clarified in the thesis

The above nomenclature mes used in the interest of brevity since the
various studies and doc~ments are used or referred to extensively in
the report.

-
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CHAPTHE I

• THE PI~ BL~( AND D~~INITIONS OF TH~~

Corrections, that part of the cri~4~i&l Justice system that the

public sees least of and knows least about , has under gone many changes

during the past tmo centuries , Use of imprisonment as tOtal punishment

(as opposed to a prelud. to more severe punishm ent) , d.v.lopasnt of the

rehabilitation model versus the puniti ve model, substitution of probation

and parole in lieu of confinement , and the still-developing concept of

oo~~mtty-based corrections have all been introduced to America since

the year 1800.1 Military corrections, as a subsystem of corrections , has

been affected by meny of these changes. Indeed, forces generating change

to the overall corrections system led to the fir st American milita ry

pris on being establi shed by law on March 3, 1873 (the reby, creating the
H

separate military correctio ns system ). Conversel y, some changes to

military corrections have been influenced more by its place in the

military than by its place in corrections.
• The milita ry system is currently constrained by austere financial

resources, there by, dictating an improvement in the cost effectiveness of

military corrections. Yet, In no case has data been formally collected,

• 1For a discussion of innovations in corre ctions see Harry E.
Allen and Cliffo rd B. Sinonsen, Corrections in America s An Introduction

• (Beverly Hillss Glenco. Press, 1975) , pp. 39-85. —

2U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, USEB History (Fort L.avemmrth,
Kansas, June 1957), pp. 1-3. This pamphlet notes that in 1872 there
mere ~e6 military prisoners confined in it different penitentiaries
in as many states, The conditions noted in some of these prisons,
plus other problems, led to adoption of a separate prison system.

~ 
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analysed, or presented which considers costs and the feasibility of

implementing potentially cost effective modifications to the overall

• ooz’reotions system, Instead, recent inquiries have focused on the costs

of confinement (while generally ignoring alternativ, moans of handling

offenders and the often conflict ing objectives of correcti ons ), These

endeavors have, however , been attempted in civilian corrections s~st.ms ’

I. THE P1~BL~ I

Statement of the problem, It is the purpose of this study to a
(1) identify feasible ohanges to the military corrections system, which
are likely to result in significant savings, without serious detriment to
basic correction al obJectives ; (2) analyse these changes in terms of cost
effec tiveness • feasibility, advantages and disadvantages, and impact ; and
(3) draw conclusions related to possible military adaptat ion or further
study of the most feasible change(s),

liportance of the study, The importanc. of this study is tmo—
fold, Prom an academic or theoretica l perspective , n1~~ rous evaluations
of corrections have been undertaken in recent years • Military corrections
( like its comparable civflia~ corrections systems) has also been analysed.
However, most past endeavors suffer from one or more of several

3 3~~ N%t ~~~ p~~~~ 77,M Soldiers, Vol. 32, October , 1977 , p. 30,ithich reported that the new Army corrections program is based, in part ,
• on a study reflecting that the average cost of keeping a prisoner at astocked, is 100 percent higher per prisoner than at either the U.S.Disciplinary Barracks or the U.S. Ally Retraining Brigade ; Michigan Crimeand Delinquency Council , Saving People and Moneys Th. 

~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
-
: (~~st Lansing, Mich. , 1963), which reported on an expsnded~~~àbation

program that saved nearly $25,000 in three years for 88 offenders ; and -Stuart A4rn~ Evaluative Research in Correc tions, A Pract ical Guide• (lthsbin gton, D.C ., USGPO , March 1~j 5)~~ithjoh sumeazired various colt
- 

•

• 

• effectiveness and cost benefit studies ,

______________ • - ~~----

~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~~~~~ 
~~ - •~~~~~ • •,~~~~.. •. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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dsftc ienoi ~~,
4 Same have focused on d.t.r 4 rki 1,g ith ther various

programs can rehabilitate offenders — often without regard to cost

consideration. Others have concentrated on proving that th.r. is little

evidence that axq corr ections progr ams ~sMbtlitat. offenders • ~6~tbin

the military, studio. have focused on facilities , manpower, or ether

selected aspects of the total corrections problem, without regard to

factors other than their imeed5.at. selective obJective. This study is an

• 
•- attempt ~~.v.rocme the limitations of these prior efforts by relating

feasible changes, cost effectiveness , and often conflicting correctional

obJectives (i.e deterrence, punta~~ nt • and rehabilitation) • In

assessing thes. variable, an attempt is made to avoid the aasweptions

• 

- 

upon which many prior studies are baeed and which often detract from their

practical value, For e~~aple, some analyses ass~~~ that rehabilitation

is corrections’ sole sal; others ass~~~ that cost is irrelevant; and

still others aseiae that changes must be wade within an existing system,

rather than by charigirag the overall system, This assesement askes nc such

assueptions,

• At a more practical level, the study attempts to a~trees two

peculiarities of the military corrections system. First, there are

relatively few corrections specialists assigned to higher level staff

.~nd management positions within the military oorrections system. Most •
~ 

-

ibid. • pp. 53-97, s~~~arires various relevant studies,
Also see Report of the Special CiIili~a1 Co~~~tt.e for the Study of the J
United States Aa~~ Confinement System (hereafter referred to as the
Maccormick Co ittee)(I~.hington, D.C. . ~~GPO , May 1970). The
Co~~~tt.e, chartered to osaduo t a comprehensive analysis and evaluation

• of Ally oonfins.e~t facilities and practices , provided dat a and
• 

- 
r.oo endations which had a significant impact on the current military• corrections system. Ths report also provides a historical perspective
to a~~ current study of milita ry oorr ections , This perspective is
addressed in Chap ter IV .f this report .

• _ _ _ _  
_ _- — -•—-.-•-- -*-—- -. - - —-• • •~ — —- ••—.- —
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ar e military police (or other branch) officer s tempora rily deta iled to a

correct ions assigmaen t (at a local confinement facilit y, the U.S.

Disciplinary Barracks , or at a headquarters) . In the case of the milita ry

police officers , even their train ing and experience may be in areas other

• tha n oorrsottons. As a result , many militar y corrections practitioners

have questioned the value and effectiveness of the current system.

Coapoimding the problem of limited correcti ons expertise is a lack of

read ily avail able literatu re (to which the milita ry corrections officer

can turn for guida nce, given the innli~n&tion or direction to analyse

military corrections), This study is an attempt to explore a topic

embracing questions expressed by fellow officers and the writer while

previously detailed to a correc tions assig.aen t , and to develop a source

of useful data and information which may provid, both direction and

stimulation for further research into military correct ions issues.

• Purpose of the study. As an exploratory-desoziptive study, th is

inquiry respouds to five interrel*t.d questions. (1) are there

alternative programs in existing corrections gy stems that can be adapted

by- the milita ry correct ions system? $ (2) will any of these prog ram s result

in significant savings in resources? ; (3) will any of the alternatives

either positively or adversely affect the correctional objectives of

deterrence, puniskasnt, or rehabilitation?; (~i) which alternative(s)

optimise cost effectiveness and feasibilit y, while ~“4~~~tng adverse
• impacts? ; and (5) should one or more techniques either be further studied

or adapted within the military corrections system?

• Limitations of the research. As an exploratory-descriptive

• 
• 

- • study , the foremost limitation of this research is the lack of readi ly 
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aveila~le, a..n4’~gtul, and quantifiable data . While considerable study

has been undertaken , much of it is limited by the absence of valid

substantiating data. Sl~4l&r ly, corrections research has neither been

• synthesised nor consolidated in one repository; data is fz’agaented and

scattered among many individuals and institutions, Hence, as in many

exploratory studies, this effort is limited to the possibility that it

might end with only the formu lation of a problem suitable for more precise

invest igati on,5 A second barrier to the study is the author’s possible

bias due to relativel.y extensive practical and academia experience in

corrections. 141. there are advantages to a~, le i c  exposure to

• corrections and practical experience in the military corrections system

(in providing insight into th. problem) , this experi enc. also mas a -

handicap . Problems of bias, hasty conclusions, and acceptance of real

imrld practice versus doctrine and theory had to be reckoned with 
-

throughout the effort . £ thir d restriction on the effort is the rapid

changes occurring in corrections, which could mall negate parts of the
* study at an eazlLJ date. For emplm, laws defining : cr4-winal conduct vary

from state to state , as well as at the federal level, and are in a per iod

of flux. At the federal, level alone, there are s~~~ 80 laws prohibiting

• theft, plus 70 on counterfeiting and forgery, These laws impact on the

sentence an offender receives , reduce the r.liability of data used in

• research, and are being reviemad at the prese nt tins, In April , 1978,

• Congress mas still consider ing a bill (S-Ve37) which will codify the

loosely strung federal criminal laws and reform several other areas

_________________________

Claire Selltis, et al, • Research )$.thods in Social Relations
• (revised one-~olum. edit ion; i w ~~ork s Holt , 1~nsMrt and 1~.nston, Inc .,

1967) , p,, 50—52, itherein the aut har s note that thi. is an acceptable end
for research, albeit practitioners general ly seek a more useful product,

- -.

~~~~ 
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of federal cr4—(’~l justice, If the bill becomes law, which is somsithat

problematic, parole will be abolished e~~ept in unusual circia stan ces,

and a program of victim compensation will be established. Since both

areas are of concern to this study, the impact of the bill is apparent;

past history indicates the bill, if passed, will eventually affect the

military corrections system.

II • OPERtTIOML DISTINCTIOMS MW

D~~IETIOI~ OF T~~~~

Corrections, The term corrections is generally used to refer to

institutions, agencies and programs , whos. purpose is to prevent convicted

offenders fros engaging in further cr4.4 ~1 behavior. This sight infer

some form of rehabilitative effort , aimed at eli~i .ting weaknesses from

an offender ’s makeup (which might cause him or her to became a repeat

offender) , or it might infer long term confinement , in the hope that

matu ra tion (age) ‘dli cause the offender to remain law ’sbi4ing upon

release from the system. At present, the major forms of corrections can

be reduced to incarceration and various forms of c~~~un1ty-based treatment.

This division, while useful , needs to be further clarified so as to

preclude oversimplification and misunderstanding. The often misused term

is at once used to convey th. idea of a system, a total process , a

philosophy, or el—ply as a .uph~~4 stic expression , dependent on the

perspective of the user, ~~ile it is somewhat of a system, the student

of corrections can perceive a lack of cohesiveness between its component

parts (e.g. , prisons as opp.ssd to parole agencies) • Sometimes corrections

• is perceived as mere ly a pr ocess, but again the student can perceive a

lack of agrsemsn t as to what the outcome of the process should be and

~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~T ~~~~~ 
• - - 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~-~~ -~~T
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• 
which process es are related to which outcomes (e.g. , prison used to

punish and also used to rehabilitate ) • To some extent correct ions is
perceived as a philosophy, since both the system(s) and thei r processes

az’s greatly affected by on.’. orientation toiszd the offenders whether

one feels something should be done ~~ or ~~~ the offender, 7trsilly, for
some, corrections is but a euphemism aning imprisoxaent, pwsi.~~~nt, or
rehabilitation, As can be seen, the term embraces a range of nebulous
concepts,’ Bow.ver, as used in this study , corrections is defined as

the totality of the cr4 4  nal justice system, involving all the proces ses
for dealing with convicted offenders , including but not limited to
probation, incarceration, and parole, Thi. definition acknoi~1.sdges that
there y be conflicting philosophies driving the process and infers that
there may be obscure ly defined objectives , lrftthi n the definition

arrest (appr ehension), tz’i.l, and sentencing are generally exclud.d , even
-

• 

though decisions made during these staaes of the correct ions process have
an ultimate, albeit , largely ul aasursble impact on the subseq~~it stag...

Military corrections, Military corrections is interpreted in a
broad context , meaning the sentencing to imprisonment and resultant
dispos ition of military offenders by the various military dspe.,ta.nts,
This definition enebled the researcher to general ly exclude from the study
those offenders disposed of without resort to a court martial, as well as
those offenders not sentenced to oonfin .nt and/or discharge, This
definition al so enabled the writer to generslise without regard to the
philosophical, differences between the Departments of the Are, Mavy, ~

6~,, P t e r  P. Lejjrss, Cr4’,ln4 Justice in the United States
• 

- i9?O-~~~ (College Park, M .s ACA , 19?5), pp. 4?-5),and Allen, ~~~. cit .,pp. xvii-xvjj j, for elaboration on these concepts , 

~~~~~~~ - ~~~-— - 
- — 
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Air Pb~oe, Such differences , while perhaps influencing the correctional

• process and outcome therefrom, were not ge~~~ne to the central issues of

this study. In the interest of brevity and ease of presentation , each

service mas viewed as sufficiently alike to gene ra lise , especially sine.

each service’s corrections program has its foundation in Public Law 90-

377 (82 Stat, 287, 10 ~~C 951-954) , which mas signed by the President on

July 5, 1968, Briefly s rised, this law provide s for the establishment

of military correct ional facilities , for the administration thereo f , for

a paro le system, and for clemency actions .7

Military confinement facilities. This term is also used in a

broad context , to include correct ions , confi nement , and retraining
faoilities, This definition is used to avoid enta nglement with issues of
whether to confine at various locations or at a central facility . Such
issues , although of importance , are currently being studied by the
respective services, The definition also precludes the need to addr ess
the philosophies inherent in the distinction between stochmde , retraining
facility , or correc tional facilit ies such as the U.S. Disciplinary
Barracks (~~i~a).

Clemency, The term clemency has both a broad connota tion and a
restrictive one , The gener al definition of clemency includes the concept
of mitigating punishment , ba sed on the best interests of society , the

services, and the individual, Technically, the term includes either a
change in punitive discharge or a reduction in sentence to confinement ,
through mollification of the original sentence to confinement , relea se

• on parole , or restorat ion to active duty, In a narrower, rest rictive

~
‘MacCormick Co~~~ttee, ~~~~~ , cit., p. 1. 
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sense, clemency refers to a reduction in an iraste ‘s sentence to

confinement. *tether used in a broad or narrow sense , clemency, as used

in this study, is separate and distinct from that aoccmp’iahed by eans

of appellate procedures incident to trial by court nartiol. Clemency

refers to action taken by the Secretary of th. service conc.ra.d , normelly

upon reco .ndation of the appropriate clemency and parole board , to

reduce an meat. ‘s sentence, chang. the discharge from a punitive typ.

to an ad~(nistrativs type, grant parole , or restore the individual to

honorable duty status,8 The study does not add ress clemency obtained

thro ugh the appellate process, This does not imply such clemency is

uniuportant~ rather , it implies a restriction on the scope of the study.

Feasible ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ It is recognised that there are mer*y ~ ang.s

that could be de to military corrections. However, it is also

realised that sea changes are infeasible, Consequently , changes too

removed from the norms and values of the mainstream of society are
precluded from study. It is asseed that a change must be constttutitinally

* legal, must be acceptably hiasne, and must address both punishment and

rehabilitation, Ideally, a feasible change should also address victim as

well as offender . As will be elaborated upon in Chapter II, concern with
the victim of crime is receiving ever more attention throughout society.

Savin&s, Savings is recognised as being measur able in terms of

manpower, equipment , facilit ies, or dollars . ~~ther an meediat. cost

reduction or avoidance of future increases is deemed an acceptable

savings, Conversely, mere consolidation or modification of e~~sting

8This distinction is compatible with guidance contained in ~~~~• )11 01rsMe Ho, 15—1 , “Corre ctional Classification Progr am,” ~~rt Leaven-
• 

- werth , kansas , 1976, Chapter IV — a driving force behind clemency
actions at the ~~DB, ~or which the author wes action officer ,

-

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~
_
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to
pE*ysical facilitie s or the us. of new equipment is not considered within

the parameters of the st~*iy, since current studies are add ressing these
approac hes and since they generally have little effect on correctional

goals.

Detriment, My adverse impact of savings ons (1) the military

image or discipline, (2) the potential rehabilitation or recidivism of
individual offenders , or (3) the other objectives of corrections is
considered a detriment, and s a prima ry consideratio n in det.rmining
the feasibility of changes,

• 
- Correctiona l ~~jectives. The co~~~nly accepted, although often

conflicting, objectives of deter rence (of others), punishment (whether for
- 

• 
deterrence of future criminality or for vengeance), and rehab ilitation
are used, These objectives enabled the researcher to ignore such goals
as the perpetuation of an existing system. While it wes recognised that

— 

* 
many corrections programs continue to exist because of vested interests,
resistance to change, and other reasons , such objectiv es are not viewed
as isgitimate corre ctional objectives, Perpetuation -of an existing
program y affect costs , however , and is considered from this venta ge,

III, PREV IEW OF OIGAZIIZATION OF THE AML~SIS

The analysis is organised into three parts , (1) a descripti on
of majo r feasible changes to the military corrections system, to include
history, utilisation , and ceaonly espoused advantages/disadvantages~
(2) a comparison of each tentative alternative, in terms of cost ,
cost effectiveness , feasibi lity in ter ms of military applica tion and
consequences; aM (3) an assessment of data to determi ne which changes -•

best Opti~~ie cost effectiveness and feasibili ty, while u4 iimising

— -— - 7- - - —~~ 
—— —- - — — 
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11.
adverse consequences . With in this fra~~~ork, major feasible changes will

• be described in Chapter II , Review of the Literature • Th. research

design appears in Chapter III , )~.thodology. Comparison of variables

will be presented in Chapter IV, Analyst, and th. final conclusions idli

appear in Chapter V , Su sary and Conclusions, The overall findings are

listed in sequence responding to th. quest ions enueerated in Pur pose of

the study, page I, The total analysis involves both quantitative and

intuitive or judge.’ntai analysis. While precise statistically

significant data wes a primary objective of this research, it became
- • increasingly appa rent that jndgm,nt and logical reasoning, as well as

the persuasion of the preponderance of evidence, are as critical , if not

more critical, than statistical data , in addressing correctional

alternativ.s, This does not im~~y that correctional alter natives and

programs *ust depend on mere phi]osop~y and theory for their justifica-

tion; rather, this merely recogni se. that quantifiable data , where

present, may be somewhat imprecise.

~~~i
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REVIEW OF TEE LIT~~ATURZ

In 1967 the Pres ident ’s crime Co ission reported that on any on.

- 

~

• 

day corrections wee responsible for over a aillion offenders. Annual

- - 
expenditures exceeded a billion dollars. Today, the avera ge nuwher of

— offenders has nearly doubled; annual expenditure s have risen to about

four billion dolla rs.t This large undertaking has led to considerable

study and debate ; however, general cr11’4 ‘ii logical and penological

literature reveals more theory, arg~asnt and philosophy than useful data .

In spite of this limitation, the following synthesis of the litera ture

pr ovides insight into the histo ry , utilir.ation, and professed advanta ges

and disadvantages of correctional alternatives,

I, ALT~~NLTIV~~ FOR DEAlING WITH OPF~~D~~S

Review of the literature indicates that there are six basic

methods • used singularly or in e~,’d,~in.ticns, for initial ly dealing with

offenders in our society . (1) non-prosecution , to include diversion;

(2) fin. ; (3) suspended sentence to confinement ; (Ii ) restitut ion; (5)

tPre sident’s Co~~~ssio~ on Law &forcement and A~~inistration of
Justic e (hereafter referred to as The Crime Cc~~~ssion) , The Challenge of
Crime in a Free ~~~~~~~ (~~shington, D.C.. USGPO, 1967), p. 159. ~~ilrthis report is 11 years old, it is o.o~~inly used as a referent with in

•

• • or4 —4 n~l justice literature due to the relative lack of reliable ar4- i~~ljustice information prior to the co ission’ s monuasntal undertaking,
4 Current data is based on U.S. Dspar~~nt of Justice and U.S. Department

• of Co sroe , Trends in ~ penditure and ~~p]o~usnt Deta b r  the Cr1 4-,ial
Justice 

~Z.~!.! ’ 1971—1975 (Whshington, D.C.. ~~GFO, June 1977), p. k , and
ACA Directory; Ju venile and Adult Correctio nal Departments, In. titutions,

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ Iu~~~rities, t~~~ ~~ition (~oUege ~~*, )
~~., W17).
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probation ; and (6) incarceration , Rich approac h has it. omo unique

histo ry . oa only cited advantages and disadvantages, as meU as proponent.

and opponents. ~~ch method also *5 various forms of applicat ion. As an

example • probation may be conducted with minia,~~ asdiua, or ~~~1w*
levels of supervision, may include temporary incarceration , or may involve

.‘r .tory residence in a oo umity-based treatment center .

Pre cise measurement of these tbods and their appli cation is
difficult . This difficu lty is apparent from a recent grant awerd ed by

the Law Riforce.ent Assistance Adainistration (LW) in the amount of
$22I

~
,981 for a 15 month st~~~, The study has the objective of d.velop.ent

of uniform and compreh ensive definitions and methods for evaluat ing
- I correctional perfo rma nce,2 In spite of the difficulty of quantitati vely

assessing various approaches to corrections • the general literature
reveals comeon citations of the advantages and disadvantages of varying
isys of dealing with offenders. Only the precise degre. of advantage
(or disadvan tage) is in question in many oases,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ From primitive to medieval society the most
cameon wey of dealing with offenders wes on a perso nal basis. Dering
the Anglo-Saxon period in ~~glaM (700 - 900 A.D.), the settlem ent of

• private wron gs mas on a pers onal basis. Rather than resorting to courts ,
offenses were handled by individuals or their fani l4es, 111th such act ions
often resulting in blood feuds, Subseque ntly, certai n offenses became
crimes against the king’s peace and a matter for public authori ties to
settle, While su historians argue that the legal changing of private
wrongs into crimes against th. king had ulte rior motives , most
scholars agree that a foremost consideration wes the extre me extent to

- 

- 

• 
2Corrsctio.~~ Cempendt~a, Vol. II, October , 1977 , p. 5,
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• ihich personal ve~~~ttas and family feuds had evolved.’ From these
b.gi. ’4’igs present society has cons to recognise tim broad categorie s of
law -- civil a~wt or —4’~~ • C14 4ii~l law, by definition , entails prosecu-
tion by a duly constituted aut hority (i.e. , the governesnt). While a
victim of crime may sue an offender unde r civil law, most cri~4 iiility is
prosecuted, not by the victim but by the govermesnt , under criminal law.
Th~ ~~~~~~~~ as in the case of private citisen disputes, often
exar cises its assuesd option of not prosecuting an offender,

Several rea sons ar e co—only offered for non-prosecution i (1)
lack of evidence ; (2) cost of prosecution , as opposed to seriousness of
the offense; (3) a sense of just ice ; and (1ê) as a reimrd for providing
evidence leading to other ci4~i,ial s, For ex~apl., on. study observed
that the institution of foz~~l charges against all offenders is not a
realistic goal. A substantial percentage of cases will not result in a
conviction because the evidence ii lacking to prove guilt — for id~at.ver
reasons , In other cases, the interest of society nay not be served by
invoking the full criml n*l justice process .4

• Conversely, non-prosecution has its critics, For example, the
President ’s Crime Co~~~ssion noted that limited statistics indicate that
appro~d te].y one-half of those arrested have the ir cases di~~~ss.d

• ‘For development of this historical analysis, see ~~i~y J,. ~~rnes• and Negley K . Teeters , ~~y Horisons in Cr4~ lLnolop- (3d ad.; Englewood
• Cliffs, N.J.. Prentice Hall, Inc., I~~59), pp. 287—288, and lbnald J ,

‘ ~~ldron, et a)., The Crl~4.~&l Justice ~~~~~~~~ ~~ Introduction (Boston.• kloughton Mifflin, Co. • 1976) •
4For concise discussions of non-prosecution see W. Jay Merrill,et a],, Prescriptive Package; Case Screening and Selected Case ~~~~~in Prosecutors’ Offices (Whshinjtin , D.C .. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Merob 1973), and Joan

Ja coby, The Prosec utor ’s ~~~~~~~ Decision; £ Policy 
~ Z!e.~i!!(Whsbington, D.C. . ~~GPO, Jan uar y 1977). Both documents wer, preparedfor the LW and provide considerable insight into this problem area ,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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- prior to an actual trial ; more often than not , the dimaissals are mad.

under circumstances that make unwise decisions likely, The disadvantages

1 of non-prosecution listed by the cc~~~ssion include s (1) lack of
- • sufficient infoi~~tio*, on ithich to base a decision; (2) lack of standards ,

on i~ ich to base decisions ; (3) lack of establishe d procedure s for making
decisions ; and (li ) lack of alternativ , means of dealing with offenders
other than prosecution or non-prosecu tion.5

As a resu lt of the later criticism , another form of non—
prosecution • comeonly labeled diversion, has become the moat recent
approach to corrections , Diversionary programs ar e predicated on the
notion that formal cr~~ 4n~1 just ice sanctions should be used only as a
last resort and are intended to offer an option between prosecu tion and

• non—prosecution.

While ther. are controversies concerning non-prosecution • this -

• option is general ly considered a viable alternative for hi~yfl ing some
offenders (due to cost , legal, and acre subjective considerati ons), Most

* of the controversy focuses on the methodology employed in the decision
to not prose cute — an issue beyond the scope of this study. More

• quant ifiable evidence concernin g the effectiveness and cost of the new
-
• • 

divers ionary programs appears in Chapter IV .

Fine, Reaction to cr4’ ~“~itLy by confiscating property or
imposing fines has existed in most literate societies , but has increased

-

. 
• in recent year. du. to a proliferat ion of technical violations (a

• phena..~on some have equated to governmental guidelines for implementation
of the Ten C~~ q~~~nts) • Fines in America are estimated to be in

• of Crime in t Fr ee 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ p~~. ~~~~~. • pp. 132-1314.

- - 

• 
_  

_~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -—---———-~~ • ——• -~ -~——--~- ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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e~~ess of ?5 percent of all penalties imposed and are norma lly ju stified

by at least four ar giments s (1) they are the most easily remissible of
penalties , (2) they are the most economical penalt ies, (3) they ar. easily
divisible , end (4) they do not carry th. stigma of pris on. Contra ry to
those benef it. , fines have been opposed on such ground. as being

ineffective in changing behavior, as well as being Reel 4 ‘%gl.ss to the
rich and disproportionately harsh on the poor. Within the military, finas
can be assessed through non-jud icial Article 15 punista.nt as imil as

through court mart ial, and can range from a relatively minor fine
(forfeiture of I dollar’s) to severe fines, In the case of career
persons, there is the most severe fine inherent in loss of retirement

- • • pension in the event of certain cour t mart ial sentences.
The use of fines will not be Iurther addressed in this report,

While an integral part of th . corrections system, there is litt le
• quantifiable data iihich can be evaluated concerning fines, Like non-

prosecution, the fine is so deeply ingrained in our overall or4~4,i&l

ju stice system that it will remain an option for the foreseeable future,

Within the parameters of the analysis the use of fines is cost effective ,
to the point fines can even be profitable ; the effect of fines on

• 
-
~ reoidivi is, however, h4gttly problematic, 

• 

-

Probation and ~~~~~~~~ sentences to confinement. The concepts
of probation and suspended sentences to confinement are logical out-
growths of the Positive School of Cri .utnology , founded by Cesare
Lc~~roso, with its emphasis on motivational, behavioral, and environ-

ntal aspects of the offender ’s situation. The Positive School, from
i~ ich most modern theor ies of crime causation and trea tment have
emanate d, empha sis.. rehab ilitatio n or trea~~~nt and is largely

~ , -
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ — -~ —i :- -

~ -~—
~ 

_
~~
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1?
responsible for the intertwined concepts of probation and suspended

sentences,6

In the federal government, the suspended sentence mas a fore-
a runner to probation. Indeed , the use of suspended sentences by U, S.

Distric t Courts , in spite of legal object ions by the Department of

Justice, ultimately reached the U, 5. Supreme Court , which held that

federal courts had no inherent power to suspend sentences (~~c I~rte U.S.,
242 US 27),  At the time of the ruling, over 2,000 persons wer e serving
suspended sentences ; the decision resulted in President Wilson granting

amnesty and pardons to the jority of them.7 The controversy between

the judges and the Department of Justice concerning the legality of
- - suspended sentences ultimately led to enactment of a federal probation

- 

- law on March 4, 1925 (thereby creating the situat ion itherein an offender

may receiv , a suspended sentenc. or be placed on probation , under the
supervision , however slight , of a U. S. Probation Officer)

In both & gland and the United States probation developed out of

var ious prior methods used for the conditional suspension of punis)~wt
-
• 

* 

and mas prompted by judges determined to find alternative mays of
sndi~ng offenders . Ihmene may. were explored in an attempt to avoid the

C, Trojanowics, Juvenile Delinquency Concepts and Control(&glesmod Cliffs , N. j . i Prentice—Hail, Inc., 197)) , pp. Z5—~17 amongothers, succinctly describe s the Classical and Posit ive Schools ofCr(—4”olo~~,
7Victor H. Evjen, “The Federal Probation System s The Struggle to -Achieve It and Its First 25 rear ., ” Federal Probation, June, 1975, p. 3.The first state law providing for probation mas established in Boston in1878, largely as the result of the ierk of John Augustus between 1841 and1852. See A. C, Oernann , et ii., Introduction to law ~ sforcement andCz4’iin.l Justice (rev. 25th printing; Spr ingfield, Ill. s Charles CThoW, Pub. • 1976) , p. 169, which provides a brief overview of the imrk

- - of Augustus, It should be noted that the history and evolution ofprobation in the stat . systems somewhat parallels federal developments,

L — - ____ ______— 

~~‘
______________ — — ~~~ ._4~~...L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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applioatien of perceived cr uel and repres sive cr4~~ i~l laws. Among the

earlier approaches were the so-called benefit of clergy , the judicial

rep rieve, and other devices ithich either suap.&ed the imposition of , or

execution of , sentences to confinement. The advantages and disadvantages

of suspended sentences and probation are , in many cases , slMl- r , and

such alternatives are used in approximately 57 percent of all felony

conviotiona in the United States,

Tb. argmeents favoring suspended sentences or probation ofer’

imprisomeezst focus ens (1) reduced sti a, (2) oo unity help in

rehabilitating the offender, and (3) cost. The opposing arg ents focus

ons (1) a need to punish , (2) a need to protect society , and (3)

problems in the organisation and añainistration of probation services,8

Th.se argia ents are stro ng esmngh to influence legislatures . Arisona , for

emample, recently eli~4~ite4 its goed time provision and raised the time

of eligibility for parole from one-third to one-half of the time served,9

Bor lly, trends in probation and parole tend to follow one another; as
- 

~
- requirement. for one are eased or increased , the other tend. to follow.

Of paramount concern to this repor t is the distinction between

suspended sentences and probation, especially in the armed forces, In the
services, and often in civilian life , suspended sentences involve no

o su~ervtsion or rehabilitation programs. Instead, the offender is left to
“sink or swim” on his or her own. Weile this approach offer s soonomp

• • 
• and simplicity, the offender does not enj oy the alleged be~~fit s

C. Lillinger and Paul 7. Cruawell, Jr. (ida.), —

Corrections in the ~~~~~~~~ - Alterna tives to Imerisomeent; 5sl.c~tedr ~~a4j~~~ (St. Paul, Mini. , West Publishing Co. , 19?’l), p,
Harry £. Allen and Clifford S. Simonsen, Corrections ~~~~~ Americas

• An Introduction (Beverly Hills, Glencoe Press , 1975) , pp. 118-120 , -

- 

- provid. discussions of these argueents.
9Cor ’,ections Compendima , 

~~~
. 2i&. ~~. 5.
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• of supervision and rehabilitation programs directed ~~~‘ profession al

probation officers (perhaps assisted by volunteers) ~~~~ The benefits of

pro bation supervision mill be addressed in ter ms of reduc ed costs and

lower recidivism rates in Chapter IV.

