Approved March 29, 1990
Date
MINUTES OF THE _SENATE _ COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY
The meeting was called to order by Senator Wint Winter, Jr. at
Chairperson
_10:00 am./p%%. on __February 15 1990in room 514-S  of the Capitol.
All members were present except: Senator Feleciano who was excused.

Committee staff present:

Mike Heim, Legislative Research Department

Jerry Donaldson, Legislative Research Department
Gordon Self, Office of Revisor of Statutes

Judy Crapser, Secretary to the Committee

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Attorney General Robert Stephan

David T. Rusch, Johnson County

Ralph Butler, Wichita

Ron 0lin, Lawrence Chief of Police

James Clark, Kansas County and District Attorneys Association
Senator Janis Lee

Jeffrey Moots, American Civil LIberties Union

The Chairman called the meeting to order by requesting the committee introduce legislation
requested by Attorney General Robert Stephan addressing drug enforcement. The Chairman
stated that the package proposed by the Attorney General would include up to thirteen
bills. Although there would be little time this legislative session to give the legislation
the full serious consideration it would require, he asked for the committee's authority

to introduce the package for study as time permits.

Senator Morris moved to introduce the Attorney General's general drug package, to
include up to thirteen bills. Senator Gaines seconded the motion. The motion carried.

The Chairman then opened the hearings on SB 540, SB 193, and SB 226.

SB 540 - concerning crimes and punishments and procedures relating thereto; defining
and classifying certain crimes; providing for mandatory sentence of
imprisonment for life for persons convicted of certain crimes under
certain circumstances.

SB 193 - concerning crimes and punishments and procedures relating thereto; defining
and classifying certain crimes; providing for mandatory sentence of
imprisonment for life for persons convicted of certain crimes under
certain circumstances.

SB 226 - concerning crimes and punishments and procedures relating thereto; defining
and classifying certain crimes; providing for mandatory sentence of
imprisonment for life for persons convicted of certain crimes under
certain circumstances.

Senator Bond presented SB 540, stating that the bill is a strong statment in objection

to releasing convicted murderers on parole after serving a minimun of fifteen years

of a life sentence. He stated the future of SB 77, which passed the Senate as a mandatory
forty year sentence, was rewritten in the House and being deliberated even as this

hearing was being conducted. He concluded by stating that when a jury deliberates

and unanimously agrees on a verdict of guilty and recommend a "]life" sentence, fifteen
years is not what they believe they are imposing as a penalty.

The Chairman stated that Senator John Strick of Kansas City has been scheduled to
testify in support of mandatory life imprisonment for certain crimes. However, due
to an automobile accident, he was not able to arrive in time for the hearing. His
support of SB 540, SB 193, and SB 226 was asked to be recorded.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim, Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for 1

editing or corrections. Page Of 2




CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE _SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY

room _514-5  Statehouse, at _10:00  a.m.5pama on February 15 1920,

Attorney General Robert Stephan tested in support of mandatory life sentences. He
stated that although he has long been a supporter of the death penalty, one of the

most important messages to send in criminal law is punishment will be given for first
degree murder convictions. Penalties for first degree murder must be the harshest
penalty possible. He expressed his support of serving at least a forty-year sentence
before the possibility of parole is offered. He concluded by stating the three bills
being heard seek adequate punishment, but it would be most practical to define and

set definitive times of parole eligibility; without definite parole eligibility criteria,
he prefers a 40-year minimum sentence to mandatory life sentences.

David T. Rusch, Johnson County, testified in support of SB_540. (ATTACHMENT T)

Mr. Rusch presented the committee with copies additional information regarding recidivism.

(ATTACHMENTS ITI through V)

Ralph Butler, Wichita, testified in support of SB 540. (ATTACHMENT VI)

Testimony received from Paul J. Morrison, Johnson County District Attorney, in support
of SB 540 was distributed to the committee. (ATTACHMENT VII)

Ron 0lin, Lawrence Chief of Police, testified in support of SB 540. He related specific
incidents in the City of Lawrence and how the current system had operated. Ie stated
that definite sentences, without an early parole, would return justice to the victims
and society. Chief 0lin then introduced Loren Anderson, Douglas County Sheriff, and

Lt. Mike Hall, Lawrence Police Department, who also expressed their support of SB

540.

James Clark, Kansas County and District Attorneys Association, testified in support
of SB 540, although he stated they would prefer passage of SB 77 as it was approved
by the Senate.

Senator Janis Lee testified in support of SB 193 and SB 540. She stated she is opposed
to the death penalty and as sponsor of SB 193 and co-sponsor of SB 540 and SB 77 felt
that life imprisonment was a preferred alternative to the death penalty.

Jeffrey Moots, American Civil Liberties Union, testified in opposition of SB 540,
SB 193, and SB 226. (ATTACHMENT VIII)

This concluded the hearing for SB 540, SB 193, and SB_226.

The meeting was adjourned.
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TESTIMONY OF DAVID T. RUSCH
Before the Kansas Judiciary Committee
February 15, 1990

Thank you for the opportunity to present my thoughts in favor of Senate Bill 540.

During the past several years there have been numerous heinous murders of iimocent
victims in the state of Kansas. My concern relates to the problem of recidivist
murderers, that is, those who have been convicted of murder, released on parole,
and then committed another murder.

A Bureau of Justice report (copy attached) on 108,000 persons released from prisons
in eleven states in 1983 showed that 6.6% of murderers released were rearrested for
murder within 3 years. This means that for every 100 killers released, approximately
7 innocent victims are certain to be murdered. Actually, the number is far greater
because many cases involve multiple murders, or the killer was experienced enough

to cover up incriminating evidence.

This seems to me, and to most Kansans with whom I've spoken, to be a terribly
unfair balance. -

Consider the irony of this. Kansas does not have a death penalty, but statistics
from the National Criminal Justice Reference Center (copy attached) shows that over
the past 12 years in states with death penalties, less than 3% of those sentenced to
death have actually been executed. In total, that comes to 104 executions in the
entire United States. Using data from the previously cited BOJ report, an estimated

4,526 released murderers will have committed one or more additional homicides within
3 years of release.

Incredibly, we are allowing the execution of more than 40 times as many innocent
people through parole of murderers than we are through execution of convicted
murderers. It staggers the conscience when we realize this terrible injustice.

These deaths are not humane, with friends and family at bedside. The victims are
often terrorized before being bludgeoned, strangled, knifed, or shot. I realize this
may be unusually graphic language. It is important that you understand the stark
reality of the injustice our current laws inflict upon Kansas citizens.

Some have said that Kansas can not afford the cost of full life prison terms for

muirderers. Even if we disregard the callousness of that position, a consideration
of the facts suggests exactly the opposite.

Bureau of Justice Statistics show that 42% of released murderers are rearrested for

one or more serious crimes within 3 years. This suggests that a majority eventually
are returned to prison anyway.

While they are out, these parolees are committing murder, robbery, assault, theft,
and drug offenses. These are expensive crimes. A Rand Corporation study (Policy
Review) estimated that each of these recdidivists commits crimes which cost our
society at least $200,000 each year they are free!

In Kansas, the average cost to maintain a prisoner is under $20,000 per year. If the
recidivism rate was only 10 %, the cost of incarceration would be'at breakeven and
we would save many lives. With a real recidivism rate well in excess of 40%, it is

clearly far less costly in dollars to keep murderers in prison than it is to parole
them.

ATTACHMENT I 2-15-90
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Scme have also said that Kansas should have the death penalty for murder. They
believe enactment of a full life law would reduce chances for eventual passage of
the death penalty.

This kind of thinking hurts Kansans in two ways. First, because each year we wait
for sufficient votes to pass the death penalty, more murders are comitted by
individuals who are subject to the "soft" 15 year minimum. Second, experience in
death penalty states shows that judges/juries are often reluctant to impose the
death penalty. Unless we extend prison terms, enactment of a death penalty in
Kansas would still result in most murderers facing only the 15 year minimum.

The true "life" term is needed with, or without, the death penalty! It is too late
to do anything for past victims, but this problem is growing worse. Through June
of 1989 the number of murders in Kansas was 50% higher than the year earlier period.

These recidivist murders can be prevented by you and your fellow legislators. In
fact, only you can prevent them. The police can't - they can only be involved after
the murder has been committed. Judges can't - they can only impose sentences
prescribed by law. Parole Boards can't - they clearly can't identify with
certainty who will kill again. The victims can't - there is no way these victims
could have protected themselves any more than they did.

Only a change in the law which will provide for life sentence without chance for
parole will prevent these immocent victims from losing their lives. Individuals
convicted of murder have demonstrated they can and will step over the line of
human conscience that prevents most of us from carring out such heinous crimes.
They should not be released to kill again.

Kansas citizens feel unprotected and outraged. We are depending on you to enact
appropriate legislation. Please don't let us down.

Respectfully,

) - : 7
i < '\//%)L/Lt jH ////

David T. Rusch
9836 Pawnee
Overland Park, KS 66206
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. U.S. Der~rtment of Justice
Office =e Programs
Bureau lice Statistics

By Allen J. Beck, Ph.D.
BJS Statistician
Bernard E. Shipley
BJS Program Manager

Of the 108,580 persons released from
prisons in 11 States in 1983, rep-
resenting more than half of all released
State prisoners that year, an estimated
62.5% were rearrested for a felony or
serious misdemeanor within 3 years,
46.8% were reconvicted, and 41.4%
returned to prison or jail. Before their
release from prison, the prisoners had
been arrested and charged with an
average of more than 12 offenses each;
nearly two-thirds had been arrested at
least once in the past for a violent
offense; and two-thirds had previously
been in jail or prisen. By yearend 1986
those prisoners who were rearrested av-
eraged an additional 4.8 new charges.
An estimated 22.7% of all prisoners
were rearrested for a violent offense
within 3 years of their release.

These findings were based on a
sample of more than 16,000 released
prisoners, representing all those

released from prison in 11 States during _

1983. The 11 States in the sample
included California, Florida, lllinois,
Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
and Texas. These States aceounted for
more than 57% of all State prisoners
released in the Nation during the year.

Other findings from the survey
include the following:

e An estimated 68,000 of the released
prisoners were rearrested and charged
with more than 326,000 new felonies

S

Recidivism of Prisoners
Released in 198

Few eriminal justice issues have
matched reeidivism in stirring pub-
lic opinion and in engaging the
attention of eriminal justice pro-
fessionals. This report is the
fourth BJS study of offenders re-
leased from prison and their rein-
volvement in erime.

The research reported here rep-
resents the most ambitious of the
studies with data for a large sam-
ple of releasees, representing
more than half of all persons re-
leased from State prisons in 1983.
By linking State and FBI eriminal-
history records, the study assem-
bles for the first time compre-
hensive criminal-history data

April 1989

both within and outside the States in
which the prisoners were released.
It provides the most precise esti-
mates of recidivism available among
prisoners of all ages and all types of
postrelease supervision.

The Bureau gratefully acknowledg-
es the contribution of the Identifi-
cation Division of the FBI and
officials of corrections departments
and eriminai-history repositories in
California, Florida, Illinois, Michi-
gan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
and Texas. This cooperation of State
and Federal officials was vital to the
success of this important research
project.