Restitut ion. The concept of restitut ion can be found in the codes
• of Lipit—Ishtar and Eshnunsia (1750 S.C.), if not in the legenda ry code of

Ha ursbj (2300 B.c.). As Anglo-American criminal law evolved , harm to

the victim became of secon’iary importance to the bars to society as a

whale and restitut ion evolved into a fin., t1 *en used, restitution has

4 typi cally been prior to court action or as a preco ndition to a suspended

• 

- sentence or prob ation, Restitution has been used extensively in other
countries , thereby, offering considerable literature on the sthject . In
general, the studie s note the following advantage s of restitution s (1)

the victim is rei~~urs.d for damages ; (2) the offender t. forced to

recognise his resp onsibilities to the victim; (3) the cost to society is

less than the cost of isprisosment; (14) the puniaha ent better fits the
crime; (5) the puni~’a.nt makes crime a pereonal-viota act , rather than
an im~ersanal perpetrator-state encounter; (6) the incidents of offenders ’
divorces and need for family welfare are reduced; (7) the harmful affects

0 of imprisorment ar. eliminated; and. (8) the prison is better able to
concentrate on th. relatively few who z~eed incarceration (for whatever
reason) • Opposing these benefit. are the following arguments a (1) a
need for definition, clarification, and fornalising ; (2) a lack of a

105ee Harjit S. Sandhu, Modern Corrections; 
~.! 

Offenders,
Therapies and Cc unity Reintegration (Springfield, Ill., Charlis C

• ~~~~ T~7uB 7 ‘y/4), pp, 25ZY6Fa discussion of probati on superv ision,
tt Barn.a and Teeters , ~~~~~~, cit., p. 28~ provides background

concerni ng the origins of rest itution.

0 
_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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systam to insur e that restitut ion aerks as intend.d ; and (3) a need to
• 

~• educate the public on its acceptability in lieu of incarceration.12

Woile restitution has not been widely used on a forma l basis in

* the Tbit.d States, it is noted that this alternative is receiving more

attention than in the past, For .~~.ple . the North Carolina Iioua. of

Representatives recently passed an act providing that restitution and

reparation to victims be incorporated as an integral part of the state’s

cr4 inal justice system (as a rehabilitative m~~sur.) • The provision

adds the possibilit y of restitution and reparation as sentencing

alternatives, as part of a plea bargain, as a condition of probation, and

as a condition of parole.t3 Limited information concerning cost and

effectiveness of restitut ion appears in Chapter IV.

Incarceration. The purpose of incarceration varie s based upon

one ’s philosophical orientation. According to utilitarian philosopher

Jei1i~y Bentham, cri~(n&l law should yield the greatest happiness (or

least unhappiness) to the conmunity as a ~~~le, The threat of punishment ,

according to th. utilitarian, weuld deter a rational per son tempted to 
-

break the law. Thus , to a utilitarian the success or failure of legal

• punis)~ .nt is its effectiveness in reducing crime. R.tributionists,

contrary to utilitarian., claim that ori~4nal s should not be punished for

the welfare of society , but because they deserve it to balance the scales

• 
12

~~~~~~rd S. Laster , “Cr4~4 ‘i~l Restitution s A Survey of It. Past
History and an Analysis of Its Present Usefulness ,” Universit y of
Id oheond Law Review, Vol. 5, 1970, pp. 74-82~ ~~vid P’ogel, ~~ a l ,
NRestitutiofl in Cri~ 4.&1 Justice , A Minnesota S~perimen t,” Crimi’~al Law
Bulletin , Vol. 8, October, 1972, pp. 681-691; and Joe Hudson and Burt
~~Iamay, “Undoing the Wrong,” Social Work, Vol. 19, Niy, 1974, pp.
313-318, provide fuller discussions l~~Eng to these conclusions .

l3 0r21,otiofls Ca~~.ndium, 
~~~
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of justice .t4 Such controversial philosophies explain, in part, ithy some

states try to grapple with crime through tougher sentences and longer

prison terms, ‘uthile other states are trying experiments in shorter periods

of imprisomisnt.15
- 

- 

Actually, we know little about either the rehabilitative effect

or the- d~ srrent effect of the prison experience . One clue as to ithat

th. effects are is contained in a study by P. S. Greenwood, et ~~~.

Greenwood and his associate. show that the mor. severe prison sentences

tend to be given to prisoners with prior records .16 Such offenders are

typically the defendants most difficult to rehabilitate. Since the

pub lic easily differentiates itself from these more deviant offenders,

sever , sentences to the moze deviant criminals probably have little

general deterrent effect. Nonetheless , since the advent of the

nineteenth century . incarceration has been a major dispositi on for

cz’4~4r~l offenders . With each succeeding change to our prison system,

there has been accompan ying thought and research. As a result , the

curr ent advantages of incarceration are viewed ass(i) protecting society ,

(2) punishing the offender , (3) deterri ng others , and (14) being less

costly tha n seeDer institutions such as c~~~ anity treatment centers,

Counteriaag these arguments , the disadvantages tend to focus of the a (1)

14Dtscussed by Gertr ude Reor *y, Professo r of Philosophy , in
“Crime and Justice Courses by Newspaper, H as pres ented in the Lansas
~~~~ 

Star, October 16, 1977.
t5Tom Di.mer, reporting in the Ka’~sas ~~ y etaz, October 16, 1977 ,

discusses Ohio ’s 12 years of .xp.r ienc. with shock pro bation and three
years with shock parole , noting that critic s and supporters alike claim
the method is working. The technique i. also discussed in Corrections

~~~~~~~~ Vol. III , December, 1977, pp. 49-55,

. S. Greenwood, et al. • Prosecution of Adult Defend.nts in
~~~~ ~~~; £ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ (3sntai~~ioa s Rend Corp. , 1973) ,
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har mful effects of impriso~~ nt, (2) failure of prisons to rehabilitate,

and (3) recidivism of prisoners .17 While concern with the cost and

effect of imprisoomsnt in general is a parsimunt focus of this study,

chapter IV concentrates an var ious programs within th. institution ,

rather than on the prison per se. Such programs add to the cost of

operating a prison and are Justified by corrections personnel from the

p.rspeative of reducing recidivima.

From the foregoing synthesis of the literature it can be seen that

non-pros.cu tiora, fines • suspended senten ces to confinement, probation ,

restitution , and incarceration have alleged advantages and disadvantages.

~~ch argue snt for or against is entwined with philosophical values. In

addition, most positions have little supporting quantifiabl. data due to

— the difficulty in defining evaluative criteria in measurable terms.

II. ALT~ U1&TIV~~ FOR flBI&LT 1G WITH VICTD~

Via tin. of crime hay, recent ly generated major interest on the

part of both researchers a~d practitioners , It is net clear where this

concern will lead us, but landmark efforts have begun the systematic

study of the rol, of the victim.18 This effort indicate s the propriety

of considering victims in an assessment of change to a corrections

system, The ~anaas Sheriffs ’ Association recent ly reported on civil

suits , which will ultimately effect correct ions if the trend continues.t9

t7Sandhu . ~~~. ., pp. 91470, analyses prisons ’ impact on tamates. 
-

for example, William F. )4cDonald, ed., Cr’ 4”~l Justice
and. the Victim (Beverly Hill s Sag. Publications , 1976) .

19The Sheriff s’ Star (Topeka, lansass kansas Sher iffs ’
Assootatioi3 January, 1978, pp. 6-7, discusses several law suits
against pvezmssatml. agencies which contributed to the victims • plight.

_____________________________  
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The relationship betmeen the victim of crime and the ad (i~istra-

tion of justice encompasses a broad area. Some of the issues included go

to the fundamental assueptions of our system of justice , others raise

matters of value, and still others question polioy. Nonetheless, it ~~~
be concluded that victims of crime have largely been ignored as me moved

from pre-Mgli , 8s~~n individual Justice to state administered prosecu tion.

General ly, a victim has three possible avenue s for seeking redress for

injury or lossi (1) civil suit, (2) compensation by the stat ., or (3)

restitution from the perpetrato r (through criminal court proceedings). A

fourth option , addressed by the Kansas Sheriffs ’ Association (civil suit

against govern menta l agencie s contributing to a person becoming a victim),

will not be further explored. It. isolated and infrequent use , to date,
sakes any assessment of this app roach problematic .

Civil suit. Civil suit offers the adva ntage of an esisting legal
mechanism. Offsetting this advantage is the fact that a majority of

• offenders have inadequate resour ces to make civil suit against a cr4ki n&l

a viable course of action for most victims of crime.

Compensation. Compensation by the government is currently being
widely debated. Twelve sta tes now provide compensation from public
funds for victims of violent crime , and the fede ral congress , as
discussed in Chapter I, y enact legislation to subsidia. states with
compensation programs. Studies indicate that compensation offers the
victim a means of recouping his property loss or compensating him fo~ 

-

pers onal injury but raises the issues of victim provocation and the

social psychology of victiwisatton. The limited empirical research tends
to indicate that the fundamental issue of whether compensation relieves
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the harshness of victiaj sation is, at best, open to question.

Restitutions The major ar gueents for restitut ion are tmefolds
(1) the obvious advantage of a victim being rei~~ursed for inju ry or loss ,
and (2) the correlation of restitution with correctional theory. The

- 
- pri z’y disadvantage of victim z’ei~~urseaent is the risk of evading

- 

- 
other problems associated with aria ..

From this brief s~~~~ry of alternatives for dealing with victims
of crime, it is appa rent that there are advantages and disadvantages for
both victims and perpetrators of crime. When correlated with the other
alternatives for dealing with offenders, these considerations pose issues
which are relevant to any decision regarding a chang. to a correctional
system,

III, TIlE )IILITh.RI CORR~~1WN SYST~ (

Having identified civl-1 i-ai~ correctional alternatives, a brief
overview and comparison of the current military corrections system is
appropriate to complete the perspective underlying this study,

~~~-judtcial disposition, This disposition has no precise
counterpart in the civilikft imrld. Somewhat si~i1&r to non-prosecution

• and yet compa ra ble to the civilian handling of traffic and misdemeanor
offenses, non-judicial dispositions range from counselling through
official reprimanda to non-judic ial punishment in the form of punishment
under the provisions of Article 15, XNJ . Although not technically a part
of the formal milita ry corrections system, non-judicial dispositions
offer such advantages as relative s4’iplioitLy, econc~~ , speed , avoidance
of the stigma of a court conviction, and a choice between non-prosecution 

~ J ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~-L :TT -
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and prosecution . While such dispositions, especially Article 15

punishments , have been critinised by civil libertarians, the major

disadvantage in the context of this study is that non-judicial punishment

*ften fails to adequately address the victim of crime. It is also mere

difficult to develop accurate data concerning the effectiveness or impact

of these punishaents than in the case of courts martial (due to a lack of

adequate records and other peculiarities),

Suspended sentences ~~ confinement, The milita ry, like the

civilian systems , uses suspended sentences to confinement . However ,

convicted personnel are not placed under the supervision of a pro fessiamal

probation officer (as i. typically true in the case of civfl 4’-ns) • As a

result , co and.rs exercising their authority to approve or suspend a

sentenc e to confinement have essentially thre. options for handling

offenders $ (1) a punitive discharge without confinement, which has the

effect of removing an offender from the military and returning the

criminal to civilian statu s (without benefit of supervision or planned
• rehabilitation) ; (2) a suspended sentence , which results in the offender

returning to a duty unit (with a threat of the sentence being ordered into
execution if the offender breaks another law) ; and (3) incarceration at
an approp riate confinement facility.

The advantages of the military system ’s use of suspended

sentences appear to be their relatively low cost. In the case of

returning to duty, the offender is assur ed of a continued livelihood, a
place to live, and a reasonably good environment (all of which ar e
consistently identified as essential to rehabilitation). Th. military
suspended sentence also has apparent disadvantages, In the case of

offet*I.rs returned to civili&n status, they may not have a ans of

-
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H
livelihood , may be returned to the merit of socio -economic environments,

bear the cloud of a court conviction, aid lack the alleged benefits of

supervision by probation officers or a planned rehabilitation progr am.

In the case of returning to duty, they may well be returned to the very

enviro~~~nt that contributed to their criminality, end, they may encounter

exeess pressu res as the result of their court martial conviction,

Incarceration, The military offender may be confined at a ~~~ fl

installation facility, a retraining facility , or a cor rectional facility.

Short term offenders (sentences of approxtaat.ly 90 days or less) are

typically confined at an area or installation facility and receive little

rehabilitative effort, Offenders sent to either the USA! or Ar~y

retraining facilities are normal ly minor offenders sent to these locat ions

because they have a likelihood of successfully returning to duty. They

have generally co itted a purely military offense (e.g. , violation of

a genera]. order ) or an offe~~e frequent ly classified as a misdemeanor in

the aivilia,~ m e n d  (e.g. , possession of su~ U amounts of mari juana ) • The

— 
mere serious felony offenders are generally sent to the US~~ (or Nawel

corrections facility) or to a federal institution.

The foregoing s~~~~ry is only a genera l model of the military

incarcerat ion system. Variables , such as the distinction between a

felony aid a aisdaseanor, whether confined locally or at the USDB, aid

the exact criter ia for being sent to a retraining facility vary within

the services, as well as over a given time frame, During th. author ’s

assignment at the US~~ , the criteria for confinement at the USDB varied

from 30 to 90 days, However, the model is conceptually useful in

understand ing the system and in compari ng it with civilian syst.ms,

Based on this overview, the military corrections system is seen

~ 
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as comparable to the system found in most state s, with the use of non-

prose cut ion, suspended senten ces, aid incarcerat ion. The sepa rate area

aid installation faciliti es, retraining facilities , aid correc tions

facilities may be loosely compared with county jails , state reformatories ,

and state prisons, Yet, there are iaportant diffe ren ces, The military

facilities are general ly not ov.rcroisied or inhiaanely operated , as is

true of some civilian insti tutions. The military does not use probation.

Bastitut ion, while used occasional ly , is net structured or publicised.

Also , the comparison between j ails, reformatorie s, aid prisons is

rapidly breaking do*i due to current effort s to consolidate military

confinement facilities. This trend, caused (in part ) by recognition of

- 

- 

the inordi nat, costs associated with maintainin g facilitie s with low

prisoner populations, has resulted in prisoners being sent to the U~~B

with sentences of as litt le as 30 days. This short tern confinement

requires the expenditure of travel funds , results in short term minor

offenders serving tie. with long term offenders, and creates problems in

progrseming and operating an institut ion such as the US~~ (which has

rehabilitation programs that are geared towerd the longer term offender ) .

Su ary aid conclusions, The militar y corr ections system is

sufficiently ~4m4 Lar to wer’re.nt comparison of the possible dispositions
4

of offenders with dispositions utilised in the civilian ca unity. ~iile

enjoying options not available in the civilian imrld, the military system

is also deprived of dispositions such as structured diversion, probation,

end restitution, In view of the trend tower d consolidation of facilities ,

the question of the cost effectiveness of other alternative offender

dispositions is germane. An ass.semsnt of the costs and effectiveness

of alternative means of handling offenders is addressed in the ensuing

analysts (Chapter IV).

~~~~~~~~~
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CHAPT~~ III

The precesding review of literature describes broad correctional

prac tices aid sets the parameter. within which the analysis (Chapter IV)

is undertaken . The study- focuses on broadly defined methods of handli ng

offenders -- non-prosecution , fine • suspended sentence to confinement ,

restit ution, probation, aid incarceration — and the correlation of each

method with its cost , feasibility for military adaptation, and effect on
• the correctional objectives of deterrenc e , punishment , aid rehabilitat ion.

These parameters preclude consideration of cost effective measures which
have little impact on the goals of corrections,1

Having set the parameters of the study , thi s chapte r describes
the methodology .apJoy.d in researching aid analysing the alternatives
(including the research design for data collection , measurement, analysis ,
and interpreta tion) leading to the final conclusions,

I. R~SE&1~ H D~~IG~

General design. Th. general design involve s collection aid
analysis of data in a manner which coehines relevance to research purpose

tFor example , various activitie s have been assessing the use of
word processing centers as a means of reducing the adRinistra tive costs
of operating the (JS~~, 8i~(l~ar studies have been acco—pJish.d in othercorrectional systems. Ja mes A. Weber , wlllinois Corrections ImprovesCo unjcations aid Cuts Yearly Costs,’ A rica n Journal of Correction, - -Vol. 38, July-August, 1976. pp. 20-32, reported that such centers are

4 producing more than 680 lines of typing per person, per day , compared to
the previous production of 375 lines per person , per day , with a net
savings of $51,000 per year. Such approache s, while well suited for
economic ana lysis, have lit tle bear ing on correc tional objectives .

- —----—--—-_______

U 
_ _ _  _ _ _ _



29
with economy Of procedures, As a formulativ. study the design required

flexibility (to permit considerstio~ of various aspects of the problem) .

Accordingly, the design entails three distinct phases (each a form of

ex 
~~~~~~~~ 

facto research coupled with unstructured observat ions), and an

ult3.aat . ass.s .nt within the framework of a model (formulated dur ing

the course of the study) ,

As a result of discarding experimental and other research plans ,

a form of ex post facto researc h wes determined appropriate. Such

research may be defined as systematic inqui ry in which the researcher

lacks direct control of independent variables (either because their

~an1f.sta tions have already occurred or because they are inherently

unaasn abl. to manipulation), ithile this form of research lacks the

characteristic of independent variable manipulation, may lack the trait

of rnidc.isation, and has a risk of improper interpretatio n, it does

provide for systema tic inquiry (as well as the establ ishment of

statistically significant relationships) •2

The over*ll study entailed a search for , review of , aid analysis

of program evaluations , assessments of evaluat ions , and other data aid

information related to the cost and effectiveness of various correctional
techniques and programs. Relying, in part , on assessments by othe r
researchers offered advantage s aid disadvantages. There ‘mrs at least
two benefits; (1) the academic and research expertise of various
scholars provided the researcher with an awereness of deficienc ies in
pr imary evaluations, which might otherwise have gone undetected; and (2)
the overall effort mas benefited -by indirect exposure to —w more

• 

2Pbr a detailed discussion of ax p~~~ facto research , see F. N.Kerlinger, Foundati ons of Behavioral Research (2J ed.; New York; Bolt,
- 

- 
- Rinehart aid b~niton , iii. , 1973) ,pp, 381-393.

I
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primary studies than ‘ma directly possible during the time allotted for

this effort. The primary disadvantage of these assessments ‘ma their

possible biasing influence on the analysis. Off setting this detriment

‘ma the fact tha t a secondary , yet crit ical , part of the researc h wee

based on unstructured observations of the military corrections system

(while the researcher ‘ms assigned to the USOB from 19714 to 1977).

- -~ Sel]tis describe s unstructured observation as participant

observation of a process , while taking on the role of a member of a group

aid participating in its functions.3 It is believed that any bias

— steeming fr om the use of others ’ assessments of primary program

evaluation s largely offset any distortions inherent in these unstructured

- :  obser vation s • Both considerations were furth er balanced by observation s

developed in two different types of assignments at the USDBi (1) as a

Custody Officer , dealing aiaost exclusively ‘with inmates and lower

ranking guards and counsellor s; a~d (2) as Pro grams Officer , dealing

predominantly with higher echelon personnel (such as the chairmen of the

respective clemency aid parole boards, staff members of the services ’