Joseph M. Bessette
Acting Director

and serious misdemeanors, Ineluding
approximately 50,000 violent offenses
(of which 17,000 were robberies and
23,000 were assaults), more than
141,000 property offenses (of which
36,000 were burglaries), and 46,000
drug offenses.

e Recidivism rates were highest in the
first year--1 of 4 released prisoners
were rearrested in the first 6 months
and 2 of 5 within the first year after
their release.

e Approximately 5% of the prisoners
had been charged with 45 or more of-
fenses before and after thelr release

ATTACHMENT IT

from prison; 26% had been charged with
at least 20 offenses.

® More than 1 of every 8 rearrests oec-
curred in States other than the State in
which the prisoners were released.

® Recidivism rates were higher among
men, blacks, Hispanies, and persons who
had not completed high school than
among women, whites, non-Hispanics,
and high school graduates.

e Recidivism was inversely related to
the age of the prisoner at time of

release: the older the prisoner, the
lower the rate of reeidivism.

2-15-90
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@ The more extensive a prisoner's prior
arrest record, the higher the rate of
recidivism--over 74% of those with 11
or more prior arrests were rearrested,
compared to 38% of the first-time of-
fenders.

@ The combination of a prisoner's age
when released and the number of prior
adult arrests was very strongly related
to recidivism: an estimated 94.1% of
prisoners age 18 to 24 with 11 or more’
prior arrests were rearrested within 3
years.

e More than 68% of the prisoners
released for property offenses were
rearrested within 3 years, compared to
59.6% of violent offenders, 54.6% of
public-order offenders, and 50.4% of
drug offenders.

e Approximately 40% of the released
prisoners had previously escaped from
custody, been absent without leave
(AWOL), or had a prior revocation of
parole or probation. An estimated 73%
of these prisoners were rearrested
within 3 years of their release.

e The amount of time served in prison
did not systematically increase a pris-
oner's likelihood of rearrest, However,
those prisoners who had served the
longest, more than 5 years in prison,
had lower rates of rearrest than other
offenders during the followup period.

e Released prisoners were often re-
arrested for the same type of crime for
which they had served time in prison.
Within 3 years, 31.9% of released bur-
glars were rearrested for burglary;
24.8% of drug offenders were re-
arrested for a drug offense; and 19.6%
of robbers were rearrested for robbery.

o Released rapists were 10.5 times
more likely than nonrapists to be
rearrested for rape, and released
murderers were about 5 times more
likely than other offenders to be
rearrested for homicide. An estimated
6.6% of released murderers were re-
arrested for homicide.

e Nearly 1 in 3 released violent offend-
ers and 1 in 5 released property of-
fenders were arrested within 3 years
for a violent erime following their
release from prison.

Measuring recidivism

Criminal-history data for the sample
of released prisoners were obtained
from the eriminal identification
bureaus in the 11 participating States
and from the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation. Information was collected only
on felonies and serious misdemeanors.

Table 1. Profile of prisoners released
in 1983 and in 11-State recidivism study
Number of prisoners
released in the 11 States 108,580

Percent of all State prisoners

released in 1983, nationwide 57.3%
Sex

Male 94.1%

Female 5.9
Race

White 54.1%

Black 45.1

Other .8
Ethnicity

Hispanie 12.1%

Non-Hispanie 87.9
Median age when released 27 yrs.
Most serious offense

Violent 34.6%

Property 48.3

Drugs 9.5

Public-order 6.4

Other 1.1
Median time served 14 mos
Number of prior arrests

Mean 8.4

Median 6
Prior incarceration

Yes 67.1%

No 32.9
Note: Data are based on an estimated
108,580 prisoners who were released from
prison In 11 States in 1983 and who were
still alive in 1987.

These data included information on
arrests, prosecutions, court appear-
ances, and postsentencing statuses,
such as incarceration, probation, and
parole.

Additional information on prisoners
released in 1983, including data on
demographic characteristics, sentenc-
ing, time served, and postrelease super-
vision status, was collected from the
department of corrections in each State
as part of BJS' annual National

Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP).

(See table 1 for a summary profile of
prisoners in the sample.)

Recidivism rates, as defined here,
are estimates of the percentages of
released prisoners who commit another
offense. Estimates of recidivism vary
with the length of the followup period
and the measure selected. Three meas-
ures of recidivism were employed in
this study: rearrest, reconviction, and
reincarceration.

Rearrest refers to any arrest for a
felony or serious misdemeanor that was
reported to the State identification
bureau or the FBI. Arrest data were
reported on fingerprint cards which the
arresting agenecy had submitted to the
State criminal identification bureau and
to the FBI.

ATTACHMENT II

Reconviction refers to a conviction
on at least one charge after the date of
release from prison. Data on reconvie-
tions and other dispositions were re-
ported by prosecutors' offices, courts,
and correctional agencies.

Reincarceration refers to (1) any
return to prison or (2) any admission to
a local jail with a sentence for a new
offense. Data on incarcerations were
reported by receiving agencies, typi-
cally State or Federal prisons and local
jails.

In previous studies of recidivism,
criminologists have concluded that in
the aggregate rearrest is the most reii-
ably reported measure of recidivism.
Although some rearrested individuals
may be innocent of the erime charged,
using only reported convictions would
understate the true recidivism rates
because not hll offenders are prose-
cuted or go to trial. Parolees, for
example, often do not face prosecution
for a new offense, but with their parole
revoked, they return to prison to serve
the balance of their sentence. More-
over, new convictions were the most
underreported of the three measures.
Data on convictions and other disposi-
tions were not reported for approxi-
mately 32% of all arrests in the
eriminal-history files. For some arrests
that contained no court records, con-
victions were inferred from prison
admissions for a new sentence.

Recidivism and time after release

Within 3 years after their release
from prison in 1983, an estimated
62.5% of the released prisoners had
been rearrested; 46.8% had been recon-
vieted; and 41.4% had been reincarcer-
ated (figure 1).

Cumulative percent of State prisoners released
In 1983 who were rearrested, reconvicted, and
reincarcerated, by 3-month intervals

Cumulative percent

100 ze- g
80
Rearrested -
80
Reconvicted
40
Reincarcerated
20

o}

24 36

12
Months after release from prison

Figure 1

1por a discussion of problems with other measures
of recldiviam, see M.D. Maltz, Recidivism (Orlando,
Fla.: Academlc Press, 1984).
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Table 2. Recidivism rates of State prisoners
released in 1983, by time after release

Percent of released
prisoners who were:

Time after Re- Recon-  Reincar-
release arrested vieted cerated
8 months 25.0% 11.3% 8.4%
1 year 30.3 23.1 18.6

2 years 54.5 38.3 32.8

3 years 62.5 46.8 41.4

Recidivism rates were the highest in
the first year. Four of every 10
released prisoners were rearrested in
the first year; nearly 1 in 4 were con-
victed of a new crime; and nearly 1in §
were returned to prison or sent to jail
(table 2).

Of all those who were rearrested
during the 3-year followup period,
approximately two-thirds were arrested
by the end of the first year. Of all
those reincarcerated, nearly 45% were
reincarcerated in the first year.

Volume of crime

An estimated 67,898 of the 108,580
prisoners who were released in 1983
were rearrested and charged with
326,746 new offenses by yearend 1986
(table 3). More than 50,000 of the new
charges were violent offenses, including
2,282 homicides, 1,451 kidnapings,
1,291 rapes, 2,626 other sexual assaults,
17,060 robberies, and 22,633 other
assaults.

More than 40% of the new charges
were for property offenses. The
released prisoners were rearrested for
an estimated 51,268 larcenies, 36,483
burglaries, and 20,233 fraud of fenses.

Nearly 25% of the new charges were
for public-order offenses. Of the
approximately 80,000 public-order
offenses, 12,791 were weapons charges
and 15,395 were violations of probation
or parole or flight to avoid prosecution.

About 14% of the new charges were
for drug offenses. Because sufficient
detail was not recorded for more than
40% of the drug offenses, reliable esti-
mates differentiating the number of
possession and trafficking eharges could
not be made.

The released prisoners had been
arrested in the past for more than 1.3
million offenses. Before their release
from prison, they had been charged
with an estimated 214,778 violent
crimes, including more than 12,000
homicides, nearly 9,000 rapes, 5,600
kidnapings, and 84,000 robberies. When
combined with the number of new ar-
rest charges, these released prisoners

Table 3. Number of arrest charges
for State prisoners released in 1983,
by type of charge
Number of arrest charges
After
Prior release,
Arrest charge to release 1983-86
Total 1,333,293 326,746
Violent offenses 214,778 50,121
Homicide® 12,185 2,282
Kidnaping 5,622 1,451
Rape 8,922 1,291
Other sexual
assault 10,335 2,626
Robbery 84,166 17,060
Assault 84,497 22,633
Other violent 9,051 2,778
Property offenses 628,320 141,416
Burglary 184,690 36,483
Larceny/theft 199,450 51,268
Motor vehicle theft 54,157 8,649
Arson 3,294 647
Fraud 82,522 20,233
Stolen property 60,873 13,738
Other property 43,334 10,398
Drug offenses 149,881 46,382
Possession 69,438 20,684
Trafficking 22,429 5,788
Other/unspecified 58,014 19,910
Public-order
offenses 307,191 79,7173
Weapons 55,539 12,791
Probation/parole
violations 44,962 15,395
Traffic offenses 35,300 5,844
Other public-order 171,390 45,743
Other offenses 12,957 1,111
Unknown? 20,166 7,943
Note: Data are based on an estimated
108,580 prisoners who were released from
prison in 11 States in 1983 and who were
still alive in 1987.
8Homiclde includes murder, nonnegligent
anslaughter, and negligent manslaughter,
nknown charges include those that
could not be converted to an NCRP offense
code and those not coded because only 8
charges were recorded for each arrest.

had been arrested and charged with ap-
proximately 1.7 million of fenses, an
average of 15.3 charges each since
their first adult arrest.

Prevalence of violence among
State prisoners released in 1983

Among persons released from State prison in
1983, an estimated 77% had been arrested at
least once in the past or rearrested after their
release for a violent offense.

Percent arrested
at some time for
a violent offense

Nature of
violent record

Prior arrest charge 52.1%
Most serious charge
when released 34.6
Arrest charge within
3 years after release 22.7
Ever charged 77.0

A small fraction of offenders were
responsible for a disproportionate
number of these 1.7 million eharges.
An estimated 5% of the prisoners were
charged with 45 or more offenses each
before and after their release in 1983
(table 4). This group of high-rate
offenders accounted for nearly 20% of
all arrest charges. Offenders with 25
or more charges represented 18.6% of
all offenders but accounted for 47.8%
of all charges. Released prisoners with
fewer than five arrest charges, how-
ever, represented 18.9% of all prisoners
but only 3.3% of the arrest charges.