headquarters, aid corrections personnel in similar positions outside of

the military corrections system — especially in the federal prison and

parole systems). Given the assessments of evalua tions, progra m evaluations ,

unstructured observation s, and other data aid info reation, the research

design appeared adequate to insure unbiased conclusions.

~~~ ~o4.i. The use of models has received increasing attention

3Claire Ssiltis, et *1, , Research Methods in Social Relations
(revised one-volume editi~~;iew York; Bolt Rinehart and I~.nston , Inc.,
1967), pp. 207-221, discusses the disadvantages of unstructured observe-
tions, including problems concern ing documentation and reliance on the
use of mory.
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in criminal justice during the past decade . Medels have been used to

obtain a bette r understandin g of why the criminal justice system oper ates

as it does aid to deter mine bow the parts of the system can be mad. to

4 operate mor. effectively. ret , the use of models in corre ctions has

trailed other sièsystems of the crimin4 justice system, even thou gh one

of the principle bar riers to an assessment of corrections is the lack of

a conceptual mod.l.~
On. model which helped clarity and limit the analysis is based on

a concept of crim, prevention at thr ee levels s (1) primar y prevention,

aimed at modification of cri�’M, genic conditions in the overall

environment; (2) seconda ry prevention , aimed at ear ly intervention in

cz’iaii’~genic circumstances ; aid (3) tertiary prevention, aimed at

preventing, or at least reducing, recidivism.5 By focusing on only

tertiary prevention, the scope of the research wes restricted to a

mana geable problem. By the same token, helping offenders cope (with in

prison or within society , in an effort to prevent crime), appeared to be

a valid correctional goal. More relevant to the analysis wes recognition

that tertiary efforts are but one level of crime preventio n; thus , the

outcome of these efforts is influenced by the primary aid secondary

efforts. Measurement of such influences , ithich are perhaps iwpoisible ,

were excluded from the anal ysis,

~
1For extended discussions of en am el justice models , including

JUSSIM II, a plannin g model, see Stuart 5. Nagel, ed. , Medeling the
Criminal Justice System (Bever ly Hills; Sage Publications , 1~7737pp.
265-312, ~~~ 7~~Chatk.n, et al. , Criminal Justice Nodelss An Overview
(1~ shington, D.C.s USGPO , April 1976) , pp. 107—113.

5Paul J. Brantiagham aid Frederic L. Faust , “A Conceptual Model
of Crime Prevention,” Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 22, July 1976, pp. 2814-
296, discuss the model a~~~ita pra ctical application In some state plans
(e.g., Florida’s criminal justice ptai~Mng agency’).
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Beyond adopting this three level model, a separat. model

gradually evolved aid is portr ayed in Figur e 1. The model does not

pretend to be complete, but rather, illustrative. It presumes that in

de&ling with offenders there will be a conscious or subconscious

evaluation of the type of crime (against person , against property, ma jor ,

minor, etc.). and the type of offender (first offender , repeat offender,

genera l background, etc ~) • This evaluation results in the punishing

- - authoritie s (oour t or oonv.ning authorit y) establis hing an objective

(revenge , rehabIlitation , or some combination of objectives ) • Dependent

on thin objective, however vague ly defined, the court and/or oonvening

authority must select from alternatives, Some alternatives, while

perhaps desirable , are closed to use; some are impractical ; aid some are

a compromise . It is assumed that each alternative has a dollar value

or pric , as well as a pr obabili ty for reducing recidivism (a benefit) .

This benefit and cost may, or may not , be considered. The model thus

developed wes used thro ughout the analysis so as to provide a degree of

consis tency to the overal l assessment .

iiaving described the general form of research aid having presented

the model used in the analysis, it is now possible to discuss the phases

of the research.

Phase I ; R view of general literature. The initial phase of the

research wes conduct.d purely as an exploratory study (primarily of

general criminological aid penological liter ature), while searchi ng for

mor. quantitative data and program evaluations . Reviewing aid building

upon imric done by others is recognised as one of the simplest isys of

econcuising effort (especially if the survey includes studies i .diat .ly

relevant to the area of interest , as well as concepts aid theories

- 
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ye
developed in completely different re earch contexts).6 It wes originally

hypothesised that cost effective corrections options could he analysed

through the comprehensive study of existing data contained in prior

studies . ~owever , in the course of the research it became apparent that

there are numerous considerations involved in addressing corre ctio~~l

data , evaluation, aid analysis , which a casual search of the literature
it

might not consider . Consequently, a considerable rnmbe r of studies aid

less sophisticated essays were discarded in this early phase.

The search for quantitative data related to crime prevention ,

recidivime, aid p~~inheent isa largely limited to professto 41y pub-

lished books aid articles , The author exemined a variety of general and

sp.cialised indexes thought likely to include references to crime,

prevention, tr’ea~~~nt , rehabilitation, aid recidivism u d i z  The

Catalo g ~~ Goverumenta l Documents, Crime aid Delincruency Abstracts , Social

Science aid Humanities Index , and Social Science Citation Index. Various

document s (such as the Crime Cc ission Task Force repo rt s) , the National

Cri~Ri~n&l Justice Reference Service , and comeunications with the National

Council on Cr ime aid Delinquency, American Correctional Association , aid

CONtact , Incorporated (a not for profit organisation concerned with
-

‘ 
criminal offenders ) provided mor. citations, documents, advice, aid

further references,

Three sources grea tly influenced the subsequent analysis aid

follow-on research. The first source iss the Cri.~~~1 Justice Reference

Service — an internatio nal clearinghouse for criminal justice information.

During the period September 1, 19?? through March 31, 1978, over 295

is ~~~. cit., pp. 50 .65, elaborates on this methodology,
discussing both advantages and disadvantages inherent in the design. —

j  
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abstracts were received by the researcher describi ng the latest criminal

— justice literature. Some 57 were closely related to the topic ~ numerous

documents were subsequently obtained from the National Criminal Ju stice

Reference Service (NCJRS) that otherwise might not have been avai lable

within this geographical area within the time constraints imposed on the

study.

A s.oond major source of information and data ems the quarterly

periodical , Crime ~~~ 
Delincruency, published by the National Council on

Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) . This source, which serves as a forts for

the expression of profess ional vim on the administration of justice ,

proved invaluable in providing insight into the research problem and

various issues • Converse ly, the articles , generally written by members

of acad emia, though logical and thought provoking, frequently lacked

useful quantitative data which can be replicated or generalised.

Finally, several key documents were obtained and used for

comparison aid verification of data aid information uncovered during the —

analysis, These documents were especially helpful , in that they provided

-
~ - siderable information aid data , with a minimum expenditure of

Phase Deta analysis. Having gathered the preliminary data

and information in phase one , the quantifiable data ems analysed (to the

extent possible) using such techniques as regress ion analysis,

establisheent of the coefficients of corr elation aid determination , and

probability ariiilysis.8 Considerable jidgeent ems applied during this

7These documents are asterisked in the bibliograph y.
8Hub ert K, Blalock , Jr., Social Statistics (New York s McGraw-

Hill Book Company, 1960) , pp. 273-358, describes such inductive
statistics . More sophisticated techniques might have been used , but the
imprecise nature of the data appeared to negate such an approach,

./
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stage of research aid analysis since much correctional data are not
comparab le in a meaningful manner.

Phase III ~ Intuitive ana lysis and interpretation, Following the
collection and ana lysis of data aid information in Phases I aid II ,
correlation aid interpretation were conducted in Phase Ill of the design.
The resulting report is consistent with the following logical progres-
sion $ (1) Are there variatio ns of correctional programs in esi sting
correctional systems that can be adapted by the milita ry system? This
question recognised that the military uses all but one major correctional
option to some degree, The question focused on the degree of use and on

variations within th. general correctional methods, The question ems

partially answe red in Phase I of the research design, and reported upon
in both Chapter II aid Chapter IV. (2) ~~U any of these possible changes
result in significant savings of resources? This question ems answered
in Phase II of the design aid primarily reported upon in Chapte r IV --
Section I, Quantitative Analysis. (3) Will any of the cost effective
changes positively or adverse ly affec t the conflicting objectives of
deterrence, puni shment, or rehabilitat ion? This quest ion ems answered in
Phase III of the study aid repo rted upon in Chapter IV -- Section II ,

/Intuitive Ana lysis, (4) %Mch change (or changes) optimise cost

effectiveness aid feasibility, while miniaj aing consequences? This
fi nal , crit ical quest ion ems answered in Phase III of the design by
coabining the analysis of both quantified and non-quantifiable material
(see Chapter IV -— Section III , Correlation of Quantified aid Non—
Quantified Deta),
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H _II. DA TA COLLEC TION • )(sAsuRiK~(r , AND ANALYSIS

- 

Deta collection and measureme nt, There are several emys to

measure correctional effectiveness , As a result, considerable evalua tive
- I

research has been accomplished. In using after-the-fact da ta aid

evaluations, only data amenable to cost benefit , cost comparison , cost

effectiveness , or recidivima comparison were used — to th. extent such

comparisons are possible , Deta were obtained from various sources, all

of which ar e identified in Chapter IV. An att empt ems made to limit

measurement to studies aid dat a whic~ meet , or at least approximate , the

criteria suggested by Adams (aid other researchers),9

Analysis aid interpretation. The analysis and interpretation of

this study is both quan titative and intuitive (logical or judgt.ev~tal).

To accura tely measure the quantitative relationships, it ems essential

that data be catego rised in a manner to maximise the variance of indivi-

dual differences a~d to ~4n4~ i as the error variance. Thus , each study

- 
- 

had to be critically mmtned to insure that the resultant categories

were consistent, This subjective evaluation dictated that considerable

- 

- material be discarded without analysis; however , the end results

vindicated this appro ach, Given the descrip tion of the design , and

allowing for subjective evaluations inherent in the study , this pro ject

can be replicated aid should draw conclusions essentia lly compatible

with those presented in the final chapter of this report.

- 
- 93tuart Adam, • Evaluative Research in Corrections; A Practical

Guide (Masbington, D.C.z I~ GPO , March 1975T 
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS

~~rlier chapters established parameters , reviewed arg~aents

(concerning alternatives for handling offenders ), aid described the

methodology, This chapter presents a three part analysis of existing

correctio nal prog ram evaluations , assessments of evaluations , and other

data aid information, A decisional matrix (formulated during the

ana lysis) is presented in the final chapte r (V) 1

The analysis begins with more read ily quant ifiable data ,

progresses through less defini tive evidence , aid concludes with an

overall assessment of both types of material. Initially , data reflecting

trends (which have inferences for military corrections) will be discussed .

I. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Influencia.l trends , It is precarious to draw conclusions about

the cost effectiveness of cor rectional alternatives without considering

various trends influenci ng correct ions and the military, To do so raises

the risk of arriving at quantifiably valid, but perhaps , infeasible

- - 
conclus ions, Such risk is unnecessa ry for in many cases the more

significant trends can be quantified .

The first trend considered is the nation ’s crime rates, Know*

crime s and crime rates have increased significantly ~~re than our popula-

tion, Many discussions have addressed the significance and meaning of

these facts , but such debates are irrelevant to th is analysis , More

relevant , are the inferences , which can be drsim from data underlying the 

----_-
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apparent increases in crl i n~ltty , which are shown in Table I.

TABLE I’

1970-1975 POPULATION
t AND CRD(E INCRE*S~~

General Rates Specific Crime Rates

Population increase + 5% Murder + 22%
N~~ber of crimes + 39% Aggravated assault + 36%
Overall crime rate + 3% Forcible rape + 1et~aViolent crime rate + 3$ Robbery + 27~
Property crime rate + 3~ b Burglary + 41tb

Larceny + 3 5 ~Motor vehic].e theft + ~~

*3O U~~Ez FBI • Uniform Crime Reports for the United State s ~975
(~~shington , D.C.a USGPO, August i97Z3Thereafter referred to as ~ER) ,
pp. 12—36.

Although there is some variance by specific crime , the over&~ L

increase s shown in Table I do not vary significantly when analysed in

terms of crimes of violence (murder , rape , robbe ry, or aggravated assault),

major crimes agains t property (burglary, grand larce ny, and motor vehicle

theft), or other factors. However, one factor showing a significant

vari ance, that impacts on the militar y, is the age of the groups which

ar e ar rested for the jority of these major criminal offense s,

~ .thin the categories of offenses shown in Table I , 53,7 percent

of all arrests are of people age 18 to ~e9 -- a group that embraces the
a 

majority of military personnel ; th. primary military ages (18 to 29)

account for ~i1.6 percent of all major arrests , These data increase

slightly if less serious offense s are considered but , in either case ,

indicate that the predo minant military ages are part of a population group

which contributes heavi ly to our national crime figures , The impact of

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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this fact is exacerbated by a large input of recruits with deficient

socio-.conomic backgrounds (backgrounds which correlate with a highly

dispro port ionate amount of criminal ity) and by consolidation of thi s age

4 
group into relatively small milita ry areas . For example , the age group

18 to 22, which typically embraces single enlisted personnel living in

military barracks , accounts for over 26 percent of all major criminal

ar rests ; youths with deficient socio-econoudc backgrounds account for a

disproportionate n~aber of such arz’ests,~ This infers that crime is ver y

likely to continue • if not increase , within the military structure .

Accordingly, a case can be mad. for changing the caliber and age of

rec*uits , as a means of reducing the crime probl em and - its associated costs ,

Recruitment of personnel from better socia-economic backgrounds

and/or from a slightly older age group imuld reduce the probability of
• 

- 
enlisting personnel likely to become criminal offenders . ~~ile 18 aid 19

year old youths account for 13.8 percent of all major arre sts , the 23 and

2~e age group accounts for only six percent of maj or ar rests. However,

given the current goveromental dedication to an all voluntary military

force , and the trends in recruitment, efforts to change either the age or

caliber of military recruits appear to be an infeasible solution to the

problem in the near future . Accordingly, it app ears that the military

must continue to deal iiith its offenders either Within the .xisting

system or within a modified corrections system.

~5tatisti cs taken from FBI , Uniform Crime Reports for the United
States 

~~ 
(~~shington , D.C. $ USGPO, August 1976)(herea f~~~ ~~?erred to

as the UCR) , pp. 188-189, These figures closely cor relate with data
reported by Patrick R, Lowrey, “Military Confine ment i Needless Luxury
or Viable Necessity ,” unpublished Army %t~ r College Military Research
Pap er, Carlisle Barracks , Pa,,  May 30, 1974 (her.aft.r referred to as the
Lowrey study) • This correla tion of data indicates the prop riet y of
considering long ter m trends in criminal justice problems ,
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In dealing with military cri~ 4i~*l offenders, commanders,

Corrections perso nnel , aid other staff members are influenced, directly
j or iidi~ectly, by other trends which emanate fro. our greater society.

• Tim of these tr ends were recently addressed by Norman A. Carlson,
pres ident-elect of the American Correctional. Association (ACA) and head
of the Padaral Bureau of Priso ns (BD?). Carison noted that corrections
is undergoing a maj or re-eT~~i nation revolving ar ound the quest ion of
the basic objectives of criminal ju stice sanctions (particularly,
incazoszaticsz), and articulated a second , closely related trend ,

Today the tr end is toimrd a bs3anced approac h, one thatzecognises that retribution, deterrence, incapacitatj o~ aid-

, rehabilitation are all legitimate objectives of incarceration,probation, parole, and other cri~4ut,l justice sanctions, Theemphasis is on developing a system of sentencing which is ju stand fair in both tact aid appearan ce.2

**il. th. foregoi ng thoughts do not constit ute quantitative
evidence of thsae trends, si’ji ~ r. views are Widely expressed, aid Mr.
Carison’s ooemants ar e likely to reinforce these concerns among that
portion of the population he influences , Mor. quantitative evidence
exists concerning r ising costs and recidivj  rate s,

Nationwide correctjonaj . expenditures rose sharply from 1971 to
1975, Nineteen of the states increased their expenditures by over 100
percent, Only eight states managed to keep their correctional budgets
from increasing by l•ss than 50 percent , Mile inflation played a role
in these increas es, full—time equivalent correctional employment rose
23,7 percent, Ov~rafl ezpenditur’es were $3.8 billion in 19?5 versus $2.3
billion in 1971, and reflected an outlay greater than our national

23. AG&, On~ the Line, Vol. 1, January, 1978 , p. 1, for the firstthought , and ‘“roi~ rd a Balanced Mission for Cor rect ions, ” ~~~rican Jou rnalof Corrections, Vol. 40, Jaflua ry-Feba ’iiary, *978, pp. 13-a , for jiiotjtion,
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budget for judicial se~~~e~s, lepi se~~jces, aid other criWira l ju stic:
seretoes, Only police protection consumed more of criminal just ice
resou~~~s than corrections ($9.8 versus $3.8 billion) in 1975,’

The foregoing data indicat , that corrections is growing in terms
of employees as we]], as expenditure., Given the concur rent rise in
police pro tsctio~, crime rates, and inflation, such growth is not sur-
prising, On the other hand , given tim likelihood of continuing crime and
the Ii~~~ 4 hood of increasing corrsctj ona]. expenditu res, the military options
for dealing With this problem are essentia lly thre.f olds (1) accept the
increasing expenditure., (2) oounter the tr eid through in-house managerial.
improv.mss~t., or (3) abandon the costly corrections business (at least in
part) • To illustra te this dil.~~~, the l~ D3 budget increased approxi-
mately 69 percent in sp~.t. of a reduction in average prisoner population
from fiscal year 1973 to fiscal year t977,~ Conversely, the overall
military oorrectjo~s ~~stim has curta iled sxps&itsuss in so. areas ,
let, the rising trend is diffioult to counter as evidenced by the t~DB
budget increase, Recent correctio~aj standards , which are now being
addressed by the courts , increase the probability of futum cost increases. 3• 

- While expenditure trends are clear , zecidj,j rates , reflecting
corrsatio~~~ failures , ar e equally Uraistakable,

a The failure of correct ions is commogay add ressed in terms of
nuebers or percen tages of repeat offenders (recid ivist.), Recidiviem

3(J ,5, ~~partasnt of Ju stice and U.S. ~~parta.nt of Commerce,Trends in ~~~~~~~~~~ aid Naployment ~~ta for the Crini~~~ Jus tice !ystea1971-1975 (hereafter r~~~rred to as T~~~~s in ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~loyae~tl~ ta)(WIshiiigton, D,C ,s USGPO , JuneI~~~>, pp. -2-5.• 11
&.ed on data reported in Lowrey, 

~~~
. ~~jj, , aid ~~~ AnnualHistorical S~~~ary, 1 October 1976-30 Septewh.r 1977 , P ort 1aavenirnj ’u~,~ansa~ (hereafter referr ed to as (SOB Mistory) .
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rates have been well analysed aid the results thereof widely published. 5

While .ny oritioi s have been .de of the various studie s of recidivism,

and while there are niaerous fluctuations by region • type of program

being evaluated , and mere definition of the ter m, twe facts are clear s

(1) recidivism rates are , for the most par t , reasonably constant r egard-

less of variables; and (2) with few except ions, the rates ar e uniformly

high.

The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) reflect data fer offenders arrested

during the period 1970 to 1975, as well as more elaborate data concerning

78,143 persons released from various correet4nn*l programs in 1972 aid

rearrested Within four years.6 Table II, for e~~~p1e, portrays a si~~~ry

of perso ns arrested from 1970 to 1975. This data , while considering a

different population, correlates sigi i-ficant].y with the data depicted in

Table III. Table III presents the subsequent arrest history of offenders

released from various correctional programs in 1972. Tables IV to VII

ii - portray ~4—41ar dat* aid trends ithen analysed for var ious factors; all

• show a si~11ar trend of persons being arrested for a second or later time.
The data in Tables II to VII refl ect statistically consistent data.

With the exception of some f~~~les aid tho crime of s~~essl.ment , the data

reveal a recidivism rate of 1e8 to 81 percent (mean — 67%) • Allowing for ’

the often reported inadequacies of the Uniform Crime ~sports , these data

for •~~~
-r1. twin H. Sutherland aid 1~ nald L Cress.y,

Criainolo~~ (9th e d ;  Pbiladelpbjas J,B, Lippincott Co. , 1974) , pp. 153,255, and 296; The President’s Ce ission on Law Naforoasent and Adainistra-
tiom of Jwstioe, 

~~~ ~~~~~~ .f Cr ime ~~ ! f~~ ~~21!~t 
(~~sbiagton, D.C.;

~~GPO, 1967) , pp. ~5.46p a~~ the ~~R, ~~~. ~~~~~.

F 
~U~*$bid., pp. 1 2-47, provides the basic data for Tables II-

VII. The L~ R prov ides more comprehensiv, data than that selected for
- - presen tat ion, aid ome of the data has been recomputed or modified from

- 
- the original PBI presentations.

___________________ - -
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TABLE II~

REPEAT 0F~’~~DERS
BY R*.CE& SEX

(PERSONS ARRESTPD 1970-1975)

Total Race
White Black Othe r

otals
Zihaber Arrested 255,936 149,~~~ 102,132 4,480
Percent Repeaters 64.2 60.5 70.3 48,2

tale s
-~~ Nueber Arrested 220,114 131,731. 84,530 3,853

Percent Repeaters 67,0 62.9 74.0 51,4

• m ale s
Nueber Arrested 35,822 17,593 17,602 627
Percent Repeater’. 47.0 42.2 52,4 28.1

•SOU~~Zs IX~R, ~~~. ~~~~~
., p. 411,

TABLE III’

R~~ELT OFFENDERS
BY RACE

PERSONS R~~~ R~ ) FI~ M CORRR TTONAL
P~~ORAII~ IN 1972 AND RE&RRRST~~

~~T~~N 4 Y~ .RS

Race

~ (male & female ) Total White 1~~~k Oth.r

~otal Released 78,143 48,732 28 ,416 955N~aber Rearrested 51,817 30,603 20,65~ 560
Percent Repeaters 66,3 62.8 72.7 56,3

‘~~U~~Ns ~ER, ~~~. ~~~~~
., p. 47,

~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ :TT~~iT ~~~~~~~~~~~~ -A~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _
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TABLE IV’

REPE&T OFF~~~ERS
BY TYPE OF C1~~(E AND TYPE

OF R~ JSASE PERSONS R~LEASND
F~~1 CORR~~TIONAL PI~ GRA11S

IN 1972 AND Ra&RRNSTND ~~THIN 4 YEARS

Offense Percent Repeaters Type of Release Percent Rspeat.ri

Burg lary 81 Suspended Sentence
Robbery 77 or probation 57
Motor’ Vehicle Theft 75
Rape 73 Parole 71
Aaaa~ialt 70
Stolen Property 68 Pine 70
Forgery 68

• Larceny—Theft 6~ Mandatory Release
Narcotics 65 or Pardon 74
Murder 611. 

-

-

Weapons 64 Acquitted or
Fraid 63 Dismissed 67
Gambling 50
Rebesslement 28
Othe rs 6~1

Mean 65,07 67.8
Range 28-81  5 7 - 7 4

‘SOUICE; I~ R, ~~~~~~, cj~ •, pp. l1.5-Le6, 
—

-

~~~~ TABT$ V~
REPFAT OFFENDERS BY

S~~~~T~~ AGE GI~)UPS - PERSONS
~~~~~~~ P10)1 CORR~~TIONAL

PICGRANS IN 1972 AND RE&RRRSTND WITIU.N 4 YEARS

Total Released = 78,143 Tot*1 White Black Other Nile 7 1 ;

Age Group 20 - 211. 27,7011 17,138 10,191 375 23,876 3,828
Repeat offenders 19,352 11,235 7,902 215 17,213 2,139
Percent repeaters 69.9 65.6 77.5 57,3 72,1 55.9

PAge Group 25 — 29 68.0 63.6 75.1 60.0 70.2 55.6

+Full data is not presented , Actual n~~~ers decline in all categ ories ,
but the percentage s remain relatively constant as depicted ,

• 
‘SOUICE; IER , g~. ~~~~~ p. 16.
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are probably conservative ,7 Where there appear to be significant van-

ations , such as in the case of probation (Table Iv) , it can be argued

that this difference is due to the selective sentencing inherent in

sentences to probation, This sane rationale .‘i~pl~4 ‘~s the diffe renc e in

the probab&li~y ~~ recidivism reflected in Table VI ; this table shows that

for given age groups the method of correctional disposition does not

significantly affect recidivism rate s,

Somewhat countering theae statistic s are data indicating that the

probability of arre st , as mall as the probability of rearre st , is rela-

tively ~~~U for any particular offender . Total arrests in 1975 equaled

less than five percent of the national population (9,273,666 versus

213,1211,000), Com~*red to the total number of persons released from

correctional programs, the individual likelihood of rearrest is also

mall (as depicted in Table VII ).

Some persons may challenge the validity of these arrest figures ,

but the FBI is not the sole source of such data. Other studies indicate

that a large percentage of prisoners have previously been processed

through one of the cr’4~ jii.l justice system’s correctional p~ograms,

Table VIII • reflecti ng data from a 1973 prisoner census, p.rtasya that

• appro~~aately 99 percent of the i~~~tes had previously served a sentence

7 any writers have critici sed the Uniform Crime Reports on the
grou nds that not all police agencies report to the FBI, that reported
data is unreliable, aid for other reasons, Most writers have criticised
only the external prob lem, and not problems within the FBI itself , Based
on this author ’s observations from 1.975 to 1977, it appears that the FBI
also oontr’ibutes to statist ical deficiencies by rejecting valid inputs.

- 
- On a frequest basis, the writer had to resort to telephonic or wr itten

cusmunj oationa to correct errors de within the FBI • Sous errors could4 not be correc ted , thereby impacting on the acoura cy of FBI records.
Considering both sides of the repo rting problem, it can be concluded that
the data portrayed in Tables I through V is oonservative , rather than
inflat ed.

- - - -
~~~

- - ~~~~~~~~~~ -
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TABLE VI’

S~~~~T~ ) FOUR YEAR FOLLOW—UP
PERSONS RE*~RR~~T~~ (BY AGE G10UP AND fl~~ ____

~~~~~~~~~ 71011 C0RRE~11ONS P10GRA~~ IN 1972

type of Release

Probation 63.8% 56.6%
Fin. 74,1% 73.0%
Parole 75.7% 71.2%

• 
Mandatory Release

• 

- aid Pardon 77.9% 77,6%

•3)UE E; tER , ~~~ . ~~~~~. • p. 46.

TABLE VII’

OVERAlL PECRaRIUTY OF
REARBERT WITHIN 4 YFARS(Br 8~ XT Y~ .R G10UPS)

TOTAL R_LRL$E~~ — 78,143

Offender Tra it - 

Age 25 - 29

lil ite 14,41% 07.7% ~
- -

Black 10,1% 05,9%

Othe r 00.3% 0O.~~
liii. 22,0% 12,3~

-
. 

- 

- 
F m ale 02,7% 01,4%

‘~SQUICEs L~R, .~~~~ cit., p. 1e9; computations ~~~e by author ,

- ~~~~~~~~~~ —~~~~=- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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of some type ; 5? percent had been on probation as either juvenile or

adult.

TABLE VIII’

S~~~ TED D&T& ON PTCOR
CORR~~TION

BLC~G10UND OF INMLTRS
S

____ Number bastes Percent

Total Inmates Surveyed 191,400 100

Number of Prior Sentences
O 500 0+
1 55,700 29
2 or more 135,100 71

Total Juvenile Sentences
O 128,300 67
1 40,200 21
2 or more 22,900 12

Number of limes on Probation
0 82,4oo 43,2• 1 41,000 21,41
2 or more 67,300 35,2

+less than one percent,

-SOUICE; LEAA, Survey of bastes of State Correctional Fac ilities
1974 Advance Report (~~~hington, ~~C .z  t~GPO , March 19?63 , p. 35.
Computations by author to consolidate data in presentation.

*4le both FBI aid LEAk data indicate than an extremsly large

percentage of persons arrested or imprisoned hay, previously been

arrested aid/or sentenced , this data does not address those offenders itho

mere ‘successful ly rehabilitated” — those, itho once arrested aid

sentenced , do not repeat their cri~ 4 Il&l4ty, Additionally, some milita ry

corrections personnel would argue that the civ4-14-aii recidivism trends do

not app ly to the military, There is, humev~r, evidence suggesting

- 

- otherwise,

A recent eensus of nearly 188,000 prisoners in state prisons

- _ _ __ _

- •

~
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revealed that over 51,000 had prio r military service . Of these, nearly

13, 000 former servicemen had received discharges unde r other than

honorable coiditions j 2,600 had received dishonor able discharge s. This

data , iihen related to an estimated number of personnel processed through

the military corrections system, infers that the low recidivism rates

claimed by many military personnel may be invalid. As shoim in Table

IX, a number of prior military offenders ranging from ? to 32 percent of

~~DB releasees end up in state prisons . This projection does not include

military offenders released f r om other confinement faci lities , Hoimver ,

it does not include former military personnel confined in city , county,

or federal institutions ; on probation or parole ; or in co unity-based

treatment programs, Si—i1~ rly, the projection does not address pure ly

military offenders (who are not criminals in the civilian sense of the

word and itho, presu mably, are less likely to be repeat offenders), On

balance , therefore , this correlation infers that the recidivima rates of

military offenders may be considerably higher than casually mentioned

• rates of under five percent (usually, such ra tes are derived from

parole success rates — the only bona tide measure of rehabilitative

success the military has validated to date) .

Other trends have evolved from increasing crime rates and high

recidivism rates with inferences for military corrections , As an

illustration, more than 100 pri soners mere recent ly released on furlough

from three Delaisre prisons in an effort to comply with a federal court

order to reduce overcrowled prison condit ions,8 
~*iile the military

- - does not have overcrouded facilities , the problem does affect the

-

- 
- 

- - 
8Polioe Executive Report (Geith ersburg, )~~~, $ IA~P, August 29,

1977 ), p. 7.
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military. During the writer’s tour at the US1~~, it became increasingly

difficult to transfer USD3 pr isoners to the federal system. Due to

cromied conditions within th. federsi prisons , app ro~~~~tely half of our

efforts to tza~~fer military offenders to the federal system mere rejected.

(st. as will be thscus.ed, at least two reports (the Loirray aid Carter

studies) hay. concluded with recomeendations that th. military close its

facilities and transfer its prisoners to th. federal or state systems,

TABLE 11

FO~ I~~ MILITAR! P~~SONN~~IN SThTh PRISONS
(SURVE!~~ AND P~~J~~T~~)

Surv y Results N~~~er

Total ~i.ar.. A’risoners Surveyed 187,500 69,4
lota]. lozmer JW.itary. 51,000 27,2

With Other Than &norsble
Discha rges 12,800 6 8

With Dishonorable
Discharges 2,600 1,3

Projected Results

Total State Prisoners 270,033 100.0 - -

Projected Pbrmer Military$ 73,4~a6 27.2
With Other Than Honorable
Discharges +18,443 6,8

With Dishonorable
Discharges ++ 3,754 1,4

4

+Based on estimated n~~~er of military releasees from confinement ~ 32j
4Based on estimated ni~~er of military releasees from confinement •

• •~~WCE, ACA Directoryi Survey ~~ bastes of State Correctional -
tioilities, 1;~~~~ and USI~ History, ~~~ . cii,; for 

____ 
History see n, 4,

Overcroed.d prison conditions have also contributed to the

trend of d.crimlnaLising various offenses, This trend does not appear

1 *  

_  _ _

~ I 
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to be of major significance to the military ; however, some military

offenses could be considered in the same generic category of offenses for

which incarceration is increasingly considered to be inappropriate. As

such , these offenses create problems of perceived fairness in the

sentencing process. For example, in some cases military possessors of

marijuana get imprisoned while civilians often receive lesser sanctions,

There is also a trend toimrd concern ‘with the indirect costs of

corrections, It ~~s recently reported that budgetary restraints mere

forcing the FBI to stop handling crimes of desertion , The FBI estimate s

that it can reduce its budget by $6 million by refusing to handle the se

cases (the agency arrested almost 80,000 deserte rs from 1973 to 1976).

The military spent near ly $58 million to apprehend deserters in 1975 and

1976 — an expenditure criticised by the GAO , and which led to a $5.9

million dollar reduction in the DOD deserter apprehension budget .9

Trends of this nature az. significant in at least two resp ects.

First, a reduction in enforcement efforts raise s questions of the

propriety of prosecuting -- or at least confining -- the relatively few

who are caught. Second , the total expenditure -- $58 million in two

years -- places the military corrections budget into perspective, For

• example • the USDB budget in fiscal year 1977 mes approximate ly $13

million (shout half of what isa spent to apprehend deserters during the

same year).

Finally, the trend tomard a small, all-voluntary constabulary

milita ry force also impacts on military corrections , After ten years of

force reduc tions , it appear s that the total DOD strength ‘will show some

degree of stability, Recent ly reported strength figure s for enlisted

9Reported in the Air Force Times, Janua ry 1, 1978,

j  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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personnel are reflected in Table I. Only enlisted statistics are

r flmot.d because officers , cadets, aid aidshipoen account for a small

portion of the total problem, These figures have a twofold impact .

TABLE X

MILITARY ~lU.~I8T~~ STRENGTH

~~~~FY 77 FY 78 FY 79
Service (AotualL ~~~tiaated) (estimated )

Army 680,062 673,112 671,905
Navy 462.176 464,903 453,750
Marine Corpc 173,057 172,9L18 171,693
Air Force 469,878 471,193 465,490

TOTALi 1,785,173 1,782,156 1,762,838

•$O~~~~ z The Air Force Times, F~~ruary 13, 1978, 
—

Assuaing court martial aid confinement rates remain constant ,

military prisoner populations ehould remain relatively constant . This,

however, could be influm *csed by crime trends in civilian life and the

type of recruit the se -‘vices obtain during the next few years , as well

as the ultimate strengths of the respective services, This could also be

influenced by changes in correctional or punitive philosop hy or policy.

For eza ple, the Air Force has a court martial rate of 1.~ per thousand,

If , in 1977 , all of these courts martial had resulted in confinement ,

• - 
there could have been an average of 276 Air Force prisoners confined ;

an average of slightly over tOO mere actually confined, Indeed the

nuaber of Air Force prisoners has declined since Vietnam to such ait

extent that the jail portion of the 3320th Correction aid Rehabilitation

Squadron (the primary Air Force confinement facility) ims officially

‘~~v~~~~~ ~a~-

~~~iA ~J ~~
_
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closed on February 20, 1978, Reasons for this decline in prisoners have

been offered , incli~ ing decreases in drug abuse and AW)L cases , higher

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ aid new discharge policies, 1° However , such

conjecture has not been empirically proven • The significance of the Air

Force experience can be projected should the other services attain equal

confinement ratios , Allowing for the variations by service , the Impact

of reduced military strength and the change to an all volunteer force

since the seccession of Vietna m is significant in terms of both n~~~er

and type of offenders. For e~~~ple, the n~~~er of USD8 prisoners has

declined to less than 800 as of May 1, 1978, and the purely military

offender has been replaced by the more traditional felon , This phenomenon

became especially noticeable in late 1974 aid early 1975 sa a result of

- 
- the Pre sidential amnesty progra m (ithich caused the I~~ediate release of

about 100 USD8 ii tes, as well as subsequent releases under the program) ,

Both Lowrey and Carter observed the change in the nature of military

offenses; Table ~~ shows a clear change from military to felony offenses .

The significance of the data portrayed in Table ~~ can be seen in

the conclusions reached in two separate st~iIies, The MacCormick etidy of

the Army confinement system (from April 23 to May 30 , 1969), fo~id that

80 to 90 percent of the prisoners in Army stockades and half of the USD8

population mere yoweg aid osiif-jasd for AWL. A sI~i1~ r , but less

comprehensive st~siy (the Carte r team ) found mostly felons at the USDB in

1977 (as Table XI reflects), As a result of this change in type of offense

perpetrated by milita ry offenders , the Carter team formed different
- - 

recomendations a that the military turn the se felons over to federal or

- 
- t0Reported in the Air Force Times, March 13 and April 3, 1978,

and in the Leavenworth (Kansas) Times, March 8, 1978, The retraining
program, however , is still in operation at Lowrey ATh , Colorado,

- -~~~~~~~~~~ - 
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state corrections systems.11

• ) Th.RT OFF~~D~~S
-

~ CONFIM~ ) AT USD8
(B! T!PB OF O?F~~SE)

As of Feb ZO , 19?0 
— 

As of Apr lk, 1975
Militar y Offenses ~~~~ Air Pore. ~~~~ Air Force ~~~~~~~~~~~
Desert ion&AbCL Sf43 3 22 2 27
Discreditable Conduct 143 2 21 1 7
Other 4 0 1 0

‘ SUBTOTALa 673 9 113 4 34

Civi-1lLav
~ 

Offenses

Unla~~ul Killing 83 1 106 9 20
Att.mpted & Aatual Bape 32 0 51 3 8
Other Sex Offens.s 39 1 28 4 3
Assaults 82 3 92 6 41
Forgery 19 3 8 2 0
Arson 0 0 9 1 2
Narcotics 66 6 284 22 32

- 
- Rebbery 50 2 119 5 12

Laroesay 89 5 94 18 22
Other ~~~ Z~4. 4

-~~~~ SUBTOTALi 53.0 24 815 74 152

TOTALs 1203 33 858 78 186

NOTEs Marines were not confined at the USD8 at the time of the
1970 stedy; they were transferred to the USD8 in the Spring of
1974 due to closure of the Marine Corps facility in New Hampshire,

~SOURCEs I4acCormtok sti*ly, n. 11, aid Rester of i~r~ Inmates, April 14,
1.975, Offenaes in both reports were consolidated to provide direct
comparisons ; use of exact comparisons is infea sible due to differences

-. 
- in terminology used in classifying offenses in the two reports,

— 1t Report of the Special Civilian Cc~~~ttee for the Stedy of the
~~ited States Army Confinement System (hereafter referred to as the
MaoCormick Co itt.e) (~~shington, D,C. s USGPO, May 1970), and Rebert
II. Carter (enpublished report to the C~~~~’v 1xsg General, POrt Leaven-
worth, Kansas, Ju ne 10, 197?),

I - -
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The Impact of this trend is app arent in the recosmeidations of

thes. two different teams of experts -- one focusing on rehabilitating

aid treat ing the mart in. A~i)L serviceman ; the other , recowesiding the

military turn over its corrections function to a mci-s suitab le system,

Suenary of trends, From the foregoing it is apparent that there

are nunerous trends ~ iich impact on military corrections irrespective of

micro economic considerations, Fdsing crime rates , particu lar ly among

the military age group ; rising correctiona l costs ; high recidivism rates;

a small , all-volunta ry military force (required, for various reasons, to
- - predoR4rikrtly enlist the sooio-econoaical3.y disadvantaged , crime-prone

segments of society) ; aid the change in the char acter of the typical

offender can be quantitatively established , Beyond this point, evidence

becomes more difficult to assess , Prior to such an assessment , it is

appropriate to consider the alternatives for handling military offenders ,

Pro gra ms adoptable to military corrections ,

The first question raised in this stidy -- are there alternative

programs in esisting systems that can be adapted by the military — wee
partially answered in Chapter II . It is evident that there are six

basic correct ional methods (used singularly or in co~~in&tions) in our

society today (see Chap ter II). Each prog ram described in the literature
fits into one or more of these b*sic disposit ions , ilowever, there are

• numerous variat ions of each general method, For example , pr obation may

involve various levels of superv ision , enta il the use of volunteers , or

inclnd. temporary incarceration, Each variati on of each basic method
has been evaluated ; consequently , it would take a monumental treatis

to describe every var iation, Such an approach would be of little value

4 -
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for, in many cases, their use is so limited in scope or otherwise

restricted that adaptation by the military would be impractical — in

spite of cost or effectiveness, Five of the six basic disposition s ar e

currently used to some degree by the milita ry. ~~ile the services do not

uae probation (see pp. 16-19) , no evidence could be found indicat ing that

this general approach could not be adapted. The military pre sently uses

federal probation officers to supervise par ole.s from the USDB, It would

be a relatively simple matte r to modify the curre nt DOD-1~ partaent of

Justioe agreement to include use of federal probation officers to super-

vise military probationers, as well as military parolees. Use of state

prob ation officers , as well as state confinement systems, could also be
adopted but with greater difficu lty. Since the milita ry uses most of the

basic approaches to corrections , adaptat ion of same variations of the

basic methods are feasib le • For example , shock parole aid shock probation
could be adapt ed with relative ease, Other programs, while less suitable

for adaptat ion, appear to marrant exploration of thdr underlying

princ iples. The issue , to be discussed in the remai nder of this report,

is not are there alternatives, but rather, would any of the alternatives

save resour ces while serving to accomplish the objectives of corre ctions ,

Program s resulting in savings of resources.

C t  ~~~~~~~ of alternative offende r ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ It is

relatively easy to eithe r oversimplify or complicate the costs of

correctional alternatives and programs. Table XII portrays some simple

aid complex coat considerati ons. This table , whil. incouplete, shows
the difficulty of comparing costs within correct ions (albeit , the Carter
study, as well as other studies , have tried such comparis ons).

. .-- - —-~~~~~~~~~~~-- -
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TAm~E XII

SOME ~~SSIBLE
COST C~~PA1~ SONS

Offender Simple Cost Complex Cost
Considerations Considerations

lion-prosecution None Cost to victim
Cost to society
Cost of encouraging

_________________  __________________  further crimi~ali~y
Fine Court costs minus Cost to victim

value of fine Inequitable impact
flay generate profit

___________________ ____________________ )~~ .y not change behavior
- ;- Suspended sentence Court costs Cost to victim

Cost of encouraging
further criminality

Savings of welfare
___________________ Increased tax collections
1~ stit utio n Court costs Savings to victim

Increased tax collections
Savings of welfare
Cost of encouraging —

___________________  further criminalj ty
Probation Court costs plus Differential costs of

probation costs various levels of
- ____________________ sunervision

Incarceration Court costs plus Lost tax revenues
prison costs Welfare costs

o N%a.rous stud ies have *ttempted to measure the more complex costs
involved in various offender dispositions (which in many cases cloud even

• 
simple coat comparisons), Considering only the simpl. cost factors does

not s4~.plify cost compariso ns, for differenoes in bookkeeping, mages, and
in the scope of correctional programs. are but three variables affecting

- 
-
~ even simple cost ccnsid.z’stions, For example, in the Leavenworth, Kansas,

area there are disparit ies in salaries between federal civil servants

employed by the P denl Bureau of Priso ns aid those employed by the
Department of Defense, as imU as between state employees at the Kansas  

-
~~~~ 

- —- 
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State Penitentiary aid at the Kansas Correctional Institution for

Women — four institutions, located within a single county,

-; D~ze to such complesities, much correctional data aid many evalu-

ation s are incomparable, Consequently, this study attempted to isolate
and consider only the relatively simple aid comparable costs -- salaries ,
operating, aid maintenance — of various alternatives, In considering
only these expenses, some reasonable , if tenuous, conclusions can be

drawn, Non-prosecution, fine , restitu tion , aid suspended sentences are

less costly than probation, parole , or incarceration. S~~i1~rly,

probation aid parole are generally , but not alimys1 less expensive than

incarceration (although so.. people argue that, if properly administered,
probation aid parole costs mould rise considerably), If more complex
facto rs are included , these conclusions become far more tenuous due to
the var iables involved, For example, indicators that miedemeanant

corrections (whether handled in a comeunity or in an institut ion) are less
costly tha n felon corrections have many explanations -- not the least of
which is an absence of miedemeanant treatment programs,

Table XIII portrays the average cost per adult offende r per
year, based on a study by the President’s Crime Cowsission, with costs
adjusted by a seven percent annual inflation rate in order to project
1975 costs , This projection, while varying slightly from recent cost
estimates, offers the advantage of excluding increased offender popula-
tions and the addition of new prog ram s, both of which aff ct cur rent cost
comparisons, However, the comparison reta ins the general relationship of
costs between felon and miedemeanant corrections , as well as between

- - 

- 

- inatitutio,*]. aid non-instjtutjona2. programs, The later comparisons
have frequently been identified (as Table XIII portrays) as ranging from
10.1 to 18.1 ratios (e.g., see Sutherland, ~~~ . cit. , pp. 1e79.J*81). 
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- TAELE XIII.

COST COMPARISONS
F~~ON & )CSD~~EAMZ~T

I 
(ACTUU AI~D PI~~J~~T~~)

1965 Average Cost 1975 Average Cost -

Per Offender Per Year Projected & Based on
Felon Corrections Per Crime Co jssion 7% Annual Inflation

q
— Institutional Programs $1966 $331+3

Co unity Programs 198 33?
- Probation 140 238

X~1 sd..eanan t Corrections

-

, 

Institutional Programs $1046 $1778
• Ca unity Programs V~2 241

‘S0U~~Es ChaUena~ of Crime in a Free Society, .~~~~ cit ., p. 161 Crime
Coemission, Task Force Report , Corrections (Washington, D.C. • USGFO,
196fl, p. ~~~~~,

Ith ile some people may argu. that th. forego ing conclusions are
- 

only logical , evidence indicates that such conclusions are not without

pitfa lls. Table XIV aid Figure 2 portray data concerning correctiona l

expenditures of 25 states (for adult offenders ) • The remaining 25 states

could not be compared du., to non-publication of data , differences in
-

o 
aooounting, or for other rea sons, For the 25 states compared , the

annual expenditu re per offende r rang ed from $1180 to $7817 (mean ~ $3686~
standa rd deviati on ~ $2105) • Figure 2 shows the comparative ranking of

the states in terms of the ra tio of non—institutionalised offenders

versus institutionalised offenders aid expenditure psi’ offender,

Woile there is a str ong positive correlation (4.609) between

these r.-nkings, the correlation is not as strong as one mould intuitively
— 

expect, Table XIV , reflecting the data from which Figure 2 mas derived,

_ _ _  
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ab +
I~.aoonain +

~ Wasbington
~ A1s~~aa

_ _ _ _

~~~Xississippi
~~~ Georgis

°)L Carolina •-
~~~~orsgon +
~~~~Xi&thtg*. +

•
~~~~Virginia
~~~~ .ntuck.y +

~~..florida
•~ ;A~~~ rn 4
3.~~ ansas - -

~~~ N. IIampshire 4 -
~~~~Co1orsdo
, ~ Califoz’nia +

New Yorkt 
~~~~0hio s
041owe +
~~~W. Virginia +
~~~~1sxas +

~~SConnecticut

tI!hLIh~i!~hIfl~IhI1
(Renk Order of Exp.iditures Per Offender)
(Georgia low, lowe high) -

Figure 2
CORR~ ATI0l~ 0? ST&TB CORR~~1’IONAL

EXPENDITURNS AND R&TI0 OF
INSTITLTIIONh.L TO NON-INSTITUTION&L

$ OFFEND~ ( DISPOSITIONS

provid.s insight into the difficulties of making casual. cost comparisons
in corrections, Texas, for ~~~~~~~ has relatively few offenders under

supervision in its oo unities. Converse]y, it. prison costs ($4.55 per
day , discussed later in th is chapt er) , ar. among the lowest in the nation ,

- 
- Thus, in Texas, the coats of non-institutional programs exceed

incarceration costs, Conversely, the southern states, whil, making

— 
I’. 

~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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extensive use of probation aid other co unity treatment programs, are —

beneficia ries of relatively low weg.s in both the institutions aid in
the oomaunity programs .t2

‘rA~T~ f lIJ*

St&TE EZP~ 4DITUR~~ - 

- 

-AND R&TIO OF NDN-INSTlT~7rX0NAL DISPOSITIONS
TO INSTIT~7flOML DISPOSITIONS

Avezag Annual State Ratio of Non-Insti- Stat.
Offender Repine. Rank tutional Offender Rank

Dispositions to
Stat. 

_______________  _____ 
Prisoners 

_____

Georgia *1180.30..,.,,, 1 3.16...,..,,,, 7
4labe 1214.08.,...,, 2 3.56.......... 4
N. Carolina 1645,92,..,,., 3 3.00,.,,,,, , ,. 8
N. Ksapabire 1688,39,.,,.,, 4
Ofr1~kima 1814.78..,,,., 5 3.53........., 5
~~ss1ssippi 1855.78.,,,,,, 6 3,41,,, ,,,,,~ 6
Utah 2092,60...,,,, 7 6,9~....,,,,,, 1-
~~sbington 2189,81.,,,,,, 8 3,94.... .... .. 3
leatucicy 2261.05.,,,... 9
Idaho 23?O.09.,...,,tO
Ohio 2575.81.,,.., .11 0.84,,.,,. .,,.21.1 Arkansas 2758,99,,,.,,,12 1.4159..,.,..,15
Miohiga.i

~ 2?87,08....,,.13F Texas 2957.90..,....14 O,67...,,.,,.,24
~~soonsjn ~~65.6O., . ., .,15 4,98.,.,,,,,,, 2
Florida 3716.18,,..,,.16
Colorado 4Yele,66,, ,, ,,.17 0,98,,..,,, ,,,j$
Kansas 4e491e,3B.......j 8
Virginia 5834,05,,.,. ..19 1.74.,. ,..,,, .12
W. Virginia 5868.98.,,., 1.20 0,71,.,,,, ,., .23
Conmeottout 6~~4,j 5,,,,,,,2t O,5*..,.,.,,,.25New ~~z’k 66~e.43,,,...,22 0.88.,,, ,.,, ,,20
Oregon 7112.47...... .23 2.81.,,.,,,,,, 9
California 7118.17.,,....24
lowe 7817,46,.,,,..25 0.81,,,,,, ., ..22

•5OU
~~

3s 
~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ . ~~~~~~~~ 

pp . iv-vii; computations by authár

4 t2Based on data tak,n from Bsnson Necker, st al, , Smrv.y of
Probation/parole Supervisors and Counselors, Ame~~Oan Journal ofCor rection, ‘id . 38, Neroh-&pril, 1976, pp. 3144,

• 
_ _ _ _  
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In Georgia , for example , th. starti ng salary for probation and

parole officer , is $8,196; Texas sta rts at $1t ,46o~ and Itchigan at
12,360, Allowing for a standardised case load -- which does not exist

anywhere in the nation — these salary disparitie s alter the individualI

offinder costs significantly , For ex~*ple, the cost in Georgia imuld be

$273, in Texas $382, and in )tchigan $412, Such variances are further
compounded by the wide ranges in case loads (often exceeding 100 probe-

tloners per supervisor) • The overall situation affects intuitive con-

clusions , reveals the difficulty in making cost comparisons in general
terms • and indicates a need for extremely precise comparisons (which often

cannot be mad. becaus, of these variables),

Cost comparisons of military corrections are equally difficult ,
There is no consOlidated budget that reflects the total costs of the
overall program, Several potential areas of comparison can be analysed ,
as reflected in Table XV, Both the G~~ and the Lovr.y study have
add ressed som. of these comparisons, The GAO found that military
stockades (used for pretrial aid minor offenders) are more expensive than
a consolidated facility, such as the USDE (a finding contrary to the

civilian picture -of lower costs for minor offende rs) . Lovrey determined
that the military incarceration system is more expensive than the federal
pris on syst~.m. Other comparisons, such as the costs of the military
cl ency program, hay, not been analysed, Some discussion regarding
relatively simple cost comparis ons, such as done by Lowrey, will now be

H presented; the clemency program will be discussed late r in the chap ter,
As Table XV portrays , it appea rs to cost slightly more to confine

a prisoner at the USDE than at the U S . Penitentiary, Leavenworth (USP) .
The difference ($1.18 per day, per prisoner), on the surface , werrants

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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closing the USIE and transferring all military prisoners to the federal

system. However, this conclusion is tenuous. The respective costs of

the two insti tutio ns are greatly affected by the economies of scale

4 associated with disparate prisoner populations (under 800 at the USD3 and

over 1800 at the USP) , Were the USDB inmate population to double , the

daily per prisoner cost would drop considerably -- assuming there were no

increase in the size of the staff , The scope of rehabilitation progr ams,

which far exceed those at the US?, also contribute to a higher cost at

the USD3. Additionally, the nature of the confining offenses aid

sentenoes precludes transferring all USD3 prisoners to the Leavenworth

Penitentiary, Some offenders (perhaps as few as one-third ) would be

- - 

~~ RLR XV

S0M~ POSSIBLE )~ LIThRY
COST COMPARISONS

Comparative costs of individual stodcadea,
Comparative coets of retraining programs (Air Force vs. Ar~y).
Cost of milita ry clemency program.
Trial costs,
Appellate costs (for local SJA, T IAG , CMR , and COMA) .
Miscellaneous travel and escort expenses .
Cost of US?, Leavenworth ($33,oL~. per prisoner , per day) .
Cost of USD3 ($3~I..22 per prisoner , per day).
Cost of vari ous sta te prisons (Average = $9.16) per prisoner , per day.

~~TBs The state prison costs are virtually meaningless as mas
discussed in the text ; economie s of scale , mages , produetivit~and othe r variables create a wide range in sta te costs .

ineligible for tra nsfer to the federal system. Yet, allowing for the

transfer of 67 percent of the offenders , at a total savings of about

- 

- - 
$230,000 per year , the savings would be dissipated by such factors as

more expensive institutions (in some cases) • additional travel costs

—

~

--————-
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(for rehearings and reasons unique to the military prisoner) , and the

increa sed margi.~.i cost of confining the remain ing ailiary offenders in
a military facility (at the USD3 or elsewhere).

S~~~ary of cost 
~~~~~~~~~~~ Based on the foregoing analysis of

data , it is apparent that there are numerous ~mys of compa ring costs of

alternative offender dispositions, One may use simple or complex

considerations. Both are influenced by a rn~~er of variables that can

affect conclusions, However , it is generally recognised that institu-
tiona]. programs are more expensive than non—institutional programs, Yet ,
variab les such as institutional size , employee pay scales • and the extent

of rehabilitative programs significant ly affect institutional costs,
Prior studies have concluded that an institution , such as the USDB , is
less costly tha n ~~~il local confinement facilit ies, A prior cost
comparison indicated that the USD3 is slightly more costly than a federal
pri son (a fact confirmed , in part , in this analysis), State prison costs ,
seemingly far less expensive than the federal or military institutions ,
are greatly affected by variables such as prisone rs staff ratios (see
Table Xfl), local ~~ge scales , extent of rehabilitation programs, and

other factors, Thus , it can be concluded that general cost comparisons
are probably meaningless, Unless the comparison is vigorously and
precisely defined aid a multitude of variables considered , any further
conclusions or decisions are likely to be invalid — particularly when

-
. 

- used in correlation with the objectives of corrections.

Effectiveness of altern ativ , offender dispositjo,~~~ ~~ile
quant itative cost comparisons are difficult , quant itative assesmeents of
the effects of vari ous alternat ive dispositions are nearly impossible,

- 
- - -~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~
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Tables IV aid YlU reflect data indicating that regardless of option , the

failure of the majority of correctional methods is high. Useful data is

lacking to show the effects of nan—prosecution , although some inferen ces

can be drawn from the fact that 67 percent of peopl , arrested had been

previously charged (and either adquitt.d or had their charge s dismissed).

1~~ta concerning restitution is extremely limited (see Table XX) . Attempts

to quantify the effectiveness of other progra ms are as prone to the

influences of variables as cost comparisons. For exaaple, primary and

secondary crime prevention efforts affect the outcome of terti ary efforts
- 

- but probably cannot be quantitatively measured , In gener al , however , the

available evidence indicates that most programs offer little likelihood

of successfully pr.cl~d1ng recidivis m at significantly better than a

5)/50 chance ratio . Consequently, quantitative assessments of rehabili-

tativ e methods require the appli cation of considerable insight as well

as intuitive , judgmental, and subjective analysis.

II. INTUITIVE ANALYSIS

Affect s of alternatives on conflicting correctional object ives,

As previously discussed , consideration of the absolute costs

of var ious correc tional alternat ives can lead to tenuous conclusions.
I

Lowrsy, for e~~mple, estimated an annual cost of $4.5 million to train

Ar~y guards in fiscal years 1973—1975 (training coats with in th. othe r

services were not considered) • In assessing this cost , it is apparent

that the military cannot operate its correctional program on a cost-

comparative basis, Greater stability of personnel in most civilian

programs aid the greater expense of training military personnel (as both

soldier and guard) are but two factors precluding such an absolute

___________ 
_ 

_ _ _
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comparison, In addition, if the military is truly concerned with

rehabilitation, absolute costs are not the proper or sole criteria to

use in evaluating its corrections program, Instead , cost effectiveness

or cost benefit appears to be the appropriate measure for evaluating

c~~r~ ttonsl alternatives 1’

4 Cost ~1fectiv.ness/cost benefi t, The concepts of cost benefit

and cost effectiveness are difficult to apply to corrections due to a

lack of consensus as to the objectives of corrections, If punishment

(vengeance ) is the primary objective , a series of subordinate questions

require answers. Does mere conviction aid labeling punish? Does

impriaozment punish or must imprisonment be of a relatively harsh nature

(i.e., spartan , hard labor, aid discipline oriented)? If the objective

is deterrence , other questions arise . Given a system where few offenders

are caught, tried , and convicted , what is the deterrent effect of

punishing the relativ ely few? Final ly, if the objective is to reform or

rehabilitate • how is rehabilitation measured? Do we measure att itud inal

changes , the acquisition of a marketab le skill • educationa l, level , or

recidivism rates?

I~ st criminologists and p.nologists agree that the only valid
measure of evaluating rehabilitative progra ms is in terms of recidivi ,

4

Yet , in agree ing on this, they agree on nothing , Issue s such as the

following require resoluti on s (1) is an offender a recidivist if he

or she commits $ different crime than the init ial crime (e.g., murde r

instead of theft)?; (2) is an offende r a recidivist if he admits to a

4 crime , even though he is not arrested and convicted (e.g. , through

t3Lowrey, ~~~ . ,, p, 69, provides data for training Army guards,

- 
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surveys) ?; (3) is he a recidivist if he i. arrested but not convicted? ;

and (4) how long must he refr ain from crime to be considered a non-

recidivist?

Ifaving raised these issues, it is app arent that precise quantita-

tive evaluations of correctional programs are probably impossible ,

* 
Additionally, the initial decision point in the correctional process is

itself unquantifiable. Referring to the model depicted in Figure 1, a

subjec tive objective must be defined . Additionally, the philosophical

issue of the value of one rehabilitated person , as well as the standard

used to measure success, must be addressed before attempting even an

intuitive analysis of the problem.

Conflicting goals. In addressing alte rnative means of handling

offenders , one of the more str iking features is the enor mous variety of

methods and policies used in the attempt to control crime, These

variations have existed throughout history aid in various social systems .

In Aaerica there exists a dichotomy , wherein society says that the offender

must be punished, but the punishment must be humane. To accomplish this

contradictory goal certain compromises have been accepted, because most

people realia.~ that rehabilitation efforts must be successful to prevent

future cri~1n&lity, Conversely, society has decreed that the first —

responsibility of corrections is the protection of society from the

cr1.4 n&1, To assure its protect ion, the public has deeanded that the

offender be isolated (which usually means iapr iso~~~nt) , Thus, in

striving to achieve its conflicting goals , society, as a whole , seeks a

degree of punishment (vengeance), deterrence, and rehabilitation.t4

0. Steggerda aid P.S. Venesia, Ccmunity-based Alternative s
to Ts~~~tt. ’~ l Corr ections (1~ vis, Cal s W~CD Research Cent er , 197te),

on these conflicting goals of society. 
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Punishment4 ~4~ile there is a plethora of theory, research, aid

evaluations related to the effects of various approache s to rehabilita-

- 
tion , the opposite is true of pun i~h..nt. )~ ny crim inologists point to

histor ical stidies which show that punishm ent has g.nersll.y failed to

prevent or reduce crime • Their evidence , however , tends to be more

intuitive , logical , or anecdotal than quantitative . Indeed , the problems
4

inherent in proving that punishment does not affect crime generally pre-

clud~e the use of empirical evidence, Criminologists who try to prove that

punishment does not prevent crime are in much the same position found in

a current television program (LFO). The cast constantly r eminds the

audience that they cannot prove that flying saucers do not exist — only

that there is a lack of valid evidence that proves that saucers do exist .

So it is with cr iminologists. There is no evid.nc. that punishment has

not prevented crime — only a lack of valid evidence that punishment has

significantly reduced crime.

Scue stud ies focus on the death penalty and use comparative

homicide r a t s  to show that the use of this penalty has not greatly

affected 
- 
crime rates, Others rely on anecdota l facts , such as the n~~~er

of pickpockets who plied their trade in 18th century &igland -- a time
• when about 200 crimes (including pickpocketing) were punishable by death,

Still others , rather than trying to prove that pun i’haiint does not prevent

crime , tend to focus on philosophical issues (why we punish ) or try to
- . - - reconcile the conflicting purposes aid philosophies of punish ment , on

the one hand, with treatment, on the other hand,

4 Most scholars, however, agree that every alternative means of

- 

- handl ing offende rs in the United States today involves a measure of

punishment. Consequently, recidivima ra te s, such as presented in Table s

~ I 
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-

~ II through VIII , can be used to measure the effects of punishment , as

-: well as the effects of rehab ilita tion effort s. While some prisons way be -

harsher than others, these prisons do not show a statistically sigr ifi-

- csnt difference in ecidivime ra tes from those institu tions perceived of

as more humane or which are typical ly more rehabilitation oriented than

security oriented. Perhaps the most important statistic in th is regard

-~ 
~

- is am. put forth by Mms.y Clark. 93 psrosnt of all expenditures in the

entire correctional effort of th. nation is thy custody, while only five

percent is for help. Clark went on to note that the Federal Bureau of

Prisons had a 1968 budget of $77 .i YI4on compared to a FBI budget of

j nearly $200 ~~~~ion and that the FBI wes but one of more than 20

substantial federal investigative and enforcement agencies.15 Clark’s

observations correlate closely with recent ly published data showing that

police service receives far more funds than corrections and that within
I corrections the bulk of the f unds go to prisons (mostly for security,

rather than treatment). Thus , it can be said that the assesements of

rehabilitation evaluations ar e a study of a ~~~aU part of America ’s

~ 
-! corr ectional effort .

• Rehabilitation. Critics of rehabilitative progress have observed

that people changing efforts in corrections have proceeded by trial and

error, unguided by firm data . One study addressed two major problems in

t5Rsmsey Clark, Crime In America (New York. Pocket Books , 1971),
pp. 192-218 , succinct ly discusses some problems he perceived in

— corrections from the vantage point of attorney general. Supporting the
observation that 95 percent of correctional efforts are for custody,

- rather than help , on. can critically evaluate the manning of the ~~~~~~~~~~,

After deducting the custodial personnel, headquarters personnel in three
separate service units , the co wnd element , legal, and a~~4’~istra tive -

personnel involved in uniquely military functions , a relative ly U
percenta ge is direct ly involved in rehabilitation.
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attempting to evaluate program effectiveness~ (1) ther. is a propensity

to reach naive conclusions from crude stat istics (e.g., some stat istics
show that adult offenders are more lgke].y to refrain from further criminal—

ity if p1~~~~ on probation~ more sophisticated observers contend that such

data merely reveals that probat ion is a selective process , to which

“self-oorrectors” are assigned,) and (2) most of the rese*rch has

consisted of sporadic onetime studies. Other studies reiterate these
problems.t6 

—

Ad~~s, a foremost critic of evaluation studies , identifies 12
additic.w’ problems inherent in measuring the effectiveness of correction-
al programs.

1. Masking effects (e.g., sthpopulaticns interact differentlywith the trsata.nt than the overall population),

2. Regress ion (performance levels of groups drais~ from theextremes of a distrtb utjon may move tomard the mean).

3. ?~ turation (i.e., growing up independent of treatment),
4. Context problems (i.e., outc omes affected by uncontrolledrar ’i*bles).

5. Operating biases (e.g. , staff unwittingly iafluencingoutcomes),

6. Relevance (the questions asked y not be prop er) ,

7. Efficiency (research designs , especially controlledexperiments , tend to better measure effectiveness , not efficiency).
8, Timeliness (may take too long to be valid when published) ,
9. Erosion of treatment effects may not be measured,

* 10. Selection bias (in either control or experimental, group) ,

16Don C. Gibbons , et ii. • “Program Bvaluation in Corrections,”Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 22, July, 1976, p. 309, and Stuart Adans,
~~~ursment of Effectiveness and Ef ficiency in Corrections,” in h andbookof 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~niel Glaser , ad., (Chicago • Rend Xnlially CollegePubli shing Co. , 1974), pp. 1022—1.027. 
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11. Contamination, especially of the control group, due to

inadvertant exposur. to the treatment.