Percent of all arrests, 1983-86

One way of measuring the volume of
crime attributable to released prisoners
is to express the new charges as a
percentage of arrest charges recorded
for all offenders in the 11 States during
the same time period. Exactly compa-
rable data on arrests of all offenders,
however, do not exist. The Uniform
Crime Reports (UCR), colleeted annu-
ally by the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, record arrests for all offenders
and classify the arrests by the most
serious charge. Not all offense
categories are compiled by the FBI, and
definitions of some offenses differ from
those in this 11-State study. The
offenses that are comparable, the UCR
Index erimes, include murder and

Table 4. Total number of arrest charges among
State prisoners released in 1983

Total number

Cumulative

Cumulative

of arrest Percent of all percent of all percent of all
charges® released prisoners released prisoners arrest charges
45 or more 5.0% 5.0% 19.4%
35-44 44 9.4 30.5
25-34 9.2 18.8 47.8
20-24 7.7 26.3 58.8
15-19 11.7 38.0 71.6
10-14 17.1 55.1 B4.9
5-9 26.2 81.3 96.7
1-4 18.9 100.0 100.0

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because
of rounding.

*Arrest charges include those made prior to

release and those between release in 1983 and
December 31, 1986,
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nonnegligent manslaughter, rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary,
larceny, and motor vehicle theft;
therefore, the number of arrests of
released prisoners for these offenses
can be compared to the total number of
arrests for Index erimes.

Overall, between midyear 1983 and
yearend 1986, prisoners released in
1983 accounted for 2.8% of the Index
crime arrests in the 11 States (table 5).
The arrests of these released prisoners
comprised 3.9% of the Index crime
arrests in the 6 months after their
release in 1983, 3.4% of the arrests in
1984, 2.6% in 1985, and 2.1% in 1986.
It should be noted that by the end of
the first year after release nearly 1 in 5
prisoners had been reincarcerated and
were not liable for rearrest, and by the
second year nearly 1 in 3 had been
returned to prison or jail.

For the entire 3 1/2 year period, the
percentage of UCR arrests attributable
to these released prisoners was highest
for robbery (5.0%) and burglary (4.8%)
and lowest for lareeny (2.0%) and rape
(1.8%) (table 6). In 1984, the first full
year after release, these prisoners ac-
counted for an estimated 6.4% of the
arrests for robbery and 5.9% for
burglary.

Multistate offenders

The new offenses occurred not only
in the States in which the prisoners
were released from prison but in other
States as well. More than 1 of every 8
rearrests were made in States other
than the State in which the prisoner
was released. An estimated 5.5% of
the released prisoners were rearrested
only in States other than those in which
they were released. An additional 4.7%
of the prisoners were rearrested both in
their State of release and in another
State.

If data on arrests had been restricted
only to the State of release, which is
typical of most recidivism studies, the
overall rearrest rate would have been
an estimated 57.0% rather than the
actual 62.5%. In addition, the number
of prior arrests would have been under-
estimated: 26.5% of the prisoners had
been arrested in more than one State in
the past, and nearly 13.0% of all prior
arrests had occurred in States other
than the State of release in 1983.

Table 5. Number of new arrest charges and comparison with UCR Index crimes
for State prisoners released in 1983, by year, 1983-86

Number of ar- Total number Percent

rests for UCR of arrests of all

Number Index crimes for Index arrests

of new among released crimesin for Index

Year charges prisoners 11 States erimes

Total, 1983-88 326,748 83,574 3,308,496 2.8%
1983¢ 56,892 18,494 469,315 3.9
1984 101,024 30,571 904,951 3.4
1985 86,613 23,572 921,877 2.8
1986 82,219 20,837 1,012,353 2.1

Notet Subcategories may not add to total ehicle theft. Arson was excluded.
because of rounding. glneluc]es only adult arrests in the 11
Bincludes only arrests in the State In States participating in the National
which the prisoner was released. For Recldivism Reporting System (NRRS).
arrests involving multiple charges, the CRecause on average there were only 6
most serious charge was selected. Index months of exposure to rearrest, the
crimes Include murder and nonnegligent estimated total number of Index erime
manslaughter, rape, robbery, aggravated arrests for 1983 was divided by 2.
assault, burglary, larceny, and motor )

Table 6. Percent of all Index crime arrests In 11 States represented

" by Btate prisoners released in 1983, by type of rearrest charge and year

Year of arrest

Rearrest charge, Total
Index crime 1983-86 1983 1984 1985 1986
Murder and nonnegligent

manslaughter 2.3% 3.1% 2.5% 2.0% 1.9%
Rape 1.8 3.8 2.4 9 1.1
Robbery 5.0 6.6 8.4 4.1 3.7
Aggravated assault 2.4 3.0 2.7 2.5 1.7
Burglary 4.8 6.8 5.9 4.3 3.4
Larceny/theft 2.0 2.8 2.3 1.8 1.5
Motor vehlele theft 3.3 4.6 3.7 3.3 2.3

Notet For each percent the numerator is
the number of arrests for the Index erime
among prisoners released in 1983, and the
denominator is the estimated number of

arrests for [ndex crimes among all offend-
ers in the 11 States. Percents for 1983
were adjusted for partial-year exposure

to rearrest.
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Demographic characteristics

Men were more likely than wamen to
be rearrested, reconvicted, and reincar-
cerated after their release from prison
(table 7). The rate of rearrest was 11
percentage points higher among men
than among women.

Blacks had slightly higher recidivism
rates than whites, approximately 5 to 8
percentage points higher for each
measure. Released prisoners of Hispan-
le origin also had recidivism rates that
were about 6 percentage points higher
than those among non-Hispanies.

Reecidivism was inversely related to
the age of the prisoner at the time of
release: the older the prisoner, the
lower the rate of recidivism. More
than 75% of those age 17 or younger
when released from prison were re-
arrested, compared to 40.3% of those
age 45 or older. However, rearrest
rates declined by less than 5 percentage
points among prisoners between the age
of 18 and 34, (Prisoners in this age
group comprised nearly 80% of all those
released in 1983.) The largest declines
in recidivism were found among prison-
ers age 35 or older, but even those age
45 or older had rearrest rates of 40%.

The amount of prior education was
also related to recidivism among re-
leased prisoners. Prisoners who had
graduated from high school or had some
college education had somewhat lower
rates of rearrest, reconviction; and
reincarceration than those who failed
to complete high school.

Offense for which released

Prisoners released for property
offenses had higher recidivism rates
than those released for violent, drug, or
public-order offenses (table 8). An
estimated 68.1% of the property
offenders released in 1983 were re-
arrested within 3 years, compared to
59.6% of the violent offenders, 54.6%
of the public-order offenders, and
50.4% of the drug offenders. Property
offenders also had higher rates of
reconviction and reincarceration than
other types of offenders.

Prisoners who had served time for
motor vehicle theft had the highest
recidivism rates of all types of
offenders--78.4% were rearrested,
59.1% reconvicted, and 51.8% reincar-
cerated. Other released prisoners with
relatively high recidivism rates in-
cluded those classified as "others"--
primarily juvenile-status offenders and
unspecified felons (76.8%), burglars
(69.69%), those released for possession

Table 7. Recidivism rates of Btate prisoners released In 1983, by prisoner characteristics

Percent of Percent of released prisoners
Prisoner all released who within 3 years were:
characteristies prisoners Rearrested  Reconvicted®* Relncarcerated®
All released prisoners 100.0% 62,5% 46.8% 41.4%

Sex

Male 94.1% 63.2% 47.3% 41.9%

Female 6.9 61.9 38.7 33.0
Race '

White 54.1% 58.7% 44.2% 38.0%

Black 45.1 87.1 49.9 45.3

Other .8 §8.7 50.8 45.3
Ethnieity

Hispanie 12.1% 68.5% 52.4% 47.0%

Non-Hispanie 87.9 81,7 46.0 40.8
Age when released

17 or younger 5% 756.8% 65.4% 50.6%

18-24 35.0 68.0 51.2 44.9

25-29 26.5 85.0 48.9 43.2

30-34 17.7 83.4 47.9 43.0

35-39 8.3 56.9 40.8 36.5

40-44 4.8 48.9 36.1 30.7

45 or older 6.2 40.3 28.6 25.7
Education

8th grade or less 19.3% 61.9% 46.0% 38.4%

Some high school 48.0 85.1 46.9 40.9

High school graduate 25.8 57.4 39.8 35.0

Bome college or more 6.8 51.9 36.1 ' 30.4

Note: Data on sex were reported for 100% of 108,580
releases, data on race for 99.8%, Hispanic origin for
99.9%, age at time of release for 96.8%, and educa-
tion for 46.6%. Subcategories may not add to the
total because of the exclusion of mlssing data.

*Because of the underreporting of court
and custody data in Ohlo, the percents
reconvicted and reincarcerated exclude
data from Ohlo.

Table 8. Recldivism rates of State prisoners released in 1983,
by most serious offense for which released

Most serious Percent of Percent of released prisoners
offense for all released who within 3 years were:
which released prisoners Rearrested Reconvicted®  Reincarcerated®
All offenses 100.0% 82.5% 46.8% 41.4%
Violent offenses 34.6% 59.6% 41.9% 36.5%
Murder® 3.1 §2.1 25.2 20.8
Negligent manslaughter 1.4 42,5 27.9 21.8
Kidnaping .6 54.5 35.7 31.3
Rape 2.1 61.5 36.4 32.3
Other sexual assault 2.1 47.9 32.6 24.4
Robbery 18.7 66.0 48.3 43.2
Assault 6.4 60.2 40.4 33.7
Other violent A4 50.1 33.2 31.4
Property offenses 48.3% 88.1% 53.0% 47.7%
Burglary 25.8 69.8 54.6 49.4
Larceny/theft 11.2 67.3 52.2 46.3
Motor vehicle theft 2.8 78.4 59.1 51.8
Arson = . 55.3 38.5 32.3
Fraud 5.5 80.9 47.1 43.3
Btolen property 1.7 87.9 54.9 50.5
Other property .8 54,1 37.3 33.9
Drug offenses 9.5% 50.4% 35.3% 30.3%
Possession 1.2 82.8 40.2 36.7
Trafficking 4.5 51.5 34.5 29.4
Other/unspecified 3.9 45.3 34.5 29.1
Public-order offenses 8.4% 54.6% 41.5% 34.7T%
Weapons 2.2 63.5 46.7 38.1
Other public-order 4.2 49.9 38.9 33.0
Other offenses 1.1% 76.8% 62.9% 59.2%

Note: The offense distribution and per-
cents rearrested are based on 106,216
releases for whom most serious offense
at release was known. Percents of those

reconvicted and reincarcerated are based
on 99,103 releases, after data from Ohlo
were excluded.

*Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.
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Table 9. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1983,
by most serious offense at release and charge at rearrest
Percent of prisoners rearrested within 3 years of release
whose most serious offense at time of release was:
Property offense
Total, Lar- Motor Public-
all Violent offense ceny/  vehicle Drug order
Rearrest charge offenses Total Murder® Rape Robbery Assault Total Burglary theft theft Fraud offense offense
All charges 62.5% 59.6% 42.1% 51.5% 66.0% 60.2% 68.1% 69.5% 67.3% 78.4% 60.9% 50.4% 54.6%
Violent offenses 22.7% 30.4% 21.6% 27.5% 33.3% 31.5% 19.7%  20.9% 19.5%  23.0% 11.5% 12.2% 19.3%
Homicide? 1.6 2.8 6.6 2.8 2.9 1.7 1.1 1.1 .8 1.4 1.1 .3 .8
Rape .9 1.7 .8 7.7 1.4 1.2 .5 T 4 .1 4 .4 .B
Robbery 9.9 14.1 7.0 8.5 19.6 9.1 8.4 9.1 8.7 12.8 3.5 4.2 5.9
Assault 12.6 15.7 10.5 10.7 15.8 21.9 11.1 11.9 10.8 13.1 6.9 7.8 13.4
Property offenses 39.7% 32.1% 16.8% 25.0% 3B.9% 28.9% 49.8%  50.4% 50.3%  54.7% 47.4% 22.9% 28.2%
Burglary 18.4 12.8 6.4 12.7 15.4 10.7 25.2 31.9 17.5 23.7 16.2 8.2 10.3
Larceny/theft 21.2 16.3 7.4 7.4 21.0 14.4 27.2 25.3 33.5 26.3 26.0 12.2 14.9
Motor vehicle theft 5.5 4.0 2.5 1 5.0 3.7 7.2 6.0 8.2 18.6 5.1 2.3 3.7
Fraud 6.5 4.2 2.3 1.8 5.5 2.9 8.6 6.0 8.7 B.5 21.6 4.3 5.7
Drug offenses 16.6% 14.8% 9.1% 11.3% 18.0% 13.8% 16.2% 17.7% 15.1% 17.1% 14.8% 24.8% 14.0%
Public-order offenses 29.9% 29.0% 19.2% 22.3% 32.0% 30.9% 31.0% 32.1% 30.5% 39.0% | 24.3% 23.0% 33.7%
Number of
released prisoners 106,216 36,769 3,258 2,214 19,815 6,756 51,332 27,416 11,896 2,785 5,809 10,104 6,826
Note: The numerator for each percent is offense. Detail may not add to totals 8ncludes negligent manslaughter.
the number of persons rearrested for a because persons may be rearrested for more neludes murder, nonnegligent manslaugh-
new charge, and the denominator is the than one type of charge. ter, and negligent manslaughter.
number released for each type of

or sale of stolen property (67.9%),
larcenists (67.3%), and robbers
(66.0%). Those released for murder or
for negligent manslaughter had the
lowest rates of recidivism (42.1% and
42.5%, respectively).

Released prisoners were often re-
arrested for the same type of erime for
which they had served time in prison
(table 9). For example, an estimated
33.5% of released larcenists, more than
any other group, were rearrested for
another larceny. The same pattern was
observed for every other type of of-
fender. Thus, released murderers were
more likely than other prisoners to be
rearrested for a new homicide (6.6%),
released rapists were more likely than
other prisoners to be rearrested for
rape (7.7%), released robbers to be
rearrested for robbery (19.6%), and so
forth.

The relative likelihood of rearrest for
a similar erime was highest among
prisoners released for rape, sexual
assault, homicide, or fraud and lowest
among those released for public-order
or drug offenses (table 10). Released
rapists were 10.5 times more likely
than nonrapists to have a subsequent
arrest for rape. Prisoners who had
served time for other sexual assaults
were 7.5 times more likely than those
who had not served time for sexual
assault to be arrested for a new sexual

Table 10. Relative likelihood of rearrest
for a charge similar to (versus different
from) the release charge among State
prisoners released in 1983, by charge

Relative
likelihood
Rearrest charge of rearrest
Violent offenses 1.9
Homicide 4.9
Rape 10.5
Other sexual assault 7.5
Robbery 2.9
Assault 2.1
Property offenses 2.3
Burglary 3.0
Larceny/theft 2.1
Motor vehicle theft 4.2
Fraud 4.6
Stolen property 2.4
Drug offenses 1.8
Public-order offenses 1.2

Note: For each type of rearrest charge,
the numerator is the odds of rearrest for
that charge among prisoners released for
the same type of offense; the denomina-
tor is the odds of rearrest for that charge
among prisoners released for a different
type of offense. Each ratio expresses the
odds of rearrest among prisoners released
on a similar offense relative to the odds
of rearrest among those released on a
different type of offense.

assault. Those released after serving
time for murder or nonnegligent man-

slaughter were nearly 5 times more
likely than other prisoners to be
rearrested for homicide.

ATTACHMENT ITI

Despite the tendency of released
prisoners to be rearrested for the same
type of crime for which they were
released from prison, they were often
rearrested for other crimes as well.
Nearly a fifth of the released property
and public-order offenders were re-
arrested for violent crimes during the
followup period (table 9). Released
property offenders were, however,
much more likely than violent offenders
to be rearrested for a property offense
(49.8% compared to 32.1%). Except for
released murderers, 20% or more of
each type of released prisoner were
subsequently arrested at least once for
a public-order crime.
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Number of prior arrests

Recidivism rates were strongly
related to the number of prior adult
arrests: the more extensive a prisoner's
prior arrest record, the higher the rate
of rearrest after release from prison
(table 11). Prisoners with a greater
number of prior adult arrests were also
arrested more quickly than those with
fewer prior adult arrests. Moreover,
regardless of how long prisoners stayed
away from rearrest following their re-
lease, those with longer prior records
had higher rates of rearrest in subse-
quent time periods than those with
shorter records.

More than a quarter of all prisoners
released in 1983 had 11 or more prior
adult arrests. (An adult arrest is one
that occurred when the individual was
of adult age, as defined by State law, or
when the individual was a juvenile but
charged or tried in court as an adult.)
Nearly 75% of the prisoners with 11 to
15 prior arrests and 82.2% of those with
16 or more prior arrests were arrested
again following their release from
prison. Approximately three-quarters
of those rearrested who had 11 or more
prior arrests were rearrested within the
first year.

In contrast, among those prisoners
who had one previous arrest (9.1% of all
released prisoners), approximately
38.1% were rearrested within 3 years.
Nearly half of those rearrested among
prisoners with one prior aduit arrest
were rearrested within the first year.

Cumulative percent of State prisoners released
in 1983 who were rearrested by number of prior
adult arrests, by 3-month Intervals

Cumulative percent
100

12 24 36

Months alter release Irom prison

Figure 2

by number of prior adult arrests

Table 11. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1983,

Percent of releasees

Number of adult Percent who were rearresled
arrests prior of all Within Within
to release® releases 3 years 1 year
All released
prisoners 100.0% 62.5% 39.3%
1 prior arrest 9.1 38.1 19.0
2 10.8 48.2 25.5
3 10.8 54.7 30.1
4 9.7 58.1 35.5
5 B.0 59.3 33.4
6 7.0 64.8 38.2
7-10 18.8 67.7 12.0
11-15 11.9 74.9 53.3 1
16 or more 14.0 82.2 61.5

Note: The percents were based on 108,309
welghted cases with valid data on the
number of prior adult arrests.

*An adult arrest is one that oceurs when an

Individual is of adult age, as defined by State
law, or when the individual is a juvenile but Is
charged or tried in court as an adult.

The percents of those rearrested
among released prisoners were system-
atically related to the extensiveness of
the prior records. For each 3-month
interval during the followup period, the
cumulative percent of those rearrested
was higher for persons with more prior
adult arrests (figure 2). Within the first
6 months, for example, released prison-
ers with 11 or more prior arrests were
nearly 4 times more likely than those
with 1 prior arrest and more than twice
as likely as those with 2 or 3 prior
arrests to have been rearrested for a
new offense.

Failure rates, defined as the number
rearrested within a 3-month period
divided by the number not yet rearrest-
ed at the beginning of the period, were
highest in the first several months fol-
lowing release from prison (table 12).
Failure rates in the first 3 months after
release were more than 3 times higher

than those in the last 3 months of the
followup period (14.2% compared to
4.5%). In addition, in almost every 3-
month period those prisoners with long-
er arrest records had higher failure
rates. Even after 33 months, prisoners
with 11 or more prior arrests were more
than twice as likely as those with 1
prior arrest to'be rearrested within the
next 3 months (7.0% compared to 2.8%).

by number of prior adull arrests

Table 12. Three-month failure rates of State prisoners released in 1983,

Of all prisoners not previously rearrested, the percent
rearrested for the first time during each 3-month
period after release, by number of prior arrests

Time period All released 1 prior 2-3 4-6 7-10 11 or more
after release prisoners arrest arrests arrests arresis arrests
1-3 months 14.2% 5.1% B.1% 11.7% 15.3% 24.1%
4-8 12.6 6.4 8.9 10.9 13.2 20.8
7-9 11.2 5.4 7.1 10.8 10.7 17.7
10-12 8.9 3.6 7.2 8.3 11.8 14.7
13-15 7.9 4.1 6.7 7.8 10.5 10.4
16-18 7.3 4.4 6.1 6.9 8.9 10.6
19-21 6.6% 3.4% 5.1% 6.9% 7.4% 9.4%
22-24 6.0 3.2 4.8 6.2 6.8 9.1
25-27 5.3 3.0 4.7 5.8 5.9 6.8
28-30 4.6 3.0 4.6 4.8 5.2 6.5
31-33 4.4 2.8 3.3 4.2 5.0 6.2
34-36 4.6 2.8 3.6 4.6 6.4 7.0

Note: For each percent the denominator
Is the number of released prisoners who
had not been rearrested before the

3-month period, and the numerator 13 the
number who were rearrested during the
perlod.
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The number of prior arrests remained
a strong predictor of recidivism among
released prisoners for both males and
females, for each race or ethnic group,
and for all age groups (tables 13 and
14). Within each sex and racial cate-
gory, the percent rearrested among
released prisoners inereased with the
number of prior adult arrests. The
percentage rearrested was slightly
lower among Hispanics with 7 to 10
prior arrests than those with 4 to 6
prior arrests, but the difference was
not statistically significant.

Within each prior arrest group,
recidivism rates varied by sex, race,
ethnieity, and age. Except for prison-
ers with 7 to 10 prior arrests, men had
higher rates of rearrest than women.
Black prisoners had rearrest rates that
were 8 to 14 percentage points higher
than those for whites, depending on the
number of prior arrests. Hispanie
prisoners, who could be white or black,
also had rates higher than those for
non-Hispanie whites within every
category of prior arrests.

Within each prior arrest category,
older prisoners had lower rates of
rearrest than younger prisoners.
Released prisoners who had one prior
adult arrest and were age 35 or older
had the lowest recidivism rates of all
prisoners: 6.8% of those age 35 to 39
and 12.1% of those age 40 or older were
rearrested within 3 years. In contrast,
an estimated 94.1% of the released
prisoners who were age 18 to 24 and
who had 11 or more prior arrests were
rearrested during the followup period.

Age at first adult arrest

The age at which a released prisoner
was first arrested and charged as an
adult was inversely related to recidi-
vism: the younger the age at first
arrest, the higher the rate of recidivism
(table 15). An estimated 72.2% of the
prisoners first arrested before the age
of 18 were rearrested within 3 years of
their release, compared to 39.2% of
those first arrested between age 25 and
29 and 26.6% of those first arrested at
age 30 or older.