12. Form of economic analysis (the program is less costly, but
achieves as much as a more costly program; the prog ram is more costly ,
but significant ly reduces recidiviem; or cost/benefit analysis may be 17limited or expanded to address imlfare and other remote costs/benefits .

In regard to Aj 41~~ • last point • another analyst observed that

aoøording to the economic analysis of criminel justice, society

concentrates on the deterrent effect of punishment , thereby rais ing the

oost of engaging in crime.t8

Having revieimd several discussions of the problems inherent in

evaluating correctional programs , it become obvious that on. can readily

criticise many evaluation., For ezasple, Trojanowics, in evaluating the

effectiveness of Pine Lodge halfimay House , Lansing, )ftchigan • addressed

the rehabilitative effects but not cost, Under scrutiny , his evaluation

of the rehabilitative aspects also becomes suspect, His study ms limited

to a onetime evaluation of 80 boys. ~~ile reporting that 23 of th. boys

aooeptsd at Pine Lodge imre either still at the house or had been

released to the Boys Traii%ing School , he concludes that 80.7 percent of
the 57 released to the coemunity had not been involved in ~urther

- - negative behavior, One does not know how he defined negative behavior

or if his success is 46 of 57 or 46 of 80 , because he did not address the

outcome of the 23 boys remaining at the school or who mere sent to the

tra ining school,t9 It srv~uld be stressed that 1’rojanowics is given only

• 
~~~iaas , ibid, , pp. 1027—1036.

~
8John E. Monsingo, “Economic Analysis of the Criminal Justice

Systea,”Crtme and Delinquenq, Vol. 23, July, 1977 , pp. 260—271.

~9Rob.rt C. Trojanowics, Juvenile Delinquency Concepts and Control
(Ecglewood Cliff s, N . J,s Prentice-Hall , Inc., 1973), p. 287 provides
this evaluation; prior pages describe the program in greater detail, - -
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as an emuiple; be is widely 1o~ im and respected as practitioner and

academic tan . Thi, brief ana lysis merely points out the difficulty in
- 

— casual acceptanc. of program evaluations.

• ~dams, relying on three independent assessments of evaluations ,

conolnd d that evaluators have found little evidence that any mode of

correctional treatment has a decisive effect on recidivism. He did note ,
- I

however, that three other assessments, using smaller, more precisely

defined samples , arrived at acre opti mistic oanolusic~s. He also obs rved

that research failure rates in industry range from 50 to 99 percent.~~

Accept ing the fact that correctional evaluations are not

sufficient ly valid to stand up unde r careful scrutin y by statistid ans

and critic s, some tentative conclusions can be draiei based on a review of

various assessments and scrutiny of i,~~vidia1 progra m evaluationa , as

well as the meigjited opinion of those itho have also assessed various

programs and evaluations.

Tme evaluators theorise, based on availa ble evidence, that

• hu.anl tarian systems of treatment ar, no less effective in reduci ng

the probability of recidivism than severe forms of punishment a~d that

money can be saved by revising treatment systems • As an example, they

note that the California Youth Authority’s Community T?eataent Program

costs half of the average expense of institutionalisation.21 Appendix

A reflects eame critici sms of the progra m in terms of its proclaimed

reduction in recidivi rates. On th. other hand, there is no evidence

suggesting increased rsoi~~tI~~,and, as noted, the cost is about half

204dam., in Glaser, 
~~~

. 2i~’. pp. 1021-1022,
21Norval Norris and Gordon Ha*ins • “Rehabilitation ~~etortc and

R.ality,’ Federal Probation, Vol. XXXIV, Dece~~.r, 1970, pp. 9-17.
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the cost of prison,

S4.tl&rly, another evaluator concluded that the further in

offender is entrenched into the system, the less his chances for

successful rehabilitation,22 The data in Tables IV and VI tend to con-

firm his conclusions, although not at a statisticall y significant level,

:~ A more comprehensive assessment of programs, following review of

231 studies of prison re~~bilitati on efforts , concluded that with few

and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been

reported have had no appr.oiable effect on r.oi~ivisui.23 in the same
— vein. Greenberg ’s survey, of evaluations of the mid, arr ay of correctional

programs, att empted to assess the degree to ithich rehabilitation progress

prevented further cr4 4”~l activity. Hi. analysis , limited to studies

conducted in the United States through the end of 1975, used the

statistical s1gr4fi oanoe level of .05 in a two-tailed test as a criteria

for j~4ging ibether a program wee successful or unsuccessful, His

conclusion is especially poign.nts

Here and ther. a few favorable results alleviate the monotony,
but most of these results are modest and are obtained through val-
uations seriously lacking in rigor. The blanket assertion that
“nothing works ” is an exaggeration, but not by very much,24

Greenberg provides appro~~aate1y 125 references ithich are

included in his survey, In reviewing many of these sources , no contrary

data could be found to refute his general conclusion, Among his findings
having particular relevance to military corrections wes the observation

22Vern L. Policy, American Law ~ nforceaent (~ 1 ed, $ Boston.
Holbrook Press, Inc., 1976) , p.

2
~Bobert Martinson, “I*at Works? - Questions and Answers about

- 
¶ Prison Hoform,” The Public Interest, Spring, 1974, p. 25,

~~~ vid F, Greenberg, “The Correctional ~~feots of Corrections;A Survey of ~~a1uations,” Corrections and Puz4s)aent, Greenberg, ed,(Beverly Hill s Sage PublT~~U~~~~T97fl, pp. tU—t’8,

—
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that programs in conventional institutions -- academic education ,

vocational training, and work release -- show little or no significant

difference in recidivima rates . AU the noted differences either

declined with tine or were compromised by the application of selective

criteria used for admission to the various prog rams.

This later finding tends to supp ort Adams’ perception that

corrections, as now practiced , appears ,ssteful , dysfunction al, and

iitabie, He (and others ) baa concluded that many who are confined

ar e not in need of incarceration -- the most expensive form of

correct ions, He also expresses the opinion that institutionalisation

probably harms rather than helps offenders, Fi’~ lly, ~~~~ notes that

since few offenders are ever confined , the system is inherently

inequitable, 25 His later conclusion can be supported by data provided
- by the FBI, as reflected in Table XVI , ithich shows the- relatively ~~ 11

likelihood of a given offender being caught, prosecuted, convicted, and

sent to jail or prison.

TABLE IVI*

PI~ BABIIITY OF ABR~ST
AND CONVICTION

Ni~~er Pereenta_gi
Endex Offenses Knosm to Pbl ice 1,936 ,519 100.0
Lndex Offense s Cleared by Police 405,530 20 9
Ind ex Offenses fissultiog in Arrest 383,351 19.8
Persons Charged 353,166 18,2
Persons Found Quilty as Charged 106,579 5,5

• Persons Found Quilty of I sser Crimes 10,963 0.6

3OU~~Es t~R , ~~~ . ott, , p. 176.

~~~ . ott ,, as well as other writings, expresses this idea. 
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Complicating the questionable results of correctional programs is

the nature of the correctional process. The total process can be described

as a decision making process, involving ns rous officials .mercising

discretion at various stages, The 4’uplioations of this multi-discretion-

ary decision making process are quentitatively 4’ eesursble i bowev,r,

they .rp~~in many of the problems encountered in evaluating the effect of

various progress and add to perceptions of inequitable treatment, Given

a oontinuous succession of individual j ’n4gemnts — by polio. , prosecution,

jtdg., jury, probation officer, prison official , par-ole officer , and

others — a “wrong” decision , at any point, can affect the outcome.

j Further ocapoundi.ng th, problem are opposing assessments, ~~ioh

not. that the evidence refuting rebabilitati’ve success is, in itself ,

questionabl. .~~ Nonetheless, the preponderance of evidence indicates

that no one correctional asthod, used to date, has a marked effect on

-• 
recidivism, even though ~~~~~~ vigorously constructed studios shav acre

favorabl , outcomes,

By accepting these general conclusions as well as the relatively

imprecise nature of costs, the critical issue becomes one of optimisation

of expenditures ithile protecting society, punishing the offender , and

deterr ing others , with the least likelihood of adversely affecting possible

reduced recidivism rates, This question can only be addressed by

correlating all that is ~~~ im about costs and prog ram effectivenes, and

• 
then comparing that knoi~1edge with an existing program or system. Such

a correlation and comparison is presented in the final section of this
• 

- 

• 

chapter,

26Lois Shaw~er and Bruce Sanders, “A Look at Four Critical
Pr~~~ses in Correctional Viewe,” Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 23, October,
1977 , pp. 11.27.4311..

- -.~‘, • •~~~t~~~
__ - 

— — ——— — - --—- 

~~1J

~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _
~

__-i•
~ 

— — — 
-. -. P.. • 

—

— ._~~.. ~~~~



Fl  
_ _ _ _  -•

76

III . CORRIL&TION OF QUAR~ FI~~ AND NON -QU~NTIFIED D&~&

Chan&ss optimizing cost effectiveness, feasib ility, and consequences,

In attempting to assess programs ithich optimize cost , feasibility,

and consequences, there are a variety of small, cost effective projects

i~nich can be considered, Information about such projects has, until

recently, been difficult to obtain. However, the National Institste

of Law ~~force nt and Criminal Justice , through its espl.ry Pro jects

Program, has attempted to fill this void in criminal justic e by reporting

on projects that have demonstrated consisten t , measurable success. The

program is a systematic method of identifying outstanding criminal

justice projects throughout the country, verifying their achievements ,

and publicising them widely, It is, perhaps, a reflection on the state

of the art to note that only seven emmplary projects have been identified

in the field of corrections to date, A brief s~~~~ry of some of these

projects follows s

1, Volunteer Probation Counselor Program, Lincoln, Nebraska, Lay
volunteers are successfully counselling high-risk probationers --
miedeseanant. (age 16 to 25) with an average of 7,3 previous ar rests and
convictions, A one year comparative analysis of recidivism in the
program with a control group in the regular probation prog ra m shows a
stg~i ficant reduction in recidivism, as portra yed in Table XVII.

2. Coemunity-bss.d corrections program, Polk County (Des Moines),
loss. The program coordinates four services for defendan ts and convicted
offenders * pretrial relea se on own recognizance pretrial supervised
release; probation; and residence at Fort Des Moines, a correctional
facility offering i~ rk and educational release,

3, 601 Juvenile Diversion Pro ject , Sacramento, California, The
project provide s short-teai’i flmU.y crises counsellin g in lieu of court

• processing for minor offenders (petty theft and dru g possession). The —

project ’s first year recoid shows reduced expense and recidivism, as
reflected in Table XVIII.

Pro ject s such as the foregoing , while amenable to criticism on

various groiawie, show that soma are less costly than the traditional

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _
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app roaches to cor rections and do r~~t increase recidivism or har m the

-
: 

comsunity. These progra ms isrr ant further exploration of their under-

I lying principle s for possible adaptation within the militar y, even if

on a limited scale,

TABLE XVIII

RESULTS OF VOLUNTE~~
P*~BATION COUNS~~LOR

Pl~)GRAN

Volunteer Program 1~gular Program
New non—traffic offenses 1~% 63.7%

Multiple new offenses 10% 52,2%

“~~U 1CEs LE*A ~ tr~p 1&ry Proje cts, 
~~~ . 

,, n, 27, p, 5,

TABLE XVIII

~~F~~TIV~~~~S OF CRIS~~INTZRV1~1TION/DVI~ tSION

Proj ect Cases Control Cases
Court petitions filed - 

3.7% 19,8%

Repeat offenders (within 1 y.ar)1e6,~~

Juvenile ball detentions 13.9% 69.14

Average case cost $562

SOUBEs L~U Exemplary Projects. .~~~~ u t ,  n. 27, p. 16.

Conversely , these types of programs appea r to have little value

- 

- to the overall Mlitary corrections system due to the limited scope of

the specific projects or the i ense scope of the w*rld-’ud de military
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operation, For e~ample, a cosmunjty-bas.d diversion proj ect in Champaign-
Urbana , ~~1~~ojs , reflected a .tidy of 2i~ participants and a control

group of 12, SIiiil&rly, Project New Pride, in Denver, Colorado, while
costing $,000 per year per participant (as opposed to the control group

cost of incarceration of $12,000 p.r year), wss limited to age group 1~ to

17,~~ The flhinois project , like many, is statistically insignificant

due to the limited nuwhers involved. The Colorado project considered a

0 
differe nt age group from the one encountered in the military. The

other programs appear to have limited feasibili ty for ~~rld-wide use by
the milita ry. Whil , it is conceiv&ble that the Department of Defense
could negotiate 50 different agreements to adopt state-wide prog rams , the
task of coming to terms with all the countie s appears improbable,
34i 11ar1y, the use of volunteers ,‘while successful in Nebra ska , might
not attract volunteers on every military installation in the ~~rld,
Conversely, the use of volunteers might have feasibility on a limited
and localized basis , Nonetheless , while small , localized prog ram s have

0 

merit, such programs are largely infeasible for use by the military on
a system-wide basis, By discounting these types of programs, only the
larger , ~~re widely practiced programs will be discussed in the remaining
report .

I

Probation and shock probation, In an analysis of civilian
probation, there are three’ methods used today which isrient vigorous

~~~ 0 

I evaluat ions (1) normal probation , enta iling minimal supervision; (2)

27Office of Dsvelopme~t , Testing and Dissemination, NationalInstitute of Law &nforcement and Criminal Ju stice , U.S. Depar~~ent of
• Jus tice (LEAk ), Exeapl~~~ Proj ects (~~shington , D.C., USGPO, Sept.~~er,l9fl)(hersafter referred to as LEAk ~cesplary Projects), pp. 1-16,provides s* ries of these and additional projects , with similar results,

0 -
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intensified proba tion~ which entails closer supervision and which may

include some form of special treatment program ; and (3) shock probation ,

a concept aimed at giving an offender a short taste of prison and then
0 

placing the offender on probation,

The statistica l information on proba tion is not adequate at

present from the point of view of reliability or significance. Yet ,
probation departments generally report that about 75 percent of the ir

probatio ner. succeed on probation . This 75 percent general figure is

inadequate in at least three respects. First , the number repo rted as

failure s is incomplete because most probatio n officers are not in close

enough contact with their probationers to know how many of them actually
• co~~~t crime. Second , the statistics of probation departments are

confined to behavior during the period of probation and do not include
0 behavior subsequent to release from probation. Third , the success of

0 
probat ion is difficult to compare with the success of alternative
methodologies dealing with offenders,~~

Nonetheless , availab le data supports the relative cost effective-
ness of probatio n , as shoist in Table XVIII. Such cost differentials ,
ho~mver imprecise , argue in favor of pro bation rather than incarcerat ion ,
for at least some offenders ,

At the time of the President ’s Crime Commission study there ~~re
257,755 felons on probat ion, at an annual cost of app roximate ly $38
million , with a probation success rate of 60 to 90 percent ,29 Such

I ~~Sutherland , ~~~. cit ., pp. ~i76-48O, elaborates on these generalobservations ,

29President ’e Crime Coimission , Task Force Report s Correctio ns
0 (%~ shington , D.C., USGPO, 1967), pp. 27—37, provides add itional data,
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appa rent successes led The Commission to recoweend improving probation

services as a means of reduc ing prison populations and increasi ng the

success rates of probation.

Under scrutiny and the passing of time, it appears that civilian

probation supe rvision is typically more apparent than real, and experi-

ments to intensify supervision have been inconclusive • For emmple ,

Table ~~X indicates that federal probation officers only spend about ~)

percent of their time actually supervising probatio ners. Assuming a

hour imrk week, the average probation officer has but eight hours to

spend with those he (or she) supervises. Allowing for small caseloads

of as few as 30, this permits less than 20 minutes contact per week

between probation officer and probationer ,

- 
TABLE~~~X*

DISTRIB~TrI0N OF F~~~tAL
P1~ BATI0N omC~Rs’ ~~1~CING

TIME BY T~~E ACTIVITY

• Type of Activity Time Devoted to Activity
lPeroent)

Supervision 28.7
Probation 20.1
Parole 8.5

Investigation and reports 33.3
Presentence 25,9
Other 7,Ae

Non case—related 380
Administration 31,8

• Other 6,3

-~SOUI~Es J~ vid T. Stanle y , Prisoners Among Us; The Pr oblem of Parole
(1~ shington , D.C ,s The Brookijtgs Institution, 1~~~ ), Table 6 i , p. 125,
~~ta in source table modified for presentation above ,
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It can be seen in the foregoing table that civilian probation

officer. spend little time actively supervising probationer’s (and even

less time on parolees), As a result , ni~~ rous programs fbr dealing with

offenders on probation have been attempted. The volunteer probation

program discuas.d earlier in this section clearly shows the impact of

adding volunteer’s to that one p(z’ogram . Y.t, such results are impractical

for ~~litary consideration since most probation programs are not comparable

to that described in Linooln, Instead , the military, by adopting the

federal probation system, mould in effec t be adopting a system itherein

the average probationer receives about 20 minutes supervision per meek.

It should be noted that the military has already adopted this system

for’ its parolees,

This general situation of limited probation supervision is as

cc on in the state systems (as is the limited parolee supervision ),

ithere caseloads are typcLcall.y greater than in the federal system. Yet,

in acme states , probationere receive greater supervision than parolees .

In )laino, for emple, the first state to have abolished parole supervi-

sion, no parole officer s have lost their jobs . They have merely shifted

their emphasis to probation, ithere 85 percent of their case supervision

efforts have always been,3°

I~scognition of the problems of limited probation superv ision

has led to various efforts to modify the probation concept, One

approach , inte nsified probation supervision (Isp) within the probation

system (i.e. , without the use of volunteers), was recently evaluated,

The study, ithich involved reviews of earlier reports , oo unications

30Eob Wilson, “Supervision (the other parole ) Also Attacked,”
Correct ions 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Vol. III , S.ptether , 1977 , p. 57.
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with experts , and on-site visits to 20 projects, reached several relevant

oonclusions $ (1) the literature is inconclusi ve that case load reduc tion

results in a decrease in recidivism (many studies show an increase) a (2)

some claj*ed decreases in reoidivi~~ rates may not have strong enough

• evaluative designs to support the claims (3) there is only weak evidence

for the success of volunteer probation project s; (La.) ther’e is some doubt

that truly intensive supervision can esist since client contact can occur

for only a ~~~ll part of the probationer ’s waking hours; and (5) most

cost evaluations compare th. cost of ISP to incarceration, not regular

probation.~~
Other , more ~iadical modifications of probation have been attempted ,

which cothine the merits of imprisooment ‘with the econo~~’ of probation.

In Ohio , it costa $5,000 a year to keep a person in prison as opposed to

$500 for ’ probation supervision. The Idea developed to cothin. the punish-

ment of the former with the econo~y of the later. During the ten years

that shock probation has been in effect in Ohio,its use has risen from

85 cases in 1966 to Iii78 cases in 1976, Officials claim that only 10.3

percent of those released under this law have been returned to prison;

albeit at least one study challenges this figure as too low. However, the

study, of the five year period 1966 to 1970, which showed a 31.3 percent

recidivi sm rate, also shoved that most of the subsequent crimes mere

non-assaultive and less serious than the original offenses , The perceived

success of the shock probation program led to Ohio implementing a shock

parole program in 197L1. 1 however, no statistics concerning the success

Banks , et al. S~~~~ryp Pha se I Evaluation of Intensive
Special Probation PrOj,~tS (1~ siiington, D.C ., USGPO, So~~e~~er~i977),
pp. 1-32. This comprehensiv, report provides not only data oswitrning

• probat ion, but guidelines for ’ mluating probation.
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of this program are ourrsntl.y aw’al’ bIe,32

Su sry of probation. As noted in Chapter II, probation was
perceived as less costly and offerin g a degree of professional supervi-
sion. Given th. data and information presented in this section, civilian
probation supervision is more apparent than reel, Bsoidivis~ rates ,
while better than those of incarcera tion , vary by type of offender and

- program. 8ho~k probation, though not yet widely used, appears to offer
fa vorabl, results warranting further experimentation,

Ristitution, In the United Stat .s, the co on method of
• d~~~~n4j~g restitution is in connection with probation; one condition of

the latter being that the offende r ask, restitutio n, In spite of this
genereli’at ion, there is little quantitative literature which can be• 
analysed to determine the effectiveness of restitution, Galaway , in an

• • 
ana lysis of restitutio n, concluded that th. publicat ion of information
from various jurisdictions is essential to the orderly developeent of the
concept and of its place in cr4~inm 1 justice.33 In spite of this caveat,
some indicators infer that rest itution may enhance the likelihood of

• lowering recidivism,, One study showed that a rest itut ion group had
I fewer parole revocations, fewer convictions for new offenses , and mere

more successful in an index of overa ll parol. success tha n a control
- group (as indicated in Table XX) •

~~Joan Potter, “Shock Probation, £ Little Taste of Prison,” .Corrections ~~~~~~~~ December, 1977 , pp. 1e9_55, provides one of thesore comprehensive overviews of the Ohio project,

“Burt G 3aisy, “The Us, of ~~stitution,” Crime and DS1iflQU.flcy,Vol. 23, January, 1977, pp. 57.67,
3
~citsd in source for Table XX, p. 84.
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M~ .SURE OF OV~~A1L
~~~‘!TIvrIoN STEC~~S

‘a

Restitution Grou p Control Group
Clear Success L~4,L6% (~~~) 33,~~ (~~~)
)~‘rg1 ns1 Success 16.7% (n ’3) 5.6% (n4)
)krginal Failu re 27.8% (n—5) 16,7% (n—3)
Clear Failure 11 .1% (nii2) 164.~% (n-B)

• ‘3OU1~ Ez Leonard E, Fite, “An Exploratory-Descriptive Study of
Restitution and Its Place in the Criminal Justice Sy tes “ unpublishedSenior Thesis, Park College, Mc ,, December, 1976, citing Joe Ha isoo,et al, • “Restitut ion and Parole ; A Follow-up Study of Adult Offenders ,”Social Service Review, March 1976, pp. 1168-156.

Studies such as the Minnesota Experiment, reflected in the
forego ing table, are subject to critic ism -- limited numbers, selectivity
of participants, and level of statistical significance being among the
more obvious criticisms. Prom the perspective of cost effectiveness,
such an app roach is less costly than incarceration, The method also
offers compensation to the victim and , if coupled with probation (or
parole), asy be perceived as being as severe a punishment as incare era -
tion. In terms of military app lication , the approac h could be experimented
with in the existing military system as eithe r an alternative to
imprisonment or as a condition of parole , either of which i~ u]d reduc e

• the pri soner populat ion within the military correct ions system, Such
experimentation ~muld also add ress the victims of crime ,

Incarceration, America has the highest rate of impriso nment in
• the w e n d  — 215 per 100,000 population, This co~~area with such rates

_ _ _ _  -.~~

~~~~~~~~~~~ _ ‘~~~~~~~~~~ ;



r 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _

85
as 18, 28, and 32 per 100 ,000 in The Netherla nds, Denmark , and Simd.n,

respectively, Additionally, American prisoners serve longer sentences.

* 

About 98 percent are confined a year or more ; 74 percent are sent.noed

to five years or more, In Dez~~rk only 19 percent serve as long as a
• year; whereas in Sweden only nine percent receive a sentence of a year

or acre. Given America’s affinity for long periods of incarceration

(and ignoring cultural differences), it is not surprising that most

people who think of corrections think of impnisoment.

Partially as a result of our national preoccupation with

imprisonment and long periods of incarceration, prison, as a means of

handling offenders, has reached or surpassed its saturation point. As

of January 1977, there were 280,000 people confined in our nation’s

prisons, with an additional 250,000 croi~ed into jails. Compomvifr~g the

problem of sadden prison populations is the cost of constructing new

prisons, The National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and

Architecture estimates the cost of a 400 capacity institution at

$i3,68O ,0oo,~~ The military, while not sharing the problem of croided

facilities , does share the problem of costs ,

A recent conference at the USDB (involving approx imately 40

corrections specialists from the Army, Navy , Marine Corps , and Air
Force), attempted to address the cost effectiveness of prisons and ex-

pressed concern over the cost of running facilities with small inmate

popu lations in the face of overc roided conditions at many federal

35Eugene Doleacha l , “Rate and Length of Impnisonmentz How Does
the United States Compare with The Netherlands, Denmark, and Sweden?”
Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 23, January, 1977, pp. 51—56.

36Anthony P. Travjs.n~,, “Over 280,000 Man and Women in OurNation ’s Pris ons, ,,, “ American Journal of Correction • Vol. 39, May-June,• 1977 , pp. ti1~44,
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tnstitutions ,Y’

Leoking at prisons in terms of over or under utilisation and

costs is analogous to looking at the tip of an iceberg , There are many

other faoto rs involved in incarceration , On the one hand is the need to

protect society and punish the more serious offenders. On the other

hand is the impact of imprisonment on recidivism. The success of impris-

onment as a ai~ ns of reformation is slight . Sutherland, for eumple,

noted that in 100, 81 percent of the persons co~~~tt.d to federal

• pri sons and reformatories had prior records of confinement at penal or

reformatory institutions,~~ Yet, the fact remains that some who go to
• prison are released never to return, In trying to assess the prison

experience that ~~y contribute to successful rehabilitation and lowered

recidivism, niaerous problems arise, On. can begin by looking at

mentally incompetent persons and drug users.

Within the correctional system there are offenders who • while
• le~~l1y competent to stand trial, are mentally retarded, One survey

determined that close to ten perce nt of all incarcerated inmates were

mentally retarded, with IQa below 70, The special needs of the mentally

It reta rde d offender are unique , and model programs for dealing with these

offenders are few, ~ zile the military probably does not hav, the prob-

l of the truly mentally retarded, it does harbor some who are at least

defic ient and who probably require approximately the same treatment as

37News items reported in the L avenarth (Kansas) Times,
January 4, 1978, and the Kans&s City ~~~~~~F~~~uary 6, 1978; and
personal interviews with ~~~ personnel.

36Sutherland, ~. cit., pp. 518-520, repor ts on several sttdies
reflecting th. failure of priso ns to rehabilitate ; Tables VI and VIII
portray data correlating with Sutherland ’s obs.rvatM~~. 
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the retarded , These menta lly deficieflt or reta rded individuals, who are

not adequately dealt with in many prisons, may account for a part of the
• high recidivism rates in corrections.3~ This problem also infers that

the success rates for the more mentally sufficient may be highe r than

the overa ll recidivism rates indicate ,

The second problem interfering with institutiona l treat ment is

that of drugs . In many correctional institutions more than half of the

inmates have drug proble ms. Past experiences with drug abusing offenders

have led most agencies to concinde that traditional methods of prosecu-

tion , incarceration , and rehabilitation have bad little impact on s~~se-

quent drug-taking and associated criminality. The impact of this fact

on institutional rehabilitative efforts is reflected in the results of a

recent nationwide survey of 190 state prison s. The .ti~ y showed that

61 percent of the inmates were drug abusers at some point in their livss.

About one_third had a history of almost daily use of drugs ; one of four

~~s under the influence of drugs at the time of their confining offense,

let, what~ is knoim about drug abuse treat snt with in a correctional

context is dated , over ly optimistic , or highly critical of correctional
• treatment in general , Compou nding the problem is a lack of consensus

rega rding the most effective treat ment of drug offenders , Many argue

that institu tions cannot provide such services and should abandon their

efforts in this direction altoget her. Most drug problems have not

• reduced criminality; therefore, knowledgeable personnel feel that

treatment in a comaunity is the major hope for dealing with this comeon

• 3
~Miles Santamour and Bernadette Wost • Prescriptive ~~~~~~~• The Mental~ r Reta rd ed Offender and Corrections (~~shington , D.C. a USOPO,

August 1977) , pp. 1-2 discus, the probl em in a more complete s~meary
form than presented in this report. The total package discusses the
proble, in depth,

_ _ _  

_  _ _  
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type of prisoner.40

The dru g offender and drug involvement in the military are well

p~~lici*ed. One source , for e,amp~1e, reported that of it ,000 cases

processed by the FOrt Gordon Criminal Investigation Co and Laboratory

more than a third involved drug and narcotic inveetigstions.~
1i

Compounding the proble ms of institutional treatment of the

mentally retarded (or deficient) and the drug abu ser, is the widely~

recognised influence of guards (in both civilian and military prisons)

on institutional rehabilitative efforts. One study determined that

guards at the U3~~ often reflect hostility tomard prisoners in direct

proportion to tkMr hostility tomard the administration, Th. researcher

noted that of 188 guards tested, 31 were identified as high-hostile. and

29 as low..hostiles,~
’2 Another study at the USDB confirmed these findings.

• Stressing the role of guards in rehabilitation efforts , the researcher

concluded that some guards developed dysfunctional atti tudes,43 The

writer ’s aim unstructured observations tend to confirm both of these

F structured stud ies -- some guards are hostile , some dysfunctional in

other isys. For whichever reason, they are often inhibitors in

rehabilitative effort s and adverse ly affect the success or failure of an

o institutional treatment program.

1~ ger Smith , Prescriptive Package; Drug ~~~~~~~ in Correctional
Institutio~ns (Washington, D.C ..  USGPO, July In?), pp. vti-x.

4 Ml RDb.rt C . Stephens, “A1W Super Sleuths ,” Soldiers, Vol. 32,
October 10, 1977 , pp. 22-25.

• A1ZCharles A. Hines, “An Analysis of Factors Associated With
Guard-Prisone r Hostility at the U,S.Dhsciplinar ’y Barracks j

~~ 

unpublished
Master ’s Thesis , CG$C, 1971, pp. iii , 3~ and 31—36.

4
~I4aynard D, Bays, “Correlative Dysfunctional Attit udes of

Guar d Personnel at the United State s Disciplinary Barracks. An £xp~Lor.-
tor y Study,” unpublished Master ’s Thesis , OISC , 1973.
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Another inst itutio nal problem is that of costs , which vary widely

between both ja ils and prisons ,~~~~~~ As previously indicated , Texas contends

that it spends only $4.55 per prisoner , per day , versus some states which
spend $15 per prisoner , per day, One federal penitent iary, when analysed
in terms of operating and food expenditures , has costs of $33.04 per

prisoner, per ~~y ($12,059.60 per year),4~ Yet one study , addressing
operating expenditures in a vari ety of public juvenile detention and
correctional faoilities , showed a range from $3,900 (in Mississippi) to
$2i~,656 (in Alaska), versus a yearly mean expenditure of $11,789,9O.’~
Given a standard deviation of $4,303.43 in this study plus the disparities
between state and federal costs , there are obviously a n~~~er of factors

affecting the costs and expenditures of inst itutions , Compounding the
problems inherent in operating costs is the interrelationship between
refurbishment and/or new construc tion costs and the current standard.. for
correc tiona l institutjo~s.

The 1973 Report of the Task Forc. on Corrections of the National
Advisory Comeission on Criminal Just ice Standards and Goals contains the

~~For example, news ite~a in the WaU Street Journal, March 2,1978, p. 11 , and the Kansas City Tines, March 3, 1978, regarding a studyby the account~ing firm of Coopers and L1ybrand, reported that it costs$71.87 per day to keep a prisoner confined in the New York City Jail — afigure address ing welfare and other costs ,

• 4
~Personal inter view, W, Stephenson , USP Leavenworth, March 21,1978. He indicated that the USP spends $2,983,964 per year for operatingaid maintenance costs and an average of $17.47 per day, per priso ner forfood, with an average daily population of over 1800, Such an assessmentis comparab)e to USD8 accounting procedures which do not conside r theearnings of the Vocation al Tra ining Fund or the savings of isges on PortLeavenworth due to the use of prison labor as offsetting operating andmaintenance expenditures,

~~L~AA , Children in Custody; Advance Report on the Juvenile
- • Detention and Correctional Paciliti Census of 

~975 (Washington, D.C • $USGPO, October 1977), pp. 1-8 aid 36-37,
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latest recc~~~ndations for modifications aid reforms of correctional

systems. Although few of the standards in the Task Force Report contain
• an accompanying discussion of their economic implications , an economic

impact is app arent at virtually all stages of the correctional process

(diversion , sentencing, comaunity-based corrections , parole , aid insti-

tutional programs). Among the standards having impact on the military

are the standa rds for the design aid construction of prisons as well as

the st~ndarda for academic and vocational training programs within the

instituti ons,

In ana lysing the costs of new institutions , one researcher
identif ied three variables that logical ly affec t these expenditures.
(1) economies of scale associa ted with large-scale construction , (2)

economies of ru ral land versus urban land acqu isition , and (3) added
costs associated with the special design feature s incorporated in the

correct ions report. He concluded that none of these variables signifi-
cant l.y affected the construct ion costa ,4~

’

In another study of ten major institutions opened since 1971,
per bed capital costs varying from $22,587 to $57,052 were reported ,

These inst itut ion, were designed to house 96 to 2400 inmates ; while

there wer e economies associated with scale , an increase of 100 beds only
reduc ed per bed cost by $24 (for institutions ithose mean cost in 1975
prices ~~s approximately $49 ,000) ,~~~~~

The impact of such data is appa rent when address ing the price
.

4
~N.i1 if. Singer , “Economic Implications of Standards for

Correctional Institutions ,” Crime aid DelinQuency, January, 1977 , pp.
14—19,

~~Thid., citing Neil N. Singer and Virginia Wright, Cost Ma sisof Correctj~~~]~ Standard.: Institutional 
~~~~~~~ 

and Parole (Vol,?~m.riO~~ B*z’ Associat ion , 1976) , Appendix B.
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of upgrading or building new military institutions. The USD8, for

.~~mpls, which houses a plurality of military pr isoners, i. old, doss not

conform to these new st*rgdsd., and in fact , do.s not conform to current

military st*rdsrda, Thus, the miUtary is in a position of selecting

from alternatives such as: (1) upgrading the USD8; (2) replacing the

USEB; or (3) continui ng to operate a m~ standard , deteriorating facility.

ma pb.ystoal plant, constructed to hold 1800 prisoners, is not designed

• for efficient maiming when only 800 prisoners are confined. Hence, to

continue operating the facility, while saving construction costs , will

result in unnecessary manpower expenditures, Upgrading the f&cility,

which might save manpower costs, will entail an expenditure of 4~l-1{ons,

let, a new prison designed for 800 i~~~tes would cost in .~~.ss of $31

j million in 1975 dollar. (based on th. previously discussed studies),49

~~ile the military can save laid costs, an annual inflation rats of six

percent (or more) idli shortly .rod. this benefit. Th. options, whil.

all unattractive, are compounded by the possible impact of future court

decisions regarding current correctional stond~rds, as well as the need

to .~psid prisoner capacity in the event of a future military expansion,

• Equally important, the sta-v~ ard s for ~~ysical facilities are only part

of the standards problem.

Vocational aid educational program standards also impact on the

militar y corrections system, Tb. Task Force report, for emiipl e, advo-

• • 
, cate s the use of modern education technology (such as teaching chinss,

491t should be noted that Ut. historical significance of the USD8
may well restrict the options available to the military. Several other
facilities on Fort Leavenworth have been proclaimed historical landmarks ,
with resultant modification aid disposition restrict ions being placed on

• them. Given the history of the USD8, as a quart.imaster depot , t,d.ral
prison, and military prison, si~ fl&r restrictions could be placed on any

• futur, disposition or modification of th. facility.

_ _ _ _  -
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-• learning laboratories aid skill centers) . Such a model prog ram is

offered at the Draper Correctional Center in Alabama at a stude nt cost

• f of $2,000 per year (versus a public school district expenditure ranging

from $1,000 to $1,500).50

In analysing the costs of vocational training programs, Singer

concluded that an average of $2,000 per student -- in 1975 dollars —
a reasonable estimated price,5t 1T~ile some may debate the reasonableness

of the price aid the standard, the courts may ultimately decide the issue ,

In both th. case of educational aid vocational training, the

Task Force report contained no assessment of the value that inmates or

society at large derive from implementation of the standards. From an

economic per spective one assumes that such programs will increase

prisoners’ future income and taxes paid; criminologists assume a reduc-

tion in crime. To date, however, there is no conclusive quantitative

proof that existing educati onal and vocational training progra ms con-

• tribute to either of these objectives , or to the overall objective of

rehabj ljt&tj on aid lower recidivism rates,

Two other factors related to i~carceratj on costs should be

addressed * the cost of internal ad~i ni stra tive inefficiencies and the

ratio of prisoners to staff , In add ressing the first factor , a recent

GAO report criticised the Federal Bureau of Prisons for irregularities

and inconeiatencjee in the administration of cont ra ct fees, The GAO

reported an expenditure of $2i~,6 million per year for 5, 000 pris oners

housed at various contract facilitie s. 1~ ily rates, the GAO noted ,

range from $1.50 per day for a county jail in Tennessee to $~i3,50 a day

• 5081ng.r, ~ . cit., n, ~l.7, pp. 20—21.
51Ibid,, pp. 23-26,
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• for a county detention center in Californta ,~~

The second factor -- the ratio of pri soner to staff -- is evident

• in the wide range of such relations . Analysi s of data indicates that the

• nationwide ratio ranges from .85 to 6.86 , with & mean of 2.21 prisoners

per staff m~~ber (standard deviation — 1,10), as shown in Table XXI .

TABLE XXII

PRIS0NE~/STAFF RATIOS
VARIOUS PRISON SYST~ (S

Alabama 3,24 Louisiana 1,95 Ohio 3,56
Alaska 1,114 Maine 1.05 Oklahoma 2,46
Arisona 236 Maz’y]*rd 396 Oregon 2.21
Arkansas 3.31. Massachusetts 0,95 Pennsylvania 2,62
California 2,35 Michigan 3 01  Rhode Island 0.89
Colorado 2,62 Minnesota 1,19 S. Carolina 4,38
Connecticut 2,00 Mississippi 2 , 21 S. Dakota 2,14
Delai~ re 1,86 - Missouri 3,63 Tennessee 1,58

• Plor±da 1,98 Montana 0,85 Te~~s 6,86
Georgia 3,50 Nebra ska 1,68 Utah 1,36
Haisii 1,05 Nevada 2,86 Vermont 0,95
Idaho 2,58 N, Hampshire 1.54 Virginia 1.15
flhi r~ois 2.01 New Jersey 1.59 ~~shington 1,89
Indiana 2.05 New Mexico 2,52 W. Virginia 1.119
loma 1.34 New York 1,148 ‘m.sconsin 1,12

• Kansas 1.89 N, Carolina 2.64 b(~roaing 1,38
Kentucky 3.50 N, Dakota 1.50 •BOP 3.04

sU.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons,

•~~UI~ Es ACA Directory, ~~, cit ., pp. iV-Vi1 for raw data ; ratio s
computed by autho r,

Obviously there are a number of factors which influence a system’ s

prisoners staff ratio -— su e  of institutions , correctional philosophy,

and labor costs. Yet, it is intuitively app arent that the higher the rat io.

523Iflw~item in the Leavenworth Times, March 14, 1978, The GAO
crit icism ws not merely the wide rang. of prices • but the fact that
some facilities wer , overpa id and others underpaid, The 3~P agreed with
the findings ,

_ _ _  _ _ _  
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• the less costly a system or institut ion . The significance of the

foregoing table lies not mo much in the variations, as in the fact that

there is no correc t prisoners staff ratio , Consequently, cursory e,amina-

tions of correctional manpower (addresse d subsequently in this chapter)

• 
• are , at best , suspect, Equally important is a truism expressed in Ar~~r

Field Manual 101—5 (approved draft , July 1977), that the larger a staff ,

the more energy spent in overcoming internal friction, passing inforeation,

and cl~i~~ing to the top to get a decision, The problems associated with

large staffs correlate with the previous inference that educational,

vocational, and other institutional programs do not appear to r,duce

recidivism; yet , they do create positions .

One of the few area s in corrections ithere there is nearly universal

agreement is the need for increasing offenders ’ employment potential.

Typically young • unskilled, aid poorly educated, the average offender

(civilian or ailit&zy) has few marketable capabilities to offer potential

employers. In recognition of their need • severa l approaches to the problem

have been used , rangi ng from educational and vocational tra ining to job

placement and work release programs ,

Vocational training in correctional institutions began with the

opening of the ~ .mira I~ formatory in 1876. Sine 3 then numerous surveys

• and studies have been conducted into institutional vocational training

programs, most resulting in uncomplimentary conclus ions , The critici sms

• have addressed such problems ass (1) fewer than ten percent of inmates

U participate in many programs , (2) many institutions have a limited vari~~y

of programs, (3) a lack of adequate training time, and (4) limited

equipment aid instructors,53

53For a a~meary of various studies see MoCrea ry, cited at
Table XCI , next page,
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Similarly, many institutions have created programs to place

offenders in jobs afte r their release from prison. Again , the results

• have been largely disappointing. For example, one study indicates that

such programs actual ly result in few job placements (see Table 1~~~ ).

TABLE 7’~~~
SUCC~~SFUL JOB P1AC~~~JTS

• Location of Program Number of Parolee s Number of Jobs Provided
• 

New York State, 1970 16,000 506 ( 3%)
Federal Bureau of Prisons

(1972, one prison) 68 9 (13%)

Federal Bureau of Prisons
• (1972, five prisons)

(month of July only) 1.53 +0 ( 0%)

.130 individuals surveyed did not even it~~cate an amar eness of the
job placement service existing in the institutions .

SOUIC~i Ph~Uia G. and John L MeCreary, ~~~ Training and Placement for
Offenders aid Ex Offenders (Washington, D,C, s USOPO for T~*Z iT
~~~~ p, TT

Partly in recognition of the proble ms inherent in both vocations].

training and job placement efforts , the idea of a work release program

mas developed, However, participation in these progra ms has been limited

to selected inmates, in limited numbers , As Table ~~IIT reflects , onl.y

six states report as much as 10 percent of prisoner participation. Of the

50 states and the District of Columbia, 14 jurisdictions did not repo rt

any particip ation, Of the remaining 37 jur isdictions , 3~ had less than

• ten percent of the ir inmates employed in a work release program, The

range of particip ation ~~s three inmates in North Dakota to 650 inma’~.eo

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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in Florida (7, 2% ), The average participation wes 96 work releasees

(standird deviation 128,77).

T&BLE XXIII~
W~RIC R~~~&SEi STAT~~R~~~RFIM~ EXC~~S OF

10% PARrICIPATION

State MALE PARTICIPATION IN bJ~)RK ~~~-k4S1

Alaska 400 i1.7 (11.8%)• Delai~ re 600 120 (20,0%)• District of Columbia 1,700 326 (19.2% )
North Carol ina 1.0,076 1,075 (10.7%)
South Carolina 3,267 575 (17.6%)
~ .sconsin 2,600 450 (17.3% )

~~ URC~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~. ~~~~~ 
12. 

—

Relating the foregoing to manpower considera tions, it is clear

that positions have been created which ~~~~thute litt le to the overall

goals of corrections • Running small programs, such as vocational

training, work release, aid job placement , which affect ten percent or

less of a prison’s inmate populati on is obviously not cost effective,

Y•t, within the military all three positions have been created in response
-‘ to the recommendations of the MacCormick Co~~~ttee. That study suggested

implementation of a work release program, a pre-release and afte r-care

program expansion, and greater use of parole -- 9.n line with the

• knowledge that the chances of a man succeeding after release are enhanced

if he is under stric t and helpful parole superv ision, “
~~~~~ Interestingly,

while recommending the use of federal prison industries at stockades,

the Co itte did not have the same suggestion for the USDB.

• 
SilMacCOrmiCk Counittee, ~~. cit., pp. xix aid 2.
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It should be noted , at this point , that the MacCorwick Coemittee

did not provide an extended discussion of clemency, parol e, or restoration

to duty, but did observe that this proçaa provided consideration and

relief not available to individuals confined for violations of federal or

state laws.55 The clemency program will be addressed in the last portion

of this chapter in a context s4~il*r to the assessment of education,

vocational training, and work release — the creatton of jobs , for a

program affecting relative ly few iz t.s, and with Little evidence of

reducing recidivism.
• In terms of expendi tures, prison industries have typically been

cited as a means of offsetting the costs of incarceration. The Paderal

Bureau of Pr isons , for e~~aple, maintains a separate accounting of the

Federal Prison Industries, as do various state progra ms • The USD3, while

• not par ticipating in the federal prison industries program, does operate

a separate vocational training fund but does not typically add ress the

profitability of the fund in assessing the true operational costs of the

USD3 (reduced labor costs on Fort Leavenworth due to the sobstitut ion of

prison labor fbr paid labor are not ce~sidered , which also reduce the truth

cost of intaining the USDB).

Federal Prison Industr ies, Incorporated, is one of the more

profitab le lines of business in the countr y. There are obvious reasons

for this profitability — low i*ges, selectivity of enterprise, etc.

Opposing these advantages are the well documented proble ms of laws and

labor union pressures which restrict prison labor, Nonetheless , in 1970

profits on sales were 17 percent versus an average of Li , 5 percent for all

industries in the nation . From 1935 to 1970, the industry provided $82

___  
p. 2.
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Riil4 Qfl to the Federal Treasury after reinvesting profits f.~ saw

equipment. In L Day, in a recent press int.r’t.v concern ing th.

Federal Penitentiary at Zaav.nwerth, noted that industry sales totaled

$13.5 ~4I~l4 .a in 1977. Profits were $2.6 4~~4-.n for prod ucts sold to

other federal agencies. I for.ntislly, .me can d.t.rwin. that the other

agenci es either saved mamey or received more good. aid services aa a

result of their relatively cheap purchases. Son. states report s4.4~~r
benefit, in their industry propems, In T~w, for ems~~le, prison

industries contribute to the Low east per n per’ day thereby lowering

the burd.m on t zpayers, Lentucky, ~~~~~ f.~~~rly lost money in its

iidustr’i.s, is a ps.fit, ~~~l, only .~~lcyixag 350 of 3,00(i

i t.s, th. state prison industry is new profitable, providing tire
r.oap$mg aid creed ..mtrol sticks for th. state police. P155137,
C~~ 4ia, Ark*aaas, a 17,000 acre ftcllity, is self sufficient. The
priacn rowe its owe iced, raja.s and butch er, hogs, and has trei’iing
in oe~~~ter aid grsp~ic oo minioatioms,~

6

)~ ace1laa.ous dispositions. Having discussed the major o t & ~ .
disp siti.~~. m olding pruble aid oenald.r.tisna inher ent in s~i~ 

- - . ~

such propus, some mention of lesser corra ctienal msrthods is werrsnt sd.~
W.sksid ja il, oe—uni ty services, halfimy houses , aid diver sion will be
addressed as being among the nor. ,i,bl, options open to the milita ry,

~6j .ssios I~.tford , kInd aid Usual Punisheents The Prison Beam ...(Mew Yoiks Alfred A, Knopf7~~~7337 T9o-19e, ~~ohe A3i~~~~ese Dp.~kansas City Tines, Janu ary 19, 19781 !Pver7body 1~na in T~~~s s Pr ison
Industries Ismovition, ’ American Journal ~~ Correotien, )br chwAprU, 11p7~ .pp. i8-~~p 3. Ka~~f, ‘Pálio Saves ibneys Correctional ~~xk.r. Learn
aid Harm,” American Journal of 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~y-Jusa, 1973, pp. iZ-13s ~ 43, 3, Der t~~~~~~~~naas’ Mew Git~~~iC~~~unicatj on Program Trains aid
Cuts Cest ,’ American Journal of Corr.ction, *rch-Aprjl, 1975, pp. 32-~$~provii . further inforna~ .on regarding prison industriss,
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Weekend Jail. The use of part tine Jail terms has incres sed

dramatically in son. areas of the country. For e~~aple, th. federal

system started with 15 offender s in 1973; in 1977, 110 offed.na mere V

V serving part tine sentences, In Cook County (Chicago) , ~~~~~ 1-iV ’ic’ is, 500
prisoners (often confined for serious often..s such as aggravated
assault , manslaughter, aid fr4d.~apping) participated in the program in
1977~ in Vermont, 20 percent of per sons sentenced to ja il ser ved this
recent innovation, Interviews with tomato. indicate that the puiiabeent
i. often perceived as mere. than a onetime period of ooofine.snt; Indies
contend that the punishment is better’ then jail or probation, Prsliai—
nary statistics inilcat. that reaj divj is

V Sentencing to oo~~ mity .ervjc.,5
~ Sentencing selected eff.id.z’.

to perform services for the oe~~~a1ty has become an increasingly popular’
option. Based e~ the belief that a fin. and/or jail. sentenc, is sat
alimys th. best of options, many courts bar, .ebraoed th. concept of
o. inlty service as an alternative to the traditional forms of sentencing,
In assessing this form of pun ishment, mer problems than data are evi-
dent; th, logic uid.rlj i~g this alternative is that many off.mses atac.
offenders neither deeerv, nor idli benefit from confinement, Based on
this logic, a suspended sentence, with .r without probation supervision
is not slimy. an acceptable alternative; a suspended sentence may not
aenvince th. offender , the vict~a, or the peblio that the violator has

~~~ bela acoeumtabl. for his or her behavior, Th. other tr.4 1t1o 1

~~gar say, “Weekend Jails Deing Tim. on the Install~~ntPlan,’ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~, Vol. IV, 1~ roh, 1978, pp. 28-3B, for addi-ti.mal inf.rmatfjj rs~~id~Ig this form of p’~ii.)me.t,
~~Cr sts ad data in this section are based on Ja ne. B.M ,.t .1, • 3ont.ssj~~ to 

~~~~~~~~ Service (~~sbi~gto~, D,C ,s ~~GP0,
~~~~~~ ~~~~ pp. 167, ~hioh ~~~ psnlat.s av~flabl. data on the ~~~~~~~ -
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altern ative - .a ft ae -- ts sat the .olution it often appears t. b.. Pcr

= affluent .tfad.r. , th. fine may be rsIati’v.ly insignificant ; yet, is,

th. poor, payment y be an undue burden, often peneliling f~th1y nor.

4 than oftad er, C.~~~n1ty service, homever, is perceived of as a form of

punishment i~ iah offsets the disadvantages of jail , on the on. haM , aid

tine, on th. other; it punishes the offender, ~~il. being a form of non-

monetary or sy~~olic restitution (to either’ the victim or gs.er’sl peblic).

Weil. generally used on an ad hoc basis, a n~~~.r of Jurtsdi ction~
have developed a mere systematic approach to the use of oo. snity seritoe.

Qenatitative evidence related to the cost ad benefits of this technique

is largely lacking; although 41-—Is County, California, aid )(ultn.mah

County, Oregon, have shoum that tb. poblic can itiltee this source of

labor for 361 or 614 p.r hour, respectively (as shows in Table XCV).

T4~~m fIVe

COSTS AND R~~UR3
ocmiuiai’r S~~VIC3 8~ If~~~ING

ft

Costa )~ “)~“ur. Provided ~~uivalent
Alameda County $145,000 - 400,000

(Based on FT July 1,1976 to Jun. y, 1977; the program emp l.oys :8
tall aM 5 part time staff ms~ ,ors to arrange and oversee pro Jeots

lfultno h County $18,000 29~693 61# per hr.
V (Annual. ezpenditures based on avera ge monthly cost during the

ftr’.t 22 months of op,raticn.)

• ‘~~U~~Es ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ n. ~~, pp. 10—15.

Such a program coul4 be a~~4ni~t.red at a military inst~l1ation,

on an obviously ~~ 1’.r’ seal., thereby reducing th . costs but deriving

the benefits of this concept,

- - - - -- - -~~~~ - .. -—----- - - - --
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tot
li ii. comaunity service parogisas in the United States have been

used prImarily for cases that might othervise be b &led by fins or

probation, tb. British experience has ad~res sd mere serious offader s

and offenses. In Britain, 90 percent of court referr ed participants

have had a prior cr4~iji ~ l record , id.th a a.dian of more than three pie-

vious conviction.; 40 percent hay, been incarcerated.

bifumy house. . Halfimy houses enc~~~-~s tim roles iuithta 
V

corrections s as resources s.rving clients from other programs (such as

a prerel.ase fron prison or as a condition of probation aid parole) ad

as a direct sentencing aitermative, Halfimy houses, like prisons,

reflect a large variation in costs as shows in Table XXV.

fl~~~ xri~
COSTOP *ZZ~MI~~~W~~

P~oIlity Costs V 

~~~~~~~~ Costs
Lou $76 per b,d yea, $4.fl per day

l39t per bed year 2’?.SB per day V

~~~~an 335per b.d ysaz 13.33 per da, V

~~~ per bed year’ 13.55 per day

~~ntal ~.sn 455 per bed year
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 3~~ per’ ~~~Stat. Operated Nean 580 per bed year

V 

~~OUE&~ Thslhei r, ~~, g~,, a. 59, pp. 5.4

V Tl~a1 ~.iasr , in his analysis of the cost variations, id.nttti.d fai r
variables affecting cost s (1) differenc . in services provided, (2) tnt.~- V

region al pr ice varis+ioas, (3) availability of resou rces, ad (4) eoo~~~~.s
V of scale ad factor iidivisibiljti.s, He also suggests that helfumy

houses ax. as effective in pr event ing or~~4 ~~ 4ty as other alternatives

___________ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ V 
V 

-

1 ~.~_________________ — L~~V_. V ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~



uthich involve oq vnity release; do not increase c m .  in the local

a.ighborb.odi aid at full capacity cost no more, aid probably 1... , than

tr’adj j ,enl. incarceration, Z~kTh~jmsr’. analysis (of Y~ houses) aid con-

clusion . wsre substantiated by sno~h.r, mere extensive study ithich revtes.d

55 evaluations aid s vyed  an a~~itiona1 153 propsms.59 In line with

these cost consideration., several officers ad the writ.r bypothests.d

that the military sboul4 adopt halfwsy houses as part of it. system. In

the £111 of 1975, these off icers initiated a study at the ~~~ to dst.zwine

the f~~~4~414ty of itilicing the Federal Bureau of Prisons’ system of half-

~~~ houses (eider’ tb. belief that i tes wsuld be able to leave the ~~~
sooner, thereby reducing costs mid, at the same tin., Improving the pr oba-
bility of reduced recidivism). The project , aborted for var ious reasons,

imrrsnts reappraisal, based on the f4 midi ‘~gs of the prec.sding studies,

Diversion. The ohaas.ling of cases to non-court institutions
has bee* written about in terms of h&p~414 ‘ig both juvenile aid adult

offender’s. liejeiski, for eYh.p~1e, describes four diversion projects

especially V 

~~ J.ng their GG~~~~IJfl characteristics s i.e of pazapro fessjoa,3.s

from the os nity, reliance on crisis intervention, the central zols of

arbitrators, ad a oonaentaotion on a special type of offender (status
offenders aid minor’ delinquents). He notes a la~k of adequate evaleatior
of these programs. Gibbons aid ~ .ake, in reviewing the o*too s of sin.
specific juvenile diversion programs, concluded that the studies axe

flaimd by ~~~11 sample nambers aid other methodological defects , Busach,

in assessing evaluation, of s aab projects, concludes that im know litt le

59Doasld D, ThaThetmer, Halfimy Houses $ Cost ~~~~~~~ of
Correctional Standa r ds, 2 Vols, (Washingt~~, D.C. . USQ~~, Nev~~~er ~~~~sap. Vol. I, pp. 5-6; aM 1~ chaid P. S.it.r, j~ J.,, ~~~~~~ Houses;
Nations]. Bralaatj on ~~~~~~ Phas. I S~~~ ry Buport (~~shington, ~~~

~~~~~ 
January 1977), ,, iii , provide information on halt s7 houses.

~~~~~~~~~

V 
__~~~~~~~_V
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about the effectiveness of pro-trial intervention, ~~~ressing ons of the

more comprehensive studies of diversion, beach took .me.ption to Fish-

man’s conclusion that rehabilitation efforts , such as divers ion, should

be discontinued due to their high recidivism rates (lit percent). Observ-

ing that a 41 percent recidivism rate mas high, he contended that the

rate had little aning by it..lf. In sozutinising ~j~~~a . ’s $19,000,

3* year sti4y, besob observed that p.z’sons age 30 to 39 ad 119 to 71 had

s~~~~fioaatly lomer recidivima rates (29 aM 24 percent, respectively).