Previous studies have found a simi-
larly strong relationship between the
age at which a criminal career began
and the probability of recidivism.
Because records of arrest and prose-
cution of juveniles were not reported in
State or Federal eriminal files, unless
the offender was charged or tried in

2M.E. Wolfgang, R. Figllo, and T. Sellln,
Delinquency In a Birth Cohort (Chleagor Univeralty
of Chicago Press, 1972); Recidiviam of Young
Parolees, BJS Speclal Report, NCJ-1049186,

May 1987,

Table 13. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1983,
by number of prior adult arrests, sex, and race or ethnicity

were rearres

Percent of State prisoners released in 1983 who

ted within 3 years

Race/ethnicity*

Number of prior Sex White non- Black non-
adult arrests Male Female Hispanic Hispanie Hispanic
All released
prisoners 63.2% 51.9% 56.1% 67.1% 68.4%
1 prior arrest 39.5% 21.4% 31.1% 45.1% 40.9%
2-3 52.8 32,9 46.3 56.2 53.3
4-6 61.1 47.1 54.8 64.1 69.6
7-10 67.8 69.2 63.0 71.8 67.8
11 or more 79.0 78.5 73.2 81.4 84.5
Number of
released prisoners 101,902 6,392 46,205 47,854 13,079

*Too few cases of other racial or ethnic
groups existed to provide reliable estimates.

Table 14. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1983,
by age at time of release and number of prior adult arrests

Number of adult

Percent of State prisoners released in 1983 who
were rearrested within 3 years, by age at release

time of reiease were exciuded.

arrests prior Age 17 or Age 40
to release younger 18-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 or older

All released

prisoners 75.6% 68.0% 65.0% 63.0% 56.8% 43.7%
1 prior arrest 76.7% 48.6% 29.2% 24.8% , 6.8% 12.1%
2-3 - 61.8 12.4 18.2 18.2 14.6
4-6 72.8 57.9 51.0 41.8 30.1.
7-10 i 81.0 72.5 64.8 54.5 39.0
11 or more . 94.1 87.8 80.5 76.0 61.2

Number of

released prisoners 523 37,932 28,712 19,281 10,083 11,972
Note: Cases with missing data on the ...Too few cases to provide a reliable
number of prior adult arrests or age at estimate.

Table 15. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released In 1983,
by age at first adult arrest and number of prior adult arrests

Number of adult

Percent of State prisoners released in 1983 who were
rearrested within 3 years, by age at first arrest

arrests prior Age 17 Age 30
to release or younger 18-19 20-24 25-29 or older
All released
prisoners 72.2% 66.4% 55.1% 39.2% 26.6%
1 prior arrest 65.0% 53.5% 30.6% 15.9% 15.1%
2-3 62.1 56.5 46.4 35.5 22.8
4-6 68.6 61.2 55.7 45.4 32.4
7-10 69.3 69.3 65.3 60.2 41.9
11 or more B2.7 79.8 T1.4 50.9 62.6
Number of
released prisoners 35,837 38,058 22,470 6,653 4,783
Percent of all l :
released prisoners 33.2% 35.3% 20.8% 6.2% 4.4%

arrests and age at first adult arrest were excluded.

Note: Cases with missing data on the number of prior adult

court as an adult, an exact measure of
the age at first arrest was not avail-
able. Nevertheless, more than 1 of
every 4 released prisoners in 1983 had a
record of an arrest before they were 18
years old. It should be noted that some

8 o
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arrests may have occurred in States in
which the age of majority is under 18.

Age at first adult arrest and recidi-
vism were related regardless of the
number of prior arrests. Within almost
every category of prior arrests, the
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older the prisoners had been when first
arrested, the lower the rate of rearrest
following their release from prison.
Among prisoners with one prior arrest,
those first arrested at age 17 or
younger were about 4.3 times more
likely to be rearrested than those first
arrested at age 30 or older. Among
those with 11 or more prior arrests,
those age 17 or younger when first
arrested were nearly 1.3 times more
likely than those age 30 or older to be
rearrested. Overall, both age at first
adult arrest and the number of prior
arrests were related to the likelihood
of rearrest among prisoners released
in 1983,

Length and intensity of prior record

The length of a prisoner's eriminal-
history, defined as the time between
the first adult arrest and most recent
prison admission prior to release in
1983, was also associated with recid-
fvism (table 16). An estimated 51% of
the prisoners who had been arrested
for the first time in the year before
their most recent admission to prison
were rearrested within 3 years, com-
pared to 62% or more rearrested among
prisoners with longer eriminal histories.

The intensity of prior record rather
than length, however, was more strong-
ly associated with the likelihood of a
prisoner's rearrest. Prisoners with a
large number of prior arrests in a short
period of time were more likely to be
rearrested than those with fewer prior
arrests in a longer period of time.
Within almost every prior arrest
category, the longer the period of time
over which the prior arrests ocecurred,
the lower the percentage rearrested
among released prisoners. Among pris-
oners with two or three prior arrests,
for example, nearly 59% of those with a
ceriminal history of a year or less were
rearrested, compared to 26% of those
with a criminal history of over 10
years,

Time served in prison

The amount of time served by
prisoners on their most recent offense
before their release in 1983 was not
associated with an increased likelihood
of their rearrest (table 17). Only the
prisoners who had served the longest,
the estimated 4.1% who had been in
prison for more than § years, had lower
rates of rearrest during the 3-year
followup period. An estimated 48.3%
of those who had served more than 5
years in prison were rearrested, com-
pared to 59.0% or more of those who
had served less time.

Table 16. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1983,
by length of eriminal history and number of prior adult arrests

Percent of State prisoners released In 1983 who were

Number of adult

__rearrested within 3 years, by length of eriminal history®

arrests prior 12 months 13-24 25-60 61-120 More than
to release or less months months months 120 months
All released
prisoners 50.9% 61.6% 66.0% 65.3% 64.3%
1 arrest 39.0% 37.5% 35.1% 22.8% i
2-2 58.9 57.7 50.6 39.4 26.0
4-8 71.9 71.0 68.3 55.6 40.5
7-10 72.9 7.7 72.1 54.8
11 or more 7 92.2 83.8 75.7
Number of
released prisoners 16,921 9,779 22,437 27,531 31,541
Percent of all
released prisoners 15.6% 9.0% 20.7% 25.4% 29.1%

Note: Cases with missing data on the number of
prior adult arrests, date of birth, and date of
most recent admisslon before release in 1983
were excluded.

...Too few cases to provide a rellable estimate.

*Length of criminal history is defined as the
number of months from the first adult arrest to
the most recent admission to prison before
release in 1983.

Table 17. Rearrest rates of State prisoners
released in 1983, by time served In prison

Percent
of prisoners
Percent rearrested
of all within 3 years
Time served first following a
in prison releases first release
6 months or less 14.5% 61.2%
7-12 27.7 64.6
13-18 18.3 63.0
19-24 12.8 64.8
25-30 8.3 60.7
31-36 5.2 61.3
37-60 9.0 59.0
61 months or more 4.1 48.3

Note: A first release, as defined here,
includes only those offenders leaving
prison for the first time since beginning
thelr sentence. It excludes those who
left prison in 1983 but who had previously
been released under the same sentence
and had returned to prison for violating
the conditions of release. Figures on
time served are based on 55,263 cases.
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ff!n genefral,idespite controls for the Table 18. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1983,
effects of prior rgcord, age when by time served in prison and selected characteristics
released, age at first adult arrest, and

type of offense for which released, no Percent of State prisoners released in 1983 who were
relationship was found between recidi- rearrested within 3 years, by time served in prison
vism and length of time served in prison 6 months 7-12  13-18  15-24  25-36 37 months
(table 18). Within each of the groups or less months months months months or more
considered, differences in the likelihood Number of prior
of rearrest among those who served adult arrests
varying amounts of time in prison were ;arrest 35.2% 42.9% 40.7% 41.9% 42.7% 25.6%
inconsistent and often statistically 4:2 ;z:g 23;3 e :g:: e i
insignificant. Though prisoners who had 7-10 75.9 73.2  69.8  63.8  60.3 84.6
served more than 5 years had lower 11 or more 81.2 82.7 82.0 78.5 75.3 72.7
rates of rearrest, in order to make
reliable comparisons, they were A when exlonted
19 or younger 72.8% 72.6% B1.4% 86.0%
grouped with all those who had served 20-24 63.7 68.1 65.7 71.9 68.9 64.1
more than 3 years. 25-29 60.8 66.4 65.1 62.8 63.8 62.9
30-34 61.1 68.0 59.6 67.6 ' 60.9 56.5

Regardless of the length of time 35 or older 51.2 48.9 52.0 417.5 45.8 41.5
prisoners had served, the number of Age at first
prior arrests, age when released, and adult arrest
age when first arrested as an adult 17 or younger 78.6% 77.5% 77.9% 76.9% 70.7% 65.2%
remained strong predictors of recidi- ;g:;z g:i ;g'? gg'g gg'; g:‘; 22'3
vism. Further, with the exception of 25-29 39.7 449 401 38.2  25.9 15.1
prisoners who had served between 19 30 or older 30.5 35.5 20.2 27.6 27.1 12.8

months and 24 months, released proper-

ty offenders had higher rates of re- M et Tl vk

at release
arrest than violent offenders. In every Violent 64.1%  B61.5% 60.0% 68.5% 58.7%  53.9%
category of time served, released drug Property 66.4 69.5 69.4 66.5 68.8 64.8
_ Drug 45.0 53.3 45.8 50.68 43.1 47.2

offenders had the lowest rates of re Public-order 48.9 545 563 51.6 5.5 §0.8
arrest. i

HNote: Table includes only first releases arrest, 54,877; and on most serious offense,
Other characteristics of prior record with valid data on time served. Figures 53,521.

on number of prior arrests are based on ...Too few cases to provide a reliable

% : 55,127 weighted cases; on age when re- estimate.

Prior violent arrests

lensed, 55,249; on age at first adult

Recidivism rates were related to the

prevalence of violence in the prior Table 19. Rearrest rales of State prisoners in 1983, by most serious offense

record (table 19)_ An estimated 52.1% at release and selected characteristies of prior record

of all prisoners released in 1983 had : :

Sein amseed for & wclnt oime e et e
before the erime for which they were Characteristies of Percent of Al ‘ Public-
released in 1983. Regardless of the prior record all releases offenses  Violent  Property Drugs order

offense category for which they were
released, prisoners with a prior arrest
for a violent offense had a greater
likelihood of rearrest than other

All released
prisoners 100.0% 62.5% 59.6% 6B.1% 50.4% 54.5%

Prior arrest for a
violent offense

released prisoners, More than 68% of Yes 52.1 68.3 83.5 75.8 64.4 59.1
those with a prior violent arrest, No 47.9 56.2 §3.1 61.8 39.4 48.1

compared to 56.2% of other prisoners, Prior incarceration ‘
were rearrested within 3 years of their Yes 67.1 69.1 67.3 2.7 62.8 57.7
release No 32.9 49.1 47.6 56.7 29.3 45.8

Prior escape or revocati%n ‘

7 . of probation or of parole

Prior incarceration Yes 39.9 73.1 70.3 76.1 67.8 §8.3
No 60.1 58.5 54.8 61.2 41.3 44.4

_Apprt)ximate!y 2 of every 3 released Prior arrest for .
prisoners had previously been incarecer- a drug offense

ated in prison or jail for a erime other ) Yes 317.9 68.6 69.1 75.3 53.2 65.1
than the one for which they had served No 62.1 58.8 55.2 84.2 400 49.4
time and were then released in 1983.