~~is suggested to him that diversion —y be an effective alter native for V

V these groups of offenders , if not for all age groups.~~
Pros the foregoing survey of asses .nts, it appears that the

latest correctional fad is of little use within military corrections,

Yet, as the n.mest approach to reducing the costs of corrections aid, at

the same tlma, reducing recidivism, diversion programs mey imrr’snt further

study for possible adaptation by the military.

lülitary corrections assessed in terms of findings, Once a

co—~iid,r has elected to prosecute an offender by court martial, aid

subject to the constraints of the )~nusl for Court -)brtial (Table of

$.~Inua Punis)asnts) aid the r.oo uadations of th. court (a o~~~ ’v4.r

~~As a starting point for researching diversionary programs, tb,
reader is referr ed to $ Paul Nejelski, “Diversion $ The Promise aid the”
Danger ,” Crime ad Delinquency, Vol. 22, October, 1976, pp. 393-410;
Don C. GI~~~~i ~~~ Gerald F. ~ .ake, “Bliluating the Impact of Juvenile
Diversion Programs,” ~~~~~ ~~~ Delincuenoy, Vol. 22, October, 1976, pp.
411 V_4e20; aonsl.d besch, “Does Adult Diversion Work,” ~~~~~ ~~~ Deliaou.n’~~Vol. 24, January, 1978, pp. 72-80; Thomas L Young aid~~~ánel K. Papp,”
fort , Secure Detention ~~ Juvenj .les ~~~ Alternat&~~s ~~ ~~~ ~~~ton, D.C. $ L~GP0, August 1977) ; sM Andrew Rutherfo rd and O~~~n Banger,
~~~~~~~~ -Bassd Alternat ives ~~ Juvenile Incarceration (~~shington, D,~~ ,
L~ GPO, October 1976), beh source provides further references~ Additt,~ 

V

• ally, these collective sources provid, descript ions of enisting pr’og2-.s..~as mell as cost aid .ffect data concerning the various programs,

_ _ _ _ _  
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I cannot impose greater puds) nt than that rec~~~~nded by the court) ,
V 

ho or eb. has a lang . of options, from relatively minor to major. ~,mev.r,

• even th. rs record of a court conviction makes the pant~~~ nt re3*tivel~
severe. If the o~—”y er elects t. impose major punis~~~ast he cease. to 1.

a chs~gs agent; in effect , he turns the off,n’4er over to the formal

corrections aystsm (i.e., cost tn. ..at, clon.w~y, and parole peran .l),
1

~his model of the military corrections syston is illustrated in

Pig*z. 3. Among the nor. significant aspects of this model is the tact

that throughout *11 options short .f incarceration, the oo~~~Mer is the

change agent. ~s, direct ly or idireotly, is widert&fr4 .ig a corrective

measure, even though so dope. of punid~mant mey be pert of that action.

Uoimv,r, once the oo &er opts to inoarc.*ste an offender , th. formal

corrections .yet is delegated (or assi .s) responsibilit~ for changing

(rehabilitating) the offender. •~~~~~~~~ objectives of the os id.r aid the

object ives of corrections personosi may mall vary, a problem addresesd in
V the concl”ding portion of this chapter.

Option

Do ~o~1iing )/ ~.ip 1ftnor (os sel)
Ottensst+W Ml. 14~iy eç 

_ _ _ _ _ _

~1bjor ~az ticle 15) ) C~~~~r~der

~~~~ 
~1~Inor (no oonfi nt)—~ C~~~ nd.r

• ~~~jor (oonfi nt) ~ Corr.ction~

H
4 Pig*m 3

CEA*~2 AG~~TS M$W
0* OPTIO*8 FOR ~~RR~~TIiIQ
MID P!WL$iwia 0WW~~ S

_ _ _ _

• -~~~~
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C m p~~~~~ d1LI~V~~ t~~ zozeg.ing problem is the fact that c~~~~’dsrS are

V limited in their imposition of minor puni~~~ont to fin., reduction in

grads, di scharge, or a suspended sentence • Options, such as previously

described imokend jail , us. of probatiaO officers. ha3fisy houses, or

co unity service — axe unavailable to the military cc nd.r,

Some people argue that the o.~maid.r does not need the optical

V 
availabl, in civtl~~~ corr. óticns systems, for the objective of military

justi ce is rao+~h4vig more, or less , than discipline. Professor John U.

~~~~~re • for ,~~.‘ple, stated that, 1(ilitary justice knows ~~st it.

mast.. • .diaoiplino, ad it systa.at~tcal1y gcs  in aid gets it.” He

also inta4-’i,d that this definition of its need, overrides the uncer-

tainty Of the civilii-n system, ~~~oh is unable to decide ~~at it m ats

• (retribution, prevention, or deterrence)

Others argue that co aiders ar. neither trained nor indoctrinated

in correctional theories sad philosophies. Given either ar giman t, at the

- ~ - initial stage of the correctional process (Figure 3, objective), the

co~~~idsr (given America’s affinity for iapriso nt) may merely consider

deterrence ad punishment, ‘without due regard to either rehabilitation

or th. cost of punis~~~nt.

Still others question if punishment is the military’s objective.

Lowr.y, for .~~aple. noted the emphasi, on bard labor contained in the

)
~nusJ ~~~ Coawta-j~rtia1 versus a d.-espbasis on hart. labor in basis

oorreottc’~sl r.gulati.on~, leaving little dotht , in his mid, that ther

is a basic somcsptzal gap betimon the )~n’wal sad the philosophy

U, Bishop, Jr. , Justio• Under Fire; A St~~~ of ~~~~~~~ Law
• (New York a Q~art.rhomase, 19$) p~~ % %gmore ’ e perception of

preoccupation with discipline is shared by th is resea rcher , although the
one perception dees not appear to perme ate the formal corpectioms vyst.m,

• 4_ / M V ~~~~~~_ __V._VV_V _____V __ — ______________________
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portrayed in confinement dir.ctions.62 This rations1. infers a gap

betmen o a w 4.r. aid those dix.ctl.y involved in th. corrections system

(at the ~~~~ the clemency sad parole beards, etc.).

Lovrey mint on to address the diahot~~~es in perceptions of the

military’s responsibility for h~~~n developeant — those ~~o canted that

it is not a pz’opsz function of the atlitary to act as & social or

educational 3nstitution for the incapable, versus those itho argue is

favor of contributing to th. solution of national social aid .oonamto

problems (the military’s imifaxe

~~ether agreeing or disagreeing with Lowrey’s thesis, such

considerations are frequently expressed and ar e clearly relevant to how

the military defines its correctional objective(s), Cc and.r., oriented

• to the ~EXJ and its ,~?hraj.s on puni hm.nt, appear to be in conflict with

various correctional directives m~ioh j~~~cat. that th. purpose of can-

I’ ~~~~nt is not pueith~w~t, but rehabilit ation. Thus, the starting

point in the correctional process -~ d.termtri-ng the definition of a

precise objective of an off.id. r disposition — is vague, yet influences

any cost .ffectiveasss analysis of corrections.

In spite of vague correctional objectives, th. military ha.

tradi 4i,”My relied on the use of incarceration, As a result, military

62Lmirey , 2!. ~~~ • P. 2~ e

6L4,~•, p. az. 
-

See, for example a U.5ID.B. Staff )b.nual (Fort L.avenmrth,
• ~aalaa a 1976) ; ~~~~ )~.meradws ~o. 15Z~~ Corr.otisnsl Classification

Progron,” (Port Iaave.wsrth, lanses $ 1976) , aM various Ar~p’ directives
in the 190 serias of pobliostions. ~~ B )I orad~~ Ne. 15-1, for . pl.,
states a “ • tb . ~~~tad Stat. . ~~acipiisazy ~~zrsoks mill be operated em

V a corrective, rather than a punitive bests, with the goal of rehebilit~tiag
military iaas t.s for restor ation to ho rable duty or retarn to
oivll4*n life as useful. itioeee.” (see paragraph 3—3).

H 
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confinement pspulatla s have fluctuated widely over the years. L~~ isy

a.certsiad that in J~~~ 1952 the Ar~~r prisoner populatio. ems 18,653.

~~r Deo~~~ur 1959, it dropped to 3,752. ~ ariag Vietnam the population

soared to t0,~~3 but by )~y 1972 had again declined to 5,006 (even though

the rate of oonfinsument per 1,000 soldiers bad not changed since 1968)

these fluctuations in pris oner populations have serious rsaiftca—

tions on the military corrections system. For example, the )~cCoiwiak

Cou ttt.e stidy kr.rr out of citisen complaints concerning poor facilities

sad poor trca~~~nt of military pr isoners . These conditions, in turn,

gre, out of th. lar ge aid rapid increase in the a~~~.r. of military

prisoner. i~icb aooo.peaied the Vietnam escalation. This bintori.al

lesson infers that such conditions oo*ld reoccur during a~~ future

military buildup unless facilities aid a cadre - of trained aorrectt.~~1

personnel are maintained to cope ‘with such a coartingency. Aooordi ..gjy ,

the spt .s must be oap bl. of expansion ad oontraction p the cr~~ of the

preblem is hov to est.blii’hs-cost .ffecti’ve eapability for such extrems

expansions aid contractions. let, opposing this historical rea lity, axe

the r..U ti.. of an all.val.untary constabul ary lb roe.

For example, & (MO sti*ly in 19711 criticised the military for

operating 200 ec~finsssnt facilities ad using 6,000 staff nambsrs to

si’~atain only 8,500 prisoner. — at an estimated cost of $60 ~4 111*4. The

~~~. stidy also criticised the military lbr a lack of a co~~~n approach

• to oorreotioas.~~

6
~Inwrey, ~~. ~~~. • p. ~6.

- ~~Xbi4., p. 38, citing both an intervie, with the Ar~~ Chief of
Corrections aid the GAO report. The GAO report ems a jor concern upon
arri val of this writer at th ~~~ ad provided the impetuS ~~14  M ting
in th. instant .tidy .ii*ioh strives to correlat. the J~~~oieick, GAO,
Love’ y, and Carter stMi.es.

- V V - ~~ S~V~~ V V~~ V V - .
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Current military confinement statistics (portrayed in Table mx)

reveal 118 confinement facilities — ~~ Az~~, 1 Mr Fore., 16 ~~vy, sad 7

I~.rin., This is a reduction in the conditions noted by the GAO ; yet, it

is app aren t that further closure aid consolidations *,uld be cost effective.

~~~~~ XI~]~
a )~11TARI ~~NFIN~~~~T?ACfl1TI~~ AND ~0NFU~~~

~~pulation 
_ _ _  

Population

USD8 1050 Long Be&oh 17
t~AR8 

• 
561e 8sn~~~.go 86

It. B.nniag 20 Treasure Island 55
Ft . ~~X 15 Jacksonville 63
Pt. Gordon 20 Pensacola 51
Ft. ~nox 25 Pearl Hal4 or
It, Leonard ~~od 10 Great Lakes 73
It. Sill 25 Pt~ilw’.1phia 142
Pt. Bliss 10 Newport 22

• Ft. Jackson 3 Charleston 102
it. Bre~gg 12 Øliingtoa 18
Pt. Caapbefl 36 Corpus Qu’tsti 45
Pt. Csrson 25 Norfolk 219
Pt, HOod 30 Seattle 64
Pt. Lewis 18 lOkOsuks (Japan) 21
Ft. Nead 19 cubic ~~y (Philippines) leo
ft. Ozd 26
Pt. Polk 8 Total. 1063
Pt. ~~ohardson 18
Pt. Riley 32 ~~rjn.
Righth U.S. Aray (korea ) 22
Berl in 2 Camp Peidleton 180
sxa.p (Italy) 91 Albai~y, Ga. 2
~~Ii.1h,im (Germany) Camp L.jeui~ 270

Quantico 30
Ports I.~Iaid 15

• Stockade Totals 558 Camp Butler (Okin ama) 80
Ziskuni (Japan) 12

Mr Force

3320th CAR Squad ron
(Lowr.y Afl) 10~1

~~~ ~~~~~~!Z’ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
pp. 2~$—~~3. 
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oluding the ~~~ aid the USARB, the facilit ies rang. from 2 to 270
pr4soa.rs, iaclndi..g pretrial ad convicted offenders. Tb. Ar~~r range
is 2 to 91 (mean a 25,36; standard deviation 23.01); the Navy ranges from
17 to 1112 (mean a 64,44; standard deviation 52,61); aid the Ne.rin. facil-
ities vary from 2 to 170 (mean - 84.14; standa rd deviation 102.80). Such
variances ar. difficult to explain in terms of the cost effective opera-4

tion of ameUer facilities , ~~sd  on the foregoing analysis, further
consolidation aid closure of military confinement facilities appear
marranted from the standpoint of costs , As previously indicated , homav.r,
this consideration imuld not be full y explored. Travel costs, a need for

overseas facilities , aid other factors (currently being addressed by the
respectiv, services) enter into an assesmeent of the merits of closing
each installation. iliat has been pointed out is but a cursory doc enta-
tion of i~ at is intuitively obvious — some facilities are not cost
effective, irrespective of their punitive, deterrent, or rehabilitative
effects . To oonsid.r these correctional effects , it is mere appropriate
to address the convicted offender, rather than the pretrial accused, aid
tb. larger oorr.ctj one.]. ficilities (such as the USD8), rather than the
smeller, more temporary, aid less treatment-oriented facili ties .

Lwr.y, comparing offenses within the military to the civil4*’i
sector , observed that for so eight year period (1T63 - F~7i) the FBI
reported a nationwid, increase of 140 percent in violent crime contrasted
to an Ar~~ increas, of 141 percent, Jo r crimes against property the PU

- • - reported an increas, of 140 percent versus an Ar~y increase of 304 per-

• cent. 67 5i~i1arly, tb. Carter st~~~ noted that 0 percent of the ~~~B

— ~~
••
~~~~~~
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population nar. serving sentences as the result of civil offenses —

- ; f.lo~ies; 46 percent tnvolv.d crimes of violence or threat of violence ,

26 percent vera narcotic viola*4cPlI, aM 22 percent yr. crimes against

property.~~ Partially dna to thes. facts , both Lo~~ey ad Carter

z eoo~~~11l.d that th . military turn its felons over to the Department of

Justice or to state correctional agencies. Lowrey concluded that the

£a~~ could net afford to support a corrections program of questionable

success aid benefit t the Armp a*d that th. costs of rehabilitative

effort s should be h~.p4p4 to federal agencies with rehabilitation respen—
— .ibilities. Carter advocated confinement in th. federal or stat . prison

systems (or in regional stockades, in th. case of offenders with less

than tve ~uar sentences) .~~
Both Lourey ad Carter focused on costs , with only secondar y

consideration of rehsbil itat iv. efforts . If cost is taken as the sole

criterion, their poaitte’i. can be snppøzt.d, although with sam. effort .

• Addressing costs has its pitfalls, as discuased earlier in thi s chapter.

In thu. respect Lowr.y distorted his evidence by calculating the cost of

training Ar~y guards without addressing civilian guard force recruitment,

selection, aid training costs (such coits, difle not borne by the DOD,

arc still a federal expenditure). StI.i1~krly, the Carter stidy noted that

a ratio of 800 pl~ye.s to 1,000 i tes mas an “unusua lly rich mix” per

civilian s-~~~~rds; ho compared the USD8 with Denel Vocational Institution

in Tracy, California (average populstion-1 ,300s ratio of staff to prisoner’-

1i2.6; bidget-*13 il14-a 0; averag e daily coat42?.53) , As shoma in Table

Zfl, this staffsi ate ratio is not ~~~essiv.ly rich (natinavide an of

~~Csrter, ~~. cit.; Table XE she,. s4 41~r data.

~~Lowrey, ~~. cit., p. 76~ Carter, ibid. 
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2.21, but rsi~~.ng from .85 to 6,86), ~~~i~&rly, the cited daily cost

of $27.53 appears 3aiv ~~en oøsp~red with th. cost .f the L*av.nverth

Federal Penitentiary ($33.0~i , see Table XV). the comparison also tails

to address economies of scab, associat ed with the Denel- facility. Thus,

it appears that both Carter aM Iovrey tailed to identify all variables

affecting costs.
4

Turning from costs to effectiveness, it is again necessary to

refer to Figure 1 ad question the objectives of military corrections.

Table UVII reflects the year eM enlisted strengths sod average m~~er

of confine.. by srvi.e. As can be seen, there is a dde variation in

incarceration rates aa.ug the services. Th. reasons for this variation

are beyond the %$44pe of this study but yrrant investigation to determine

the underlying causes and the possible affect if a change vera effected

to these rat ios. Some insight into the affect can be gl~~nsd from the Air

For’ce experience, ~~tle courts martial increased in the other services

in 1977 , the Air Force had but 1,8 per 1.000 a bers — the l•west rate

in its history, Major Genera l Bead, TJAG of the Air Force , recently

rnttribut.d this test to th. Air Fore. preventive isv program aid to AM.W~
(Automatic Milit ary Justi ce Analysis ad Management Syst ) ,70 Maether

these unique Air Perce progra ms reduce the courts mart ial rate is

questionabl. but murant study. The most obvious my of reducing

correctional costs is by decreasing courts martiall 1~ sthsr this can be

done — at least lsgiti tely, ad in measur~~le form — is pr.bl~~~tio,

Conversely, differences in service philpeophies, caliber of recruit s,

aid liteaty l., among othir rea son., could also explain the ditf.rsnc.s

by )I. L. Craver , The Air Fore. Times, May 15, 1978,
p. 25, followiag an interview with General Bead.

I
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shown in Table XXVII, Such factors veuld also impact on rehabilitation

efforts ,

TA~U fl’Jfl*

PT~naEILITY OP
00~~L.I~~

I - I U .  B! S~ IVICE

0

&~ lear 1977 Probability o~~~listsd Strenath ar Cenfined Confinement

680,062 1922 1/353.83Air Force 469,878 15~ 113051.16Xi~in. Corps 173,0~7 789 1/219.311Mavy 462,176 1063 1/4311.78

‘S0U~~Bi ACA Directory aid Air Force Times, gl.cit.s see Tables I adP XXVI for original souraep pr~~~ ilj ty computed by researcher.
Raving raised perhaps i asurab].e variables, th. effectiveness

of the esisting institutional program. i~ ioh profess to reduce
recidivism — aoa ’.mjo training, vocational training, vo* zel.ase,
restoration, parole, and clemency, can be assesssd.~~

Academic training, As previously noted, there is no quantifiable
data supporting th. contention that aowt.mic tra ining oontributes to
lover recidivism rates. I*tuitively, such progra ms have benefits even
though they cannot be measured qmantitatively. &vever, given a lack of
measurable benefits , the issue beoumes one of degree — how much effort
ad expense should be spent on a product ithos. output is ~u.e.surable7
At the ~~~~, for ~~~~~~~~ it appears that positions have been created
ad wnr~ generated is the - of academia traini ng, disproport ionat , to

F- -
~ 

7
~Data in the remaining portion of this chapter oomc.rming the

U ~~DB ins extracted or as~~~ted fro. statistics oont.ia,4 in ~~~~History, 22. 
~~!.‘ 

e~~ept as etherwi se indicated, 
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a~~ quantifiable benefits. In fI scal year 1977, 8,759 educational

i mrvieim vere conducted; only 1 , eieó new i tea arr ived at the

institution, 8411111LImly, 2,054 G~ ) test. vera a~~”i4stu sd, ~ dle only

217 ii ates reodved a high school G~~ (less than 11 percent success rate ).

There vere 1,6Z11 .urofl aents in a non-accredited junior college program,

but only 585 (36 percent) resulted in course completions. This equates

to bettor than six interviews for every usidy arrivi ng i t e  ad infers

-
~ - an extraordinary effort to entice ineates into the various .ducational

programs. Pros observations, such interviews also provide ij tes with

a good e~~use to avoid verking. These statistic’ also raise questions

concerning the motivation of the program participants, particularly since

involvement in these programs Impacts an clemency ad parol. deliberations

(addressed subsequently in this chapter). Given this effort in

int.rvi.id.ng, testing, ad conducting courses with relatively little

aos odo success , ad given the lack of evidenc, that completion of snob

activities reduces recidivism, one can conclud, that the progru is not

• coat effective as presently conducted. Opposing this approach , the

Federal Bureau of Prisons has adopted a gsnsi.l approach of providing

such programs to those si’o imnt them, without forcing the tests ad

courses on inmates itho are not properly motivated to participate.

Involvement in such activities is not a factor in det.zwiaing parole

~1tg~1iility in the federal system.

Vooa+4~1i.1 train4 ng, Vocation training programs, sitU. lacking

.vidence of reducing recidivism, are cost effective at the U~~~.

Ignoring internal deficiencies (currently being addressed at the ~~ B)

ithich kept the program from making even more profits , the overall prepsa

partially sffsets the .*t of operating th. institution , even though such a

H - 
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fact is nat iefleoted in the institut ion’s budget, Int uitively, it also

provides 1 t.s with imrk habits ad exposes t~~~ to a trade, neither

of ~~ieb Impact adversely on recidivism. £ question imrt~~ of exploit-

tion, b.i~ws~~r, is hew noah mar, profit could be generated by participating

in Federal Prison Industries, Incorporated. Such a transition imuld

prov3.d. savings in accountability end inspections, as lall as .mpi.ye.

cost. sal energies (wiiu,ntly borne ~~‘ the DCD).
)~rk rel.ase,~~ Brady’s review of av~ilsb1. literature

identift.d a gep in .~~~rioa1 studies concern ing isrk release , )~ st
-

~ 
studies mar. case histories (citing snooesstul euaplas to support the

oeaoept) er cost effectiveness studi.. (shoving that the program pays

for itself). Brady ~~p.thssia.d that if an i t e  psrtioipat.d in a

mark release pregiu, he mould ezperi~~~ lee. adjua tnont problems thou

an i_ta not been a participant, His stady is particularly
significant becaus, the mart release proglu i. broader then

typically f.~~~ in civ4~I4~.n i~~titutioai (violent offenders are not
• e~~lded ties the program) • His staly addressed several YsriobIss but

mas lid t.d to ~~ tamer i_tea , H. ocnol~~ d that man itho took part in
the pregisa demonstrated significantly less prebl in adjusti ng to the
iv114 n oo ’enity than nan-participants, Brady’s study is partially

v~14d*t.d by s4n4i&r stud ies in the civil4~.n sector, For esmapi., the
$sntgemery County 1~ rk bleass/Prerel.ase Center Olarylsad) passed leo?

offenders through their propu ad had less than 20 percent rearre. t.d

within the first ys.z, let, it is apparent that Brady’s study can be

72Dsta in this s.ctioet concerning the I~ DB %~* Balsa.. Pregru
is taken from ~~~ eth L. Bisdy, “A ~eaparative Analysis of Post-Mien..
Mjust.sat of ~~rk ~~l.... Participants at the ~~ited States ~~.sciphtmary

~~~~~~ vap~~li.hsd master ’s pruoticun, 1~ ohita State ~~~roreity, 1976,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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challenged in torus ef selectivit y of offenders (i tes go through a

vigorous screening precise before acceptanc. in 
- 

th. program), as m U  as

the statistical insignificance of his ~~~ fl audieri, Pros a cost effective

perspective, the program previd.a the inmates imith a job ~~ich can help

th~ip f* t14~~ aveid molter., ad should help the i_ti more readi ly

transition from prison to society. Conversely, the progru affects an

insignifi cant n~~~er of i_tea, An average of 15 prisoners mar. assigned

t. the program versus an average ~~W p~pel&tion of 1,050 in 197?. )II~~

of the participants (under tim percent of the total population) mare net,

in fact , —iploysd during the entire tins they mare assigned to the

prog ram. Thus, the program appear, to have qussti n~~le impact on

overall recidivi rates, affects an insignificant n~~~.r of i t.s, ad

drains staff aanpoimr ad energy ,

Mstoztation. Loixey assessed the cost effectiveness of the
milita ry’s corr ections propu in light of it. stated purpose of restoring
to duty the as~1a~~ n~~~.r of military offenders, He concluded that ‘dill.

- 

- 

the £a~~ promotes the rehabilitation of military prisoners for resto ra tion
to duty, it has also Implemented umerous program. to eli 4iiate inept ,
marginal, end nan-.ffeotive personnel, This, according to Loirzey, show a
4iohoto~y of purpose — dischar ging sane, ~~ile attempting to rehabilitate
ad restore cr4~ivl&l offenders , Lowrs~y also net.d that this 4i1 us
e~~csrbated b7 th. poor recidiviu rate of the USARB ( r1y 51%) P
Other studies hay, been squally critical of th. failures .f the rUtoit-
tion program.

I - I lIeld.n ad Iroll studied 1e68 prisoners confined at the ~~~ from
January 1, 1965, to February 28, 1967, itho mare retu rned to duty for

73lmvrey, !Z’ cit., pp. 60-61 ad 7ll~75,

_ 
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further atUtory service. Their assesenent us a follow on to an

anal ysis of li32 prisoners restored to duty from January 1958 to June 196&e.

Tb. first study found that 71 percent of the ~i.32 prisoners achieved resto-

, ration success — success being defined as ultimate discharge under

bonarshi. conditions. *iil• this first study us primarily concern .d

with the restora tion success of prisoner ’ with punitive discharges , the

follow on investigation considered all restored prisoners (not merely

thos. with punitive discharges) • Held.n ad Lz’oU also tried to deal

with factors relat ed to successful restoration ad accura cy ot prediction

but confined their follow-up to a short (6 to 12 month) period. They

- 
— I concluded that the 6 ad 12 month evaluations did net vary slg,lLfioantl 7

ad that i~~~t.5 whose sentences did not involve discharge did not bay.

an impressive success rats — ju st barely abov, the 50/50 chance level

(56,6 percent) • ~diIle noting that the punitively discharged prisoner’

bad a higher success rate (M.Ji percent) , they also observed a differen ce

in type of effeader — older, regular £i~~~, career soldiers ‘d~ose offense

isa often situational , net

- j 
£gai~ ma have conflicting evidence of the success of an

institutional program. 1~ r. importantly, successful restor ation to duty

— as measur ed in terms of an hcnorsble dischar ge — does not n.c.ssaztly

equate with reduced recidivima. On. may mall ask how ma~~ of these sue-

o.sstul rsstorees who ultiutel.y earned honorable discharges are included

in the estimated 73,000 fozur servicemen now oonfined in state prisons

(refereno. disouasion, pages ~e8-5O). Additicr.ll.y, the current restora-

tion program aff.cts few military prisoner ’.

~~11artin H. H.lden ad J.roa. L, Hz oU, “Restoration Success i A
Follow Up Stdy,” Project 17-617 (~~~B, tort L.avezmorth , lansass 1967),

.
-
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Aooordiag to th. latest d&ta, less than four p.rcsnt .f those

prisoners considered for restoration to d*t~y in W?7 mare actually

app roved f.r restoration, As Table UVIII reflects , there ins ome

variation ~~ s~reioe,

T4~LH XXVXII~
R
~~

TORA?I0
~ 

ET 5~~VICE F~~I( ~~~~

- 
-

~~~~~~~ 
~~~~Foroe ~~rine~~~!I!~

- 

- 

-
~ Total Consid.r.d s 11Y~ 71 tl’i

Total Rec .d
for Bestoratiens 61 5 1

Total Approved
fez Bestorations 149 (1~,$) I (1,$) 2 (1.8%)

.s8O~~ g,-_
t~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~ — 37,

The figures in Table IXVUI do not reflect the fact that scm. of

those prisoners reoo ad.d ad .pprvv.d for restoration to duty either

ims—e not sentenced to a discharge or else received a susps~~~d discharge.
54 41 r1y, the figur es do not add ress the ntwher of Ar~y ad Air Feice

prisoners who l.ft the ~~ B but failed to complete the appr opr iate

retr
~

4’
~
4’ig progr ams at Fort ~~ley or L~vzwy Air Force Base , respective ly,

or the n ber who successfully returned to duty yet o~~~~tt.d another

crime, The figures do infer , homavu , air extraordinary amount of man-

hours devoted to evaluating ad making th. decision to restor. a statis-

tically insignificant ns~~ .r of offenders to military service. In .ff. ~t,

restoration appears to be a costly propom with in.’ ~ ‘4ficant results,
- 

- - Parol.. Is any @vea year, thor. ar. over 300 military prisoners

on parole taos the ~~~~. Records i~~~oate that the success rat, of those 

- - -- - - ---.-—
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men ranges from 95 to 97 percent. The )4SCCOXmiCIC Co~~~ttee recomasded

greater use of parol, in recognition that parole increased the likelihood

of reform. ~omaver (as reflected in Table IV) , nationwide, 71 percent

of repeat offenders haye pr,vtously been paroled. Appendix B contain’

further data concerning the questionable affects of parole on r.cidieisa,

Conversely, parole is less oostly than incarceration, ad parolees do no

vors. statistically (and perhaps better ) than non-parolees. Ther. are

other factor s to considerj for e~~mpl. $ the costs incurred by the

military to parol, less than 30 percent of its confinses, whether the

parolees mar. rehabilitated as a result of their confinumsat experi.nc.,

or whether they mare offender. who should never have bes~ confined in

th, first place (self -cor reotors) • Such questions, beyond th. scope of

this report, appe ar to Imarant resea~cb. If the system can say, money

by paroling a man at 18 months , it is conooluble that it oould save

even more by paroling the offender after six months or by using shock

parole. Fur ther, one may question th. true savings of paroling the

offender in view of the elaborat . system used for parole , which oons~~~s

the energies of the staff not only at the I~ DB (or other confinement

facility) but also at the respective service head~uarters. As Table
L~ I indicates , less thin 30 percent of ineites consid.red for parole

‘mr. appr.v.d in 1977,

La in the oases of p.roentages of confinees ad restorees, the
percentages of par ole approvals vari es by service, Again, one can r fer

to Figure 1 a~d quest ion the respective service s objectives ad how the

objectives affect r&~abilitattve efforts , From experience, Rarine pits

onars perceived the Wariae Cozy. (Department of the Wavy) as b.iirg less

liberal with ~l—noy ad par ole than the ether services; this percept ion

I
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ii supported by the data ad is often reflected in the morale and

behavior .f Wax’ine prisoners at the ~~DB.

~~~~~ xx~~*
I~ DB PEIS0N~~~ c 0NSID~~~AWD APPR0V~~ ~)R PA~~L&, 1977

BY S~~VICE

~~~ Force Warm . Corps

Total Considersds 612 49 9?

Total B,cs sdsds 269 21 leO

Total Approveds 185 (30.$) 17 (Y1.$) 15 (15J~)

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ 
g~. ~~~~ pp. ,e-37.

Cl~~~ncy, The military operates a Clemency program incomparable

to any oiviliair prog~~~, Prisoners, once sentenced to confinement , are

amard ed good conduct time in var ying amounts dependen t on the length of

their sentences (up to 10 da1y, per month). They can earn extr a good

tim. (up to 5 days p.r month) dependent on thmir sentence ad involvom.nt

in various progress ad aohi.v~~~nts, This is c~~~~n to oivilta~i correc -
tiaiiii l systems, Over and above this good ti_, a military prisoner has

the right to an additional clemency consideration at least once a year.

From personal observat ion, it can be reported that only in rare oases

will an i_ate have more than en. o~~m.~ ’y board per year (but it does

happen occasionally du. to quirks in regulations and in especially

deserving circumstances) • These clemency considerati ons (whether annu-
-

- 4 ally or re frequent ly) involve gatheri ng inforeation tics various

sources (from both i_id. ad outside •f the USI~ ), si rising the

~~~~~~~~~~ 
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information, ad convening a board of officers at the U3J~~. The boards’

reco .ndations are eub~ittd to the Ci~~~ v1~ant adds his reøo anda-

tiuns. Subs.quemtly, the s_Saries ad board results are (except in

!~ria. cases) r.s~~~ariseds fozimrded for review through channels i ad

in Lb. case of to. ~~~~ m~~~arisod yet a third time (at ~q D& where an

analyst adds his reco~~~~ ations to th. case) • In Air Force cases,

clemency nay be grented at an intermediate echelon, ~~ga.rdl eas of sex’—

vice, the case is ultimately considered by the respective clemency ad

par ole beard in ~~shington. After the respective ch ancy ad parole

board makes its xec,o’m,ndations , t~~ representative of the service secre-

tary kes a final d.terd natiun, ad the case is returned to to. ~~~
for announcement of his decision, In the case of parch. d.”~~1, the

prisoner has a right to appeal, in effect largely repeating th. pieces.,

The entire procedure oonamaes ths full—tim. energies of approximately 20

personnel at the ~~~~ various hea’4qteart.rs personnel, analyst. in ~~sh-

iagton, ad the chairmen of th. respective clemency ad parole boards —

not to mention part—ti.. board a~~~ere, time spent by mental hygiene ad

ouatody personnel completing evaluations, etc • Additior~ 117, th. clemency

ad parole boards consider academic ad vocational trainin g achievements.

Consequently, an u_Sasurabl. amount of time is devoted to i~~~t.s

involved in these progress (not for the knowledge or skills they might

gain but in hopes of ear ly release from confinement) • There are also

• postal f.,i ad overtime coats (incurred due to seasonal morkihad fluctu-

at ions;. especially at Christmas, when an extra ordi nary effort is made to
V

board and oonsid.r “deserving” iraat .s for release prior to the )icliday),
4 The total expens, of this u~~.que program mould entail considerable stedy;

it is obviously costly, To date , there hay, been no measurements that

1
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can justify th. program in terms of r.duce~L recidivi . As Table XXX

indicates , rela~iv.ly few txaat.s receive clemency as a result of to.

props ., althou~h these figures are somewhat misleading for in ~~~ cases

a prisoner mill not receive clemency beca~ue he is approved for either

restorat ion or release on parole .

?k~t~~ ~~~~

US~~ PRI8ON~~~ OOI~ID~~~Ai~ ~~~~~~~~ ~L~~~iCY

Total~~maber Consid.r.ds 1768 117 210

Total ~h~~ er ~~oc ed.d
for C],a”ncys 686 55 77

Total Mialer Approveds 326 (18.41%) 31 (26.5% ) 26 (12.41%)

• 
____ 

Histor y, ~~. cit. , pp. 33-il. 
-

The foregoing discussion suggests that the military is operating

an expensive program which cannot be supported in terms of its effect on

reducing recidivism. This does not n.cessar ily mean that th. prog ram

should be abolished, mency does, if nothing else, save some confine-

ent costs by getting a few, hopefully reformed, offender. out of the

institution earlier than their normal release date. It may also pr mpt

th. prisoner to behave better while confined — at least until his ole.-

.nay decision is made, The evidence does suggest that cheaper imys of

F a~~~’i-stering the program could be developed — such as .1ii 4~~ting the

boards either at the ~~~ or in ~~sbington ad/or the analysts who sma-

man se s~~~art es of s rt es, One may mall question *7 the Ar~~

- - -
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requires a priso ner’s record to be thrice m arisedi whereas , the Mirias

Corps needs bus.. one basic su~~~ry. On. may also question the need for

various po.jtji~,s tocialsuts in th. entir. piecedure — ranging from

clerks at the U8~~ who s~~~anise s~~~artes through analysts in b~ shington

a~~ rae dat4os~ to those of the ~~~ staff , board muwhsrs, ad

Cc~~~’dant. Indeed, adaptation of a more quantitative procedure, such as

used in th. federal parole system, could reduce the pep.rimrk, personnel,

and s*J.ativity in to. current cialereome process.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ of ~~~~~~~ corrections. The foregoing discussion

indicates that several approaches could result in lomar expenditures

isithin to. military oorrectional system. ~~rly diversion fro. to. formal

Juatio. system, Ml. not adopta ble in an.y forms, mould help reduce

costs • Th. use of senteno.s to oanuntty service, maeked jail ad pro-

bation , rather than incar ceration, mould also result in savings Mire

modification of the esisting system, by abolishing or curtailing progrema

such as o l s~oy, restoration, ad aes4~~~c educational tra4n~Plg, mould

also increase th. cost effectiveness of the system. In general, homav.r,

r it appear’s that no one option optiatses cost effectiveness while mini-

mining adverse oonsequence. or increasing the probability of succ.uful

r.hibilitation,

Programs *j oh should be adopted or further studjed.

lacking proof that any correctionel options sigoiftoantly affect

rscidiviem rat.., Uss selection of one alt.rnativ. over another is impos-

sible uithout a clearly defined military obj.otiv. — rehabilitation or
pu ats~~~nt (vengeance) . If rehabilitation ii the legitimate objective,
several programs offer as much promis. as incaroerttion ad aro less

- , •~
,.- - -  • -
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= costly. If, on the other had, puni~bah nt is th. basic objective,

incarceration of a h t n ~ natur. minus the expenses of questionable

rehabilitative programs appears to be to. logical option. If cost is

the paramount consideration, us. of probation ad/or referral to state

or federal correctional systems is justified,

The actual correctional objective y involve all of these goals

in varying degrees. It so, to... objectives need to be clearly defined

• ad given appropriate pri. rittes in ozdar to assur. a proper course of

action, ~ver’y major’ cor r.cti,~~l alternative .~~ept probation is ~~~‘
used by the milita ry to so degree, Scm. miner var iations in the major

alternatives are not feasibl. on a morlduid. basis (e.g. , reliance en

volunteer programs ad use of some forms of diversio nary programs) .

Diversion, as a concept, could be us.d by the military in cases where

non-prosecution appears marrsxit.d, Se.e form of central g siiiano. ad

• education mould probably be n.o.s.ary in ord.r to estiblithi such a pro-

gram (e.g, as has been don. in the areas of race relations and orgini-

sational effectiveness) • Thi. approach , whil. feasible , mould require

considerable stdy in terms of costs , Given a lack of conclusive evidence

of reduced recidivima, cost considerations w outmoigh all benefits ,

Fines (which are already used) are a feasible approach to reducing cried.-

nality ad confineaent costs. Greater use of fines (rather than incar’-

cerat ion) mould requ ire central h.adqnerter.’ efforts to reindoctninate

oo~~mwl,rs ad court martial =±:rs, Mon-prosecution through a diversion
£

program ad greater use of fines appear to be to. least feasible among the

broad categories of potential offender dispositions due to the natur. of

the offenses co~~~tted by to. typ±oal is~ ate confined at the ~~~~,

Ouspad.d s atenoes ad r’estitution ar. alao used vithin the

~~~~~- - - ‘-~~~- -~~~~
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milita ry. Pr obation, though not used , is feasible ad mould provide a
00 .ai.r or court mith a d.gre. of punishment greater than mar. sus-
panded sentences yet less tha n incarcerat ion, at a lower price than

• incarceration. me use of half’imy houses, in conjunction with probation
or parole , appea rs to offer cost advantages . The evidence suggests that
none of these rmetbods ass a significant impact on recidivism. From a
feasibility standpoint , the szclusive use of probation , suspended sen-
tences, or other toohniqu.s short of confinement probably mould not be
condoned by either the civilian or military coemunity, This indicates
that exclusive reliance on other tha n incarceration is not a feasib le
means of reducing military correctional costs.

The current programs within th• forma l corrections system can be
refined , apparently without impacting on recidivisa. In this respect ,
several progr ams mere identified which marrent further study at such
ti as the military clearly defines its correctional objective. Without
a clearly defined objective, an ansmer to the fina l resea rch quest ion is
problematic.

Th. evidence presented in this report tends to affirm Lowrey’s
observat ion regarding a basic conceptual gaps the r. is a dichota~y in
perception. of the military’s responsibility for human development

• (whether or not it is a proper function of to. milita ry to act as a
social ad educatio nal institut ion), as mall as a gap betmoon the puni-
tive oriented oo ad.rs and staff officers in tb. field vermas the4

rehabilitation orientation of personnel assigned to the formal corrections
system. Without closure of these conceptual gaps, the military corrections
objective cannot be estab3islasd. Without a consensus on the objective , a
cost analysis of th, military corrections system is subject to formu lation
of invalid conclusions.
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CH&??~ t v

SU*ARY AND cONCL~~ICIIS

I. StWL&I

This report pr.eent.d the findings of a st~~y which attempted tos

(1) identify feasible changes to th. military corrections system, likely

to result in significant savings, without serious detriment to basic

correctional objectives ; (2) analyse these potential changes in terms of

cost effectiveness , feasibility , advantages ad disadvantages, aid impact s

aM (3) draw conclusion. r.lated to possible military adaptation or study.

As an explorat.ry.d..ori$ive stdy, th. inquiry responded to five

interreLat.d questioass (I) are thor. alternative correotion’i programs

that can ho adapted b~ the military oorrootion~ system? ; (2) miii any of

• these alternatives save resources?; (3) will amy of th. alternatives

either positive ly or adversely affect oorroatio”~1 objectives?; Qi) which

alternative(s) opt~mis. cost effectiveness aid feasibili ty, while mini-

L - mising adverse impacts? ; ad (5) should any changes be ends to the

ezistiag military corr ections system? -

After 4 fivi4~~~ various terms which limited the soops of the study

aid describing th. research methodology, the report provides a brief

description of maj or correctional alternatives, to includ, history, use,

aid on~~~n]j espoused advantages ad disadvantages (Chapter U) • £

quantitativ, and intuitive (jidgi..~tal) comparison of variations of each

major oor2tectional a thod (in terms of cost , cost effectiveness, ad

feasibility of military application, ad consequences ), aid an asses~~~nt
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of overall data aid information is presented in Chapte r IV.

~~lying on evaluations of various rehabilitative programs,

assessments of such evaluations, unstructured observa tions , ad other

data aid information , the analysis attempted to ignore value judgments,

crtM pi~logical theory, aid pMloaopby. Instead, the aseesmeent focused

on factual data , however impr ecise, concerning costs and c 4 ~4~*al

recid ivism rates

Th. analysis relied on an a priori model in which definition of

th. objective (vengeance, rehabilitation, or deterrence) precedes

consideration of the cost aid benefit (or detriment) of various optiona,

This seocid step, -, i~~ ah can be quantified , is followed by other

considerations which are less quantifiable .

The report addresses tre nds which impact on military corrections

irrespective of mere statistical inferences * rising crim, rates ,

particularly among the predominant milita ry age group ; rising correct ional

expenditures (likely to be e~~oerba ted by new cer’recticnal stand ards );

high recidivism rates (mean a 6$); a ~~a1L, all-voluntary military

force (typically draim from poor socio-econoaic baokgrouads) s and a

change in th, nature of th. offenses perpetra ted by the military

offender (from the purely military off.rase to felonious cr imes) • The

report also notes a low probability of any offende r being arrested , tried,

and sentenced for a crime.

Accepting the impreciseness of quantifiable data concerning both

costs aid the effect of rehabilitative efforts , the report addresses

4 options which offer apparent cost benefits without increasing the risk

to society, military discipline , or or~ain&l recidivism. In assessing

esch alternative , rn roua pitfa lls concerning cost ad effect

-- -——— • - - -
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comparisons az. discussed, incluMr~g variabl.swhich detract from the

reliability of such evaluation s.

The report presents data concernin g ~~~ L1, localised correctional

programs which may marrs.nt study if only for use on a limited scale .

11cr. substantive material indicates that probation, while relatively

effective aid inexpensive , is not a panacea (du. to problems of limited

supervision ad the impact of sel.ctive sentencing) , thereb y raising

j - questions concerni ng the current military par ole system. Shock probation,

although not widely used, has da ta te support the concepts experimenta-

tion with the concept , particularly in the form of shock paro le, appears

~mrran ted.

Data concernin g restitution ar e more rest rictive than for other

program s, althoug h benefits to victims of crime, as well as possibly

lower recidivism rates az’s brief ly assessed.

Considerabl, material concerning incarceration is discussed,

inclu4ing such problems as Ameriot’s affini ty for long prison sentence s;

the impact of th. mental ly deficient, the drcg abuser, aid th. dysfunctional

or bostils guard on rehabilitative effort s aid recidivism rates ; and the

relative ly small asasiuable impact of various institutional programs on

recidivism rate s.

Techniques which are not ourr.ntly used by the military are

addressed i weekend j.il , sentencing to cemeunity service , ad the use

- 
- of hal.fwey houses aid diversion program.. All of these loss co on and

relatively new approaches to dealin g with offenders are less costly then

incarceration and reflect reasonabl y low recidivism. Such approaches

could be adapted by the ailitar7 with relative ease.

liaally, th. report provides an overall assee~~~nt ef the data

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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and informat ion revealed dur ing the investigation. ~~ile raising issues

and problems such as future military expansions , the report discusses

the appar ent lack of co on correctional objectives between co~~&nd.rs

ad corrections personnel, as well as between the respective services.

The report concludes with a discussion of existing military correctional

programs which do not appea r to be cost effective, bu~. which cannot be

adequately .valuat.d because of this lack of a clearly defined objective.

II. OOWCL~~IONS

Several general and specific conclusions were for~~d as a result

of this study. Conversel y, several issues were z’sis.d. The bottom line

is that there are a variety of means ~~~ch have not previously been

oonsidsred whereby the coat of milita ry corrections can be decreased

(without sigaificant adverse consequence to society as a whole, military

disdpain~, or ort—4’~’~l recidivis m). This thes is specifical ly rejects

th . interpretations aid reco ,n4a tions resulti ng from similar asses nts;

sass of these studies form naiv, conclusions without due rega rd to the

oompl.sities inherent in cost effective analyse. of correctional

- 
— progrens. Others form opinions based solely on statistical data ,

without due regard to- equally important , albeit , non-quantifiable

variables.

Six other relatively significant conclusions were formed as the

resul t of this investigatio ns (1) there are numerous means of handling

offenders which are not used by the military; (2) neither probat ion nor

parole is a panacea in terms of either reducing correctional costs or

reducin g recidivism; (3) there is little .vid.nce that institut ional

rehabilitation program s such as academic and vocat ional tra4Mi~g;
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work release ad job placement; aid clemency, parole, aid restoration

affect significant n~~~.rs of i t... or recidivism ra tes, even though

the prog rams do create jobs aid may benefit a~all ni~~ srs of offende rs $

, 
(
~
) there is a lack of a conceptual model or correctio nal objective ,

which detracts from efforts to perform an accurate cost effectiveness or

cost benefit analysis of militar y correction al alte rnati ves ; (5) given

the nature of program evaluations and the complosity of var iables

affec ting both cost aid program effectiveness , glittering generalitie s

and simplistic conclusions, such as presented in some previous studies ,

must be taken as airciaspect; aid (6) the e~ .sting militar y corrections

system can be made more cost effective by either refini ng its various

parts or by adapt ing entirely new appr oaches to corrections. For example,

clemency sat parole procedures could be simplified by adap tation of the

federal paro le procedures ; that system’s quantitative approach to

approving parole offers simplicity, speed, aid visibility, while reduci ng

the time aid efforts of s~tjective aid costly board procedures . The

milita ry could also experiment with a form of shock parole . For example,

the convening authority could automatically approve release on parole at

the tise he takes act ion on a court martial reco eidmtions. He might

require some form of f.r ~ sok from the USD8 concerning the prisonerf s

conduct while confined. The prisoner ’s release might even require final

approva l by the respective service secretary. However, the concept could
e1i~ (ni t. the c*~~ereoms and swhj.ctive procedures currently employed.
Given some indoctr ination of o~p~~~~ *re , the approach would also help

close the e~~sting conceptual ~~~ between punis’aemt, as perceived in

the field, aid rehabilit - 
tios , as perceived in corrections “off ici~ldcm.”

Is a~~itios t the foregoing conclusions , a decisional matrix

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1 
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vas formu lated based on the data aid information , as well as the

findings contained within this report. The matrix (see Figure 4) can

be completed as the reader progresses throu gh the report aid/or referred

to in attempti ng to form separate conclusions concerni ng a proper

— oorrectionai deciaion.

The triz portra ys the six basic methods for dealing with

offenders , as well as the variations or modifications of these basic

methods. ~~ile it wee coucli4ed that precise measur ement of oorr.cticn4

costs ad various correctional methods is tenuous, an attem pt is made to

complete the matrix in terms of feasibility,- deterrenc. of others,

relat ive costs , punitive value against the offender , rehabilitative

value, aid whether the method adequatel y add resses the victims of crime .

~~oh var iable is assessed in terms of yes, no , questionable , or on a rank

order basis, considering the data ad conclusions to iwed in this study.

Several issues were also raised as a result of this investigationi

(1) what is the current milita ry corre ctions system doing to aid the

[4 victims of crime?; (2) what is the effect of the current less educated ,

socto-.oonoatcally deprived recruit on crime aid correct ions within the

present military system? $ (3) are military sentences , assessed with a

view towerd enforcing military discipline, fair sat equitable — in fact

ad in perception?; (4) what is the true extent of cz4- (nel recidivism

~~ong personnel process.d through the militar y corr ctions system? ; (5)

what impact will future court decisions regarding new correctional

stand*rds have on the militar y corrections system? $ aid (6) what has

contributed to the apparent disparit y in courts martial aid confinement

rates between the resp.ctives services?

Probation , especially shock probation (or shock paro le),

i t  
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!eail.ble? )et.rrent Punitive ~~~ib Fii1ati~’e Consider
Value Value Value Cost Victim?

BASIC CORR~~TIOBAL

t n  Ies-6 Nil 6 4 6? No

Fine Y.s-5 Nil 4 5 ~? Mo
_ p_  _p eeee Ssflp fl 5 pses ~~~~aes •pfl a • 000e eee nnSe eSeeses

• Suspended Sentence Yes4 Nil 5 2 4 No
p e — 0 e S _e e e e  , n e ef le ,  a e a  fl__p — — e e  a_ef l — . safl

Bestitutton Yes-3 Nil 3 1 3 Yes
se eeee fl a p—sq. n_ _ s C .  seqe—as_si eeeee eeee e eeSSee qS .seaeee

Probation Ies-2 Nil 2 3 2 Mo
r~~~~~ S p—sefleSfleSaC .a_ O__ nd b aflees ~~~~~~~~~ Pfl Pfl eS~~ eane • .en

Incarceration Yes-i Nil 1 6 1 No

CORR~~TIDNAL
VARI*?ION5

Diversion Yes-? Nil 8? ? 8 No

:~~~:~ ~~ ~: :~:: i: i: ~:ISP ~~~ Nil No
f ep_ _ s q a  p_______ seeq. _._ _q_e e.  _e ___ e- —— _ _ s e  pn e eqeees apes_se

Volunteer Probation --
Counsellor No-? Nil -- — — No

— qq—q — _ - __n _ s~~~~ —q-————— pp _.__ ____.P5 N ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~_s5__~~

~~t~~~ _1~-- ~•
I

~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ p ..e. ~Le.... eu.L ~ (4? No

Wsek.d Jail Yea-5 Nil 4? 7 6? No

Incarcerations
Yes4 Nil 3 6 1. No

BOP Ios-2 2 7 2 No
Stat . 7-9 Nil 1 8 3 Mo

I~eltwey Nouse Yes-4 Nil 57 2 5? (4? Mo
Nank scales from high to low a t-iu~ for e~~mple, in the upper

• portion 1 tidicstes th. greatest punishment value whereas 6 howe
the least punishment value

A 

~~ere data is questionable , r.n)ri ‘~g or response shows $ 7

Pigure k
D~~IS1O1Z4L MATRIX 
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par t tim. ja il sentences , sentences to camaunity serv ice, ad the use of

haltwey houses appear to offer reduced costs • with perhaps a better

chance of lowering recidivism than incarceration in many cases. On the

other hand , deficiencie. in parole ad probation raise the issue of the

propriety of the extstlng elaborate • expensive procedures used to gran t

parole -- as well as clemency and restoration to duty. This contrary

position is e~~oerbated by the greatest problem inherent in thi s research

effort — the lack of a clearly deft~sd correct ional objec tive — which

detracts from the use of a decision matrix such as previously reflected

tn ligur. 4.

Given the foregoing conclusions and issues one final conclusion

is. perhaps , in.vitable, Further research is necessary to establish

an opte~a1 cost effective military corrections system. The )~ cCormick,
Lowrey, Carter, aid GAO stdies provide a point of departure . Hopefully,

- ) this report has filled aces of the gaps left by these prior stdies , ad
can itself serve as a point of departure for further , mere vigorous
investigation.
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APPENDIX A

R~~ULTS OP VARIOUS PICGR~J4 A5S~~S?th2iTS

5
Location of Pro gram Mature of Program F$ssults of Program

Early Diversion

Los Angeles Ibdoa assignment of Multi-arrests less
juveni les to var ious frequent for counsel
dispositions cases; rear rest rate
1. Counsel and release compar able with other
2. File petition without progruma ; self-reports

detention show no difference in
3. Refer ra l to social delinquency

agency
4. Referral aid purchase

- 
- 

of services

Ch.~~aijn & Bandoa assignment of Fewer police contacts
Urbana , Ill, juveniles to college ad court referrals ;

stdent supervisors no change In self-
- reported delinquency

Washington, D.C. Individua l ad group No change in behavior
counselling; education afte r termination of
aid vocational assis- program; no change in
tance; dismissal of recidivism rat.

- 
I 

char ges btsed en
completion of program

Probation Intensity

Los Angeles R~ ndon assignment of Male detention ra tes
juveniles to intense ad co itaent to CYA

a 
- 

supervision lower; barely s4.pt4f~icant at .05 level

Los Angeles Other s~—41~r projects No significant differ-
once in recidivism or
probation revocation
rates

Northbrn California Adults r’andoaly assigned Slightly lower ra t. of
to various stied case new offenses higher
____ r at. of technical

violations 

~~~~~~~
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Probation with Non-residential Programs

Utah (P r o v a )  Juveniles random ly All forms of
assigned to probation or treataent reduced
experImental program ace- recidivism equally
pared with reforestory In
follow—up atndy

New York, N.Y. Si~4 ’1~r prog r am Differences not sta-
tistica lly significant

Louisville, Ky. S4~klar program ~ cperiaental group
had )

~tgJ~’r recidivism
rate

Imprisonment

California Comparison of 2V~8 adult Only 49~ of prisoners
probationers with 2561 avoided new arrests;

— 

_

i 

- confinees 6$ of pzobation.rs
avoided new arrest

1~.soonsin S4RI1 *r comparison First offender
prisoner had lower
recidivism rate
than first off ed.r
probationer

florida Early release of Significantly lower
• prisoner, due to court recidivi rate (14%

decision (Gideon vs. vs. 25%)
Wainwright)

U - 
- 

The foregoing sample of program evaluations, considering a

var iety of programs in different geographical areas, indicates the

difficulty in assessing the effectiveness of alternative methods of

rehabilitating offende rs. For further descriptions of various programs

aid the results of measuring these programs, the reader is referred to

the ~rks of Greenberg and Adams contained in the atbliography and

referred to in the text of this repo rt . 
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APPE~iDIX B

PA~~L~ A S ~~SM~(~S

1. ~~e study alluded to political pressures in California ~thich caused
fluotu~tj ona in parole release s

Year N~~~er Released on Parole

1968 6,6oo
1971 10,000
1974 s,ooo
1975 11,000

2. Another study add ressed the probabil ity of successfully completing
parole based on the age of a prisoner at the time of parole s

Me Gro~p Parole Sucae~s Eat.

ZO & under 71
2 1 — 2 5  78
26 — 30 89H 3 1 — 4 0  89
ever 4O 97

I 3. Another study addressed scales used for predicting parole success
Using a scale produc ed in 1972, the util ity of th. scale showed less
validity in 1975 than in 1972 du. to changed laws, the addition of
probation officer , , ad changes in court aeob.rship aid att itudes $

4 
~~~gtnal Classification in 1972

Low Risk Failure Msdiua Risk Failure High Risk Failure
Success 90% (n — 159) 6$ (xs .94)  36% (n — 1?)Failure 10% (n — 17) 40% (n~~~64) 64% (n .30)

dictive Scale Used in 1975

Success 86% (n . 9ii~) ?7% (n — 5 0 )7a
~~~~ 14% (n~~ 15) Z~~~(n . 15)

—

~ 

-
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e. A final study indicates parole success appra~~.met s 75 per cent

nationwide. However , decreases in technical violations account for

year to year variations as shown belows

_ _ 
_

Continued on Parole 15,908 (66% ) 16,272 (69% ) 15,972 (7~~ )
A~s~~r d.’r 1,488 ( 6%) 1,373 ( 6%) 97? ( 5$)
Technical Violations 4,790 (20%) 4,187 (18%) 3,203 (15% )
New Convictions 1,766 ( 7%) 1,658 ( 7%) 1,617 ( 8%)

The - foregoing sample of various parole assessments indicates the

myriad of considerations Inherent in evaluating parole.

Li

c

- -
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APP&~ I X C

0TH~~ 0ONSID~~LTI0NS
4

1. On. study correlated stat, crime rates with incarceration rates.
The correlation wes a very weak .Zi1~. In sths.qu.nt analyses of other
variables, the researcher noticed a positive relationship between racial
composition aid incarceration rates , but no significant correlation
betweej~ racial composition aid crime ra tes 1 These coefficients of
corre lation follows

Black POPulation ioo .694 -.13(i.Incarceration Rate ioo .214Crime Rate 100

43 43
0

H d
Such correlation, raise fundamental questions concerning the purpose
aid effect of incarceration as a eorr,ctjona~ tool.

2. Another study argue. that recidivism rates ar e not th. proper
dspadent variable to addres, in an analysis of corr ection,. Inst ead,
the writer argues that crime ra tes are the appropriat, variable. His‘V
rationale is based on the premise that a tru ly effective ao unity
treatment program (e.g. , a 10 percent reduction in recid ivism) i~ u]4

‘
~ 

still expose a co unity to an incr ease in crime becaus , of the added
offender, turned loose in a acemunity instead of being confined, so as
to be exposed to the sor. effective program.

3. Buch consideration,, the~s,lyes suitable for a thesis, were beysid
• 
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-
- the paramet ers of this r.s.arch effort but ~srrant oon,idsration by any

-~ r search.r add ressing correctional alternatives. For those contemplating

- such research the following sources are furnished .

Martinson, ibbert, “Cal4fornja Research at the Cross road s,” Cria. and
• Dslinc~uency, 22 (April , 1976) , 180-191, —

Nagel, 1’~i-l4aa G. “On Behalf of a Morato rium on Prison Construction.”
- Crime aid Delinquency, 23 (April , 1977), 151e—172.
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