” Note: Percents of all releases are based mandatory release, furlough, other condi-
Rearrest rates among prisoners who had on 108,580 weighted cases, that is, all tional release or probation, and flight to
been incarcerated before their most persons released in 1983 who survived to void prosecution.
mission ison were nearl 1987. risoners whose most serious offense when
PeUERE ddiilsy1g 11.0 P;‘ﬂsoh h y Bincludes escape, absconding, absent released was a drug offense were coded
20 percentage points higher than the without leave, revocation of parole, "no" if there was no prior drug arrest.

rates among prisoners who had been
incarcerated for the first time.
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Prior escape or revoeation

Almost 40% of all prisoners released
in 1983 had at some time in their past
escaped from custody, been absent
without leave (AWOL) or had a prior
parole or sentence to probation
formally revoked. Approximately
73.1% of such prisoners were rearrested
within the 3-year followup period.
Depending on the type of crime for
which they had served time in prison,
these prisoners had rearrest rates that
were about 15 to 26 percentage points
higher than the rates among prisoners
with no prior revocation or history of
escape or AWOL.

Prior arrest for a drug offense

Based on the most serious offense at
their release, an estimated 9.5% of all
prisoners had served time for a drug
offense. However, this figure underes-
timates the extent of prior drug arrests
among these prisoners. Nearly 38% of
all released prisoners either had previ-
ously been arrested for a drug offense
or had been incarcerated for drugs in
conjunction with a more serious offense
before their release in 1983.

Prisoners with one or more prior drug
arrests were more likely than those
without a prior drug arrest to be
rearrested within the 3-year followup
period (68.6% compared to 58.8%). In
addition, within each offense category
for which prisoners were released, a
prior drug arrest was associated with a
higher rate of rearrest.

The relative effect
of selected risk factors

Numerous factors have been found to
be related to the likelihood of re-
arrest. These factors were considered
independently. With the exception of
controls for the number of prior adult
arrests and most serious offense for
whiceh released, the relationships among
these risk factors and their relative
contribution to the likelihood of re-
arrest have not been examined.

To avoid misinterpretation of the
findings, the impact of each risk factor
should be evaluated relative to that of
other factors. Such a multifactor ex-
amination might or might not reveal,
for instance, that the higher rate of
rearrest among certain types of prop-
erty offenders than among violent of-
fenders and drug offenders is the result
of differences in the eriminal histories
or age composition of these offender
groups rather than any unique attri-
butes of the property offenders. In
addition, the number of prior arrests, a

prior revocation or escape, a prior in-
carceration, a prior arrest for a violent
offense, or a prior drug arrest may not
be uniquely related to the likelihood of
rearrest. The effects of these factors
may overlap, and some effects may be
more important than others.

Logit analysis separates the effects
of the risk factors by simultaneously
controlling for the relationship between
each factor and the likelihood of re-
arrest. In logit equations, one variable
is considered dependent upon variation
induced by others. The odds of rearrest
(that is, the ratio of the number
rearrested to the number not rearrest-
ed) for each combination of categories
among risk factors is a multiplicative
function of the effects of these
factors. When transformed by loga-
rithms, tae effects of these factors are
additive,

Eight of nine risk factors examined
here have independent net effects on
the odds of rearrest (table 20). The
length of eriminal history has no stat-
istically significant effect, primarily
due to its close relationship to age
when released and number of prior ar-
rests. The effects of the remaining
eight factors are reported in descending
order of their overall net impact: age
when released is found to have the larg-
est impact, followed by the number of
prior arrests, prior escape or revoca-
tion, most serious offense, prior incar-
ceration, age at first arrest, prior
violent arrest, and prior drug arrest.
The effects of age at first arrest, prior
arrest for a violent offense, and prior
drug arrest, though statistically signif-
icant, are relatively weak (adding
between 0.5% and 1.5% to the overall
fit to the data) and may be excluded
from the final equation.

The estimated effects, or logit
coefficients, show more precisely the
magnitude and direction of the effect
that each category among the risk fac-
tors has on the likelihood of rearrest.
A positive coefficient implies an in-
crease in the predicted logarithm of the
odds (or log odds) of rearrest; a nega-
tive coefficient implies a decrease.
The contribution to the predicted log
odds of rearrest by prisoners who were
age 24 or younger (.721) is larger than
that by those with 7 or more prior
arrests (.694), which in turn is larger
than that by those with a prior escape
or revocation (.224), those released

3por an elaboration of logit analysis as well as other
log-linear techniques, see S.E. Feinberg, The
Analysis of Cross-Classified Data (Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1977); or D. Knoke and P.J. Burke, Log-linear
Models (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1980).
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Table 20. The relationship
of selected risk factors 1o the odds
of rearrest within 3 years

Logistic coefficient®

Factor Initial Final
Overall level
of rearrest’) .354 317
Age when released
24 or younger 661 121
25-34 017% .015*
35 or older -.678 -.736
Number of prior
adult arrests
1-3 arrests -.472 -.582
4-6 ! -.096 - 112
7 or more .568 .694
Prior escape
or revocation
of probation
or of parole
Yes .232 224
No -.232 -.224
Most serious offense
for which released
Robbery, burglary,
larceny, motor
vehicle theft, or
stolen property 179 178
Other offenses -.179 -.178
Prior incarceration
Yes .155 175
No -.155 -.175
Age at [irst arrest
17 or younger 178 =
18-20 -.026% -
21 or older -.152 -
Prior arrest for a
violent offense
Yes 17 -
No =117 =
Prior arrest
for a drug offense
Yes .068 s
No -.068 ==
Note: Coefficients are based on an

equation in which the log of the odds of
rearrest is predicted for each combination
of categories among risk factors. Age at
first arrest, prior violent arrest, and prior
drug arrest are excluded from the final
equation because they contribute only
slightly to the overall fit of the equation.
The final equation accounts for 95.1% of
the change in the likelihood ehi-square
statistie from a baseline model of no
effects (not shown).
*Not statistically significant.
—Excluded from the final predietion
equation.

Represents deviations from the overall
Level of rearrest.

Represents the mean of the log odds in all
cells of the cross-classification of risk

factors.

after serving time for a high-risk
offense (.178), and those with a prior
incarceration (.175).

Taken together the coefficients
imply that individuals with all five of
the high-risk characteristics have more
than a 10-to-1 odds of rearrest. To
calculate these odds exactly, the
coefficient for the overall level of
rearrest and for each category are

PAGE 11 OF 16



summed (for example, .721 + .694 +
224 + .178 +.175 + .317 (a constant) =
2.309). The inverse of the natural
logarithm of this sum provides an esti-
mate of the odds, or 10.064 to 1. In
terms of the predicted percent re-
arrested, these odds imply that 90.4%
of the prisoners with these five charac-
teristics will be rearrested within 3
years,

Estimates for released prisoners with
other combinations of these five risk
factors may also be computed.
Individuals with the lowest risk of
rearrest, for instance, are those who
are age 35 or older, who had three or
fewer prior arrests, who have no prior
escape or revocation, who served time
for a low-risk offense, and who had not
been previously incarcerated. The
estimated odds of rearrest for this low-
risk group is .206 to 1, or 17.1%. The
odds of rearrest for prisoners with
other combinations of risk factors will
vary between 17,1% and 90.4%.

The findings reveal that the odds of
rearrest are predictable from each of
the five factors. However, the findings
do not suggest that the risk factors
excluded from the equation are either
statistically or substantively insignif-
lcant. Each Is strongly related to the
likelihood of rearrest but also related
to one or more of the factors in the
final equation. Age at first adult
arrest, for instance, Is related to both
current age and the number of prior
arrests, No attempt has been made to
specify further the relationships among
these factors. The final equation
simply identifies the factors with the
largest net effects on rearrest.

Overall, these findings should not be
used to predict the future behavior of
any individual; however, they may be
used to predict the likellhood of re-
arrest for specific groups of released
prisoners that are identified by particu-
lar characteristics. When interpreting
these findings, the difference between
risk assessment and the prediction of
indivigual behavior must be kept In
mind.* The statistical test of the final
equation was not based on the prospec-
tive number of "right" or "wrong" pre-
dictions from the elassification of
Individuals on these characteristics,
The equation merely provides an assess-
ment of risk posed by released prisoners
with specific characteristies.

i3¢e L.W. Shannon, "Risk Assessment vs. Real
Prediction: The Prediction Problem and Publle

Trust," Journal of Quantitative Criminology (June
1985) 1(2):159-189.

Methodology
S8ample description

A sample of prisoners released in
1983 was obtained from records sub-
mitted by participating States in the
National Corrections Reporting Pro-
gram (NCRP). Individual eorrections
records were linked with records of
arrests and prosecutions (rap sheets)
maintained by the criminal identifi-
cation bureaus in the 11 States. Rap
sheet data on offenders who were
arrested in more than one State were
obtained from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation.

The States represented in the sample
were California, Florida, Illinois,
Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
and Texas.

State and Federal rap sheets were
found for 16,355 of the 18,374 prisoners
in the original sample. Excluding the
159 prisoners who died during the
followup period, complete records were
obtained for 90% of the original sam-
ple. Most of the sampled prisoners with
incomplete records did not have an FBI
identification number in their correc-
tions record or on the State rap sheet.
Without this number, FBI rap sheets
could not be obtained. There was no
evidence of any systematie difference
between those persons with complete
records and those lacking either a State

Findings in this study are representa-
tive of an estimated 108,580 prisoners
who were released in the 11 States and
who were alive in 1987. Only released
prisoners with sentences to State prison
of greater than 1 year are included.
Administrative releases, prisoners who
were absent without leave (AWOL), es-
capees, transfers, releases on appeal,
and those who died in prison are ex-
cluded from the sample.

A separate, self-representing sample
of male and female prisoners was drawn
within each of the participating States,
except Minnesota, in which all released
prisoners were selected. Within each
gender group In the 10 sampled States,
prisoners were grouped into 24 strata
that were defined by categories of
race, age, and type of offense. Pris-
oners were selected systematically
from each strata to yield independent
samples of males and females within
each State.

To adjust for differences in the
sampling rate among States and for
differences among strata in the cover-
age of rap sheets, a series of weights
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were introduced. The weights were ap-
plied so that individuals in each State
and stratum were properly represented
in the combined 11-State sample.

Comparison with the 1983 NCRP

Eight of the 11 selected States,
excluding Florida, New Jersey, and New
York, were among the 29 States partie-
ipating In the 1983 National Correc-
tions Reporting Program. Released
prisoners in the 11 States closely
resembled all those reported in the
NCRP (Appendix table). The sex, race,
age, and offense distributions were
nearly identical in both groups of
States. A slightly higher percentage of
prisoners in the NCRP States than in
the 11-State sample had served 6
months or less before their release in
1983 (16.8% compared to 14.5%). How-
ever, the difference may reflect longer
time served by prisoners in Florida,
New Jersey, and New York rather than
sampling error.

Precision of the sample

Overall, the 95% confidence interval
for the percent of all released prisoners
who were rearrested within 3 years
(62.5%) was approximately plus or
minus 1 percentage point. The preeci-
slon of other estimates varied by item,
size of the estimate, and sample size
for each group. The preecision of
estimates of the percent rearrested
based on 1,000, sampled prisoners, for

example, varied between 2% and 3.5%,

depending on the percent rearrested.

Additional details on the sampling
procedures and precision of the sample
are available upon request. Unless
otherwise noted, differences cited in
the text between groups of released
prisoners were statistically significant
at the 95% confidence level.

Coverage of eriminal-history files

Criminal-history information main-
tained by the State identification
bureaus and the FBI includes all
felonies and serious misdemeanors.
These files exclude arrests and court
actions involving charges such as drunk-
enness, vagraney, disturbing the peace,
curfew violation, loltering, false fire
alarms, unspecified charges of suspieion
or investigation, and traffic violations
(except manslaughter, driving under the
influence of drugs or liquor, and hit-
and-run, which are included in the
files).

Information on offenses committed
by juvenile offenders is not reported in
the rap sheets unless the offender was
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charged or tried in court as an adult.
Consequently, all figures presented in
this report refer to adult arrests only.

Arrests for serlous offenses are not
always recorded in the criminal-history
files, largely because of the absence of
readable fingerprint cards. To eorrect
for this underreporting, incarceration
records lacking prior arrest records
were counted as arrests in the caleu-
lation of rearrest rates, time to first
rearrest, and the number of prior adult
arrests.

Offenses

The offenses reported in the
eriminal-history files were recoded
following definitions outlined in BJS
Crime Definitions, which is available

Appendix table. Comparison of 11-State
sample with 29 States in the 1983 National
Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP),
by characteristics of released prisoners

Percent of all prisoners
released in 1983

Selected 11-5tate 29 States
characteristie sample in NCRP
Bex
Male 94.1% 93.2%
Female 5.9 6.8
Race
White 54.1% 54.2%
Black 45.1 44.8
Other .8 1.0
Age
17 or younger .5% 5%
18-24 35.0 35.4
25-29 26.5 26.5
30-34 17.7 17.1
35-39 9.3 9.3
40-44 4.8 4.9
45 or older 6.2 6.3

Most serious offense

for which released
Violent 34.6%
Property 48
Drug 8
Public-order 6
Other 1

Time served in prison

belore relense®
8 months or less 14.5% 16.8%
7-12 27.7 27.3
13-18 18.3 17.3
18-24 12.8
25-30 8.3
31-36 5.2
37-60 9.0
61 months or more 4.1

Number rﬁf released

prisoners 108,580 120,368

Percent of all released
Stale prisoners,
natlonwide 57.3% 62.9%

Note: Data Include only those prisoners who
had sentences longer than 1 year and who
were released from correetional eustody in
1983, Adminlstrative releases, AWOLs,
escapees, transfers, releases on appeal, and
deaths were excluded.
BBased on first-releases only.

he 11-Btate sample includes only released
prisoners in 1983 who were alive in 1987; for
the NCRP States, all prison releases are
Included. Figures for the 11-State sample
are based on welghted data.

upon request. For each arrest in the
files, the total number of charges and
counts was recorded. However, the
type of charge, disposition, and
sentence were coded on a maximum of
six charges per arrest. For prisoners
released in 1983 after serving time in
prison for more than one offense, the
offense with the longest sentence was
defined as the most serious.

Bureau of Justice Statistics
Special Reports are prepared
principally by BJS staff. Allen J.
Beck and Bernard E. Shipley wrote
this report. It was edited by
Thomas Hester, John Dawson,
Christopher Innes, and Jacob
Perez provided statistical
assistance. Dorothea Proctor
assisted In survey production.
Marilyn Marbrook, publications
unit chief, administered report
production, assisted by Sophie
Bowen, Jeanne Harris, Yvonne
Shields, and Jayne Pugh. The
Regional Justice Information
Service (REJIS) of St. Louis,
Missouri, processed the data.

April 1989, NCJ-116261

The Assistant Attorney General,
Office of Justice Programs, coor-
dinates the aetivities of the
following program offices and
bureaus: the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, National Institute of
Justice, Bureau of Justice Assist-
ance, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, and
the Office for Vietims of Crime.
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Drugs & Crime Data

Data Center &
Clearinghouse for i
Drugs & Crime

llicit drugs—
Cultivation to
consequences

The worldwide drug business

Cultivation & production
Foreign
Domestic

Distribution
Export
Transshipment
Import into U.S.

Finance
Money laundering
Profits

The fight against drugs

Enforcement
Border interdiction
Investigation
Seizure & forfeiture
Prosecuition

Consumption reduction
Prevention
Education
Treatment

Consequences of drug use

Abuse
Addiction
Overdose
Death

Crime
While on drugs
For drug money
Trafficking

Impact on justice system

Social disruption

The Data Center & Clearinghouse
for Drugs & Crime is funded by
the Bureau of Justice Assistance
and directed by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics of the U.S.
Department of Justice.

Major heroin smuggling routes into the United States

DEA Quarterly Inleligence Trends

1

One free phone call can give you access
to a growing data base on drugs & crime

The new Data Center & Clearing-
house for Drugs & Crime is managed
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics.
To serve you, the center will —

¢ Respond to your requests
for drugs and crime data

o Let you know about new drugs and
crime data reports.

¢ Send you reports on drugs and crime.

o Conduct special bibliographic
searches for you on specific drugs
and crime topics

« Refer you to data on epidemiok
ogy, prevention, and treatment of
substance abuse at the National
Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug
Information of the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Adminis-
tration.

« Publish special reports on subjects
such as assets forfeiture and seizure,
economic costs of drug-related

crime, drugs and violence, drug laws
of the 50 States, drug abuse and
corrections, and innovative law
enforcement reactions to drugs and
crime.

» Prepare a comprehensive, concise
report that will bring together a rich
array of data to trace and quantify
the full flow of illicit drugs from
cultivation to conseguences.

14
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Major cocaine smuggling routes
into the United States

DEA Quarterly \
Intelligence Trends g

Call now and speak to a specialist
in drugs & crime statistics:

1-800-666-3332

Or write to the Data Center &
Clearinghouse for Drugs & Crime
1600 Research Boulevard
Rockville, MD 20850
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Bureau of Justice Statistics
reports
(revised April 1989)

Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local
301-251-5500) to order BJS reports,
to be added to one of the BJS mailing
lists, or to speak to a reference
specialist in statistics at the Justice
Statistics Clearinghouse, National
Criminal Justice Reference Service,
Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850.

BJS maintains the following
mailing lists:

® Drugs and crime data (new)

e White-collar crime (new)

@ National Crime Survey (annual)

® Corrections (annual)

¢ Juvenile corrections (annual)

® Courts (annual}

@ Privacy and securlity of criminal

history information and

information policy

Federal statistics (annual)

BJS bulletins and special reports

(approximately twice a month)

® Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual)

Single coples of reports are free; use
NCJ number to order. Postage and
handling are charged for bulk arders
of single reports. For single copies of
multiple titles, up to 10 titles are free;
11-40 titles $10; more than 40, $20;
libraries call for special rates.
Public-use tapes of BJS data sets
and other criminal justice data are
available from the National Archive
of Criminal Justice Data (formerly
CJAIN), P.O. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, M
48106 (toll-free 1-800-999-0960).

National Crime Survey

Criminal victimization in the U.S.:
1988 (final report), NCJ-11 1456, 9/88
1985 (final report), NCJ-104273, 5/87
1984 (final report), NCJ-100435, 5/86
1883 (final report), NCJ-96459, 10/85

BJS special reports:

The redesigned National Crime
Survey: Selected new data, NCJ-
114746, 1/89

Motor vehicle theft, NCJ-109978, 3/88

Elderly victims, NCJ-107676, 11/87

Violent crime trends, NCJ-107217,
11/87

Robbery victims, NCJ-104638, 4/87

Violent crime by strangers and
nonstrangers, NCJ-103702, 1/87

Preventing domaestic violence agalnst
women, NCJ-102037, 8/86

Crime pravention measures,
NCJ-100438, 3/86

The use of weapons Iin committing
crimes, NCJ-99643, 1/86

Reporting crimes to the police, NCJ-
99432, 12/85

Locating clty, suburban, and rural
crime, NCJ-99535, 12/85

The risk of violent crime, NCJ-97119,
5/85

The economic cost of crime to victims,
NCJ-93450, 4/84

Family violence, NCJ-93449, 4/84

BJS bulletins:

Criminal victimization 1987, NCJ-
113587, 10/88

Households touched by crime, 1987,
NCJ-111240, 5/88

The crime of rape, NCJ-96777, 3/85

Household burglary, NCJ-96021, 1/85

Violant crime by strangers, NCJ-80829,
4/82

Crime and the elderly, NCJ-79614, 1/82

Measuring crime, NCJ-75710, 2/81

BJS technical reports:

New directions for the NCS,
NCJ-115571, 5/89

Serles crimes: Report of a field
test, NCJ-104615, 4/87

Lifetime likellhood of victimization,
NCJ-104274, 3/87

Response to screening questions In
the NCS, NCJ-97624,7/85

«U.5, G.P.0. 19B89-241-693:00005

Preliminary data from the National Crime

Survey, 1988 (press release), 4/89
Redesign of the National Crime Survey,
NCJ-111457, 3/89
The seasonality of crime victimization,
NCJ-111033, 6/88
Crime and older Amaericans information
package, NCJ-104569, $10, 5/87
Teenage victims, NCJ-103138, 12/86
Victimization and fear of crime: World
perspactlves, NCJ-93872, 1/85, $9.15
The National Crime Survey: Working
papers, vol. l: Current and historical
perspectives, NCJ-75374, 8/82
vol. Il: Mathodological studies,
NCJ-90307, 12/84

Corrections

BJS bulletins and special reports:

Prisoners in 1988, NCJ-116315, 4/89

Reclidivism of prisoners released in
1983, NCJ-116261, 4/89

Capital punishment 1987, NCJ-111939,
7/88

Drug use and crime: State prison
Inmate survey, 1986, NCJ-111940,
7/88

Time served in prison and on parole
1984,NCJ-108544, 1/88

Profile of State prison Inmates, 19886,
NCJ-109926, 1/88

imprisonment in four countries, NCJ-
103967, 2/87

Population density in State prisons,
NCJ-103204, 12/86

State and Federal prisoners, 1925-85,
102494, 11/86

Prison admissions and releases, 1983,
NCJ-100582, 3/86

Examining recidivism, NCJ-96501, 2/85

Returning to prison, NCJ-85700, 11/84

Time served in prison, NCJ-93924, 6/84

Correctional populations in the U.S.:
1986, NCJ-111611, 2/89
1985, NCJ-103957, 2/88

Historical statistics on prisoners in State
and Federal institutions, yearend
1925-86, NCJ-111098, 6/88

1984 census of State adult correctional
facllities, NCJ-105585, 7/87

Historical corrections statistics In the
U.S., 1850-1984, NCJ-102529, 4/87

1979 survey of inmalas of State correctional
facilities and 1979 census of State
correctional facilities:

BJS special reports:
The prevalence of imprisonment,
NCJ-93657, 7/85
Career patterns in crime, NCJ-
BB672, 6/83

BJS bulletins:
Prisoners and drugs, NCJ-87575,
3/83
Prisoners and alcohol, NCJ-86223,
1/83
Prisons and prisoners, NCJ-80697,
2/82

Vaterans in prison, NCJ-79232, 11/81

Census of jails and survey of jail inmates:;
BJS bulletins and special reports:
Jall Inmates, 1987, NCJ-114319,
12/88
Drunk driving, NCJ-109945, 2/88
Jall iInmates, 1986, NCJ-107123,
10/87
The 1983 jail census, NCJ-95536,
11/84

Census of local |alls, 1983: Data for
Individual jails, vols. -1V, Northeast,
Midwest, South, West, NCJ-112796-9;
vol. V, Selected findings, methodology,
summary tables, NCJ-112795, 11/88

Our crowded jalls: A national plight,
NCJ-1118486, 8/88

Parole and probation

BJS bullalins:
Prabation and parole:
1987, NCJ-113948, 11/88
1986, NCJ-108012, 12/87
1985, NCJ-103683, 1/87
Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83

BJS special reports;
Time served In prison and on parole,
1884, NCJ-108544, 1/88
Recidlvism of young parolees, NCJ-
104918, 5/87
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Children in custody

Census of public and private juvenile
detention, correctional, and shelter
facilities, 1975-85, NCJ-114065,
5/89

Survey of youth In custody, 1987
(special report), NCJ-113365, 9/88

Public Juvenlle facilities, 1985
(bulletin), NCJ-102457, 10/86

1982-83 census of juvenile detention
and correctional facilities, NCJ-
101686, 9/86

Expenditure and employment

BJS bulletins:
Justice expenditure and employment:
1985, NCJ-104460, 3/87
1983, NCJ-101776,7/86
1982, NCJ-98327, /85

Justice expenditure and employment:
Extracts, 1982 and 1983, NCJ-106629,
8/88
Extracts, 1980 and 1981, NCJ-96007,
6/85
1971-79, NCJ-92596, 11/84

Courts

BJS bulletins:

Felony sentences in State courts,
NCJ-115210, 2/89

Criminal defense for the poor, 1986,
NCJ-112919, 9/88

State felony courts and felony laws,
NCJ-106273, 8/87

The growth of appeals: 1973-83 trends,
NCJ-96381, 2/85

Casae filings in State courts 1983,
NCJ-95111,10/84

BJS special reports:

Felony case-processing time, NCJ-
101985, 8/86

Felony sentencing in 18 local jurisdic-
tions, NCJ-97681, 6/85

The prevalence of guilty pleas, NCJ-
96018, 12/84

Sentencing practices in 13 States,
NCJ-95399, 10/84

Sentencing outcomes In 28 felony
courts, NCJ-105743, 8/87

National criminal defense systems study,
NCJ-94702, 10/86

The prosecution of felony arrests:
19882, NCJ-106990, 5/88
1981, NCJ-101380, 9/86, $7.60
Felony laws of the 50 States and the
District of Columbia, 1988,
NCJ-105066, 2/88, $14.70
State court model statistical dictionary,
Supplement, NCJ-98326, 9/85
1st edition, NCJ-62320, 9/80

Privacy and security

Compendium of State privacy and security
legislation:
1987 overview, NCJ-111097, 9/88
1987 tull report (1,497 pages,
microfiche only), NCJ-113021, 9/88

Criminal justice information policy:
Strategies for improving data quality,
NCJ-115339, 5/89
Public access to criminal history record
Iinformation, NCJ-111458, 11/88
Juvenile records and recordkeeping
systems, NCJ-112815, 11/88
Automated fingerprint Identification
systems: Technology and policy
Issues, NCJ-104342, 4/87
Criminal justice “hot" files,
NCJ-101850, 12/86
Crime control and criminal records
(BJS special report), NCJ-99178,
10/85
State criminal records repositorles
(BJS technical report), NCJ-99017,
10/85
Data quality of criminal history records,
NCJ-98079, 10/85
Victim/witness legislation: An over
view, NCJ-94365, 12/84
Proceedings of BJS/SEARCH
conference:
Open vs. confidential records,
NCJ-113560, 11/88
Data quality palicies and
procedures, NCJ-101849, 12/86
Information policy and crime control
strategies, NCJ-93926, 10/84

ATTACHMETN II

Computer crime

BJS special reports:
Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-
96666, 3/85
Electronic fund transfer and crime,
NCJ-92650, 2/84

Electronic fund tranator systems Iraud,
NCJ-100461, 4/86

Electronic fund transfer systems and
crime, NCJ-83736, 9/82

Expert witness manual, NCJ-77927, 9/81.
$11.50

Federal justice statistics

The Federal civil justice system (BJS
bulletin), NCJ-104769, 7/87

Employer perceptions of workplace
crime, NCJ-101851, 7/87, $6

Federal offenses and offenders

BJS special reports:

Drug law violators, 1980-86, NCJ-
111763, 6/88

Pretrial release and detention:
The Bail Reform Act of 1984,
NCJ-109929, 2/88

White-collar crime, NCJ-106876, 9/87

Pretrial release and misconduct, NCJ-
96132, 1/85

BJS bulletins:
Bank robbery, NCJ-94463, 8/84
Federal drug law violators, NC.J-
92692, 2/84

General

BJS bulletins and special reports:

Profile of State and local law
enforcement agencies, NCJ-113949,
3/89

International crime rates, NCJ-110776.
5/88

Tracking offenders, 1984, NCJ-109686,
1/88

BJS telephone contacts '87, NCJ-
1029089, 12/86

Tracking otfenders: White-collar crime,
NCJ-102867, 11/86

Police employment and expenditure,

+NCJ-100117, 2/86

Tracking offenders: The child victim,

NCJ-95785, 12/84

BJS data report, 1988, NCJ-1 16262, 5/89
BJS annual report, fiscal 1988, NCJ-
115749, 4/89

Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics,
1987, NCJ-111612, 9/88
Report to the Nation on crime and
Justice:
Second edition, NCJ-105506, 6/88
Technical appendix, NCJ-112011,
8/88
Drugs & crime data:
Rolodex card, B00-666-3332, 8/88
Data center & clearinghouse brochure,
BC-000092, 2/88
Criminal justice microcomputer guide
and software catalog, NCJ-112178,
8/88
Proceedings of the third workshop on law
and justice statistics, NCJ-112230,
7/88
1986 directory of automated criminal
Justice information systems, NCJ-
102260, 1/87, $20
Publications of BJS, 1971-84: A topical
bibliography, TB030012, 10/86, $17.50
BJS publications: Selected library in
microfiche, 1971-84, PRO30012,
10/86, $203 domestic
National survey of crime severity, NCJ-
96017, 10/85
Criminal victimization of District of
Columbia residents and Capitol Hill
employees, 1982-83, NCJ-97982;
Summary, NCJ-98567, 9/85
How to gain access to BJS data
(brochure), BC-000022, 9/84

See order form
on last page
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To be added to any BJS mailing list, copy
or cut out this page, fill it in and mail it to:

L] I the mailing label below is
correct, check here and do not

fill in name and address.

Naine:
Title:
Organization:

Street or box:

City, State, Zip:
Daytime phone number: ( )

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS

U.S. Department of Justice
User Services Department 2
Box 6000

Rockville, MD 20850

iy e e

You will receive an
annual renewal card.
If you do not return it,
we must drop you from
the mailing list.

Interest in eriminal justice (or organization and title if you put home address above):

Please put me on the mailing list for—

r__|

D Justice expenditure and employ- L

ment reports--annual spending

and staffing by Federal/State/

loeal governments and by fune-
tion (police, courts, ete.)

White-collar erime--data on the
processing of Federal white-

! New!
collar erime cases

Privacy and security of eriminal
history information and informa-
tion policy--new legislation;
maintaining and releasing
intelligence and investigative
records; data quality issues

Federal statistics--data deserib-
ing Federal case processing, from
investigation through prosecution,
adjudieation, and corrections

Juvenile corrections reports--
juveniles in custody in public and
private detention and correction-
al facilities

Drugs and crime data--sentencing
and time served by drug offend-
ers, drug use at time of crime by
jail inmates and State prisoners,
and other qualily data on drugs,
crime, and law enforcement

BJS bulletins and special reports
--timely reports of the most
current justice data

Prosecution and adjudication in
State courts--case processing
from prosecution through court
disposition, State felony laws,
felony sentencing, criminal
defense

ﬂ“ 384
U.S. Department of Justice Official Business
Office of Justice Programs Penalty for Private Use $3( il ‘ EERL
Bureau of Justice Statistics IR
X
il N
Washington, D.C. 20531
S5217954
DAVID RUSCH
9837 PAWNEE
LEAROLD
LLA!‘“JI!) ﬂ‘_] 60‘&:&}"3_

L]

Corrections reports--results of
sample surveys and censuses of
jails, prisons, parole, probation,
and other corrections data

National Crime Survey reports--
the only regular national survey
of crime vietims

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statisties (annual)--broad-based
data from 150+ sources (400+
tables, 100+ figures, index)

Send me a form to sign up for N1J
Reports (issued free 6 times a
year), which abstracts both
private and government criminal
justice publications and lists
conferences and training sessions
in the field.
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BEYOND WILLIE HORTON
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The Battle of the Prison Bulge ‘

RiCHARD B. ABFLL

Twa good ideas—fhscal conservarism and getting rough
with eriminals—are on a collision course. Responding to
public outrage abour crime and to the realizadon thar
criminal rehabilitation usually doesn’t work, state legisla-
tures have been enacring vougher sentencing pracrices for
repeat offenders. The legislators wanr to el te revolv-
ing-daor jusrice, to redefine “life senrence” as more than
parole in three to five years. Bur these worthy goals are
threatened by prison crowding and the reluctance of tax-
payers to appropriate scarce resources for new prison con-
strucrion and rehabilitation of old facilides,

At the end of 1987, more than 40,000 people were being
held in a federal prison sysrem designed to hold 29,000
inmates. The state prison popularion, up 75 percent since
the end of 1980, scood ar §33,000, in facilities intended for
436,000 to 501,000 inmares. The endre corrections depart-
menrs of eight states were under court order or consent
dectes to relieve prison crowding. Another 27 seates plug
the Distnet of Columbia were operating at least one facility
under similar court order or consent decree, There simply
isn't room for all the criminals who should be locked up.

New prison construction has been held back by irs as-
tronomical coses—typically between §50,000 and
$100,000 per bed space. When opcrational costs are added
and amortized over the life of 4 facility, a sentence of one
person for one year will average about $25,000, In 1985,
according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), state
governmenrs spent $8.9 billion (ot 55 percent of their en-
tire justice system expenditures) on corrections faciliries.
Of that amount, 13.4 percent was spent on capital ourlays
including prison construction, double the percentage in
1974, Sticker-shocked legislators understandably balk at
these prices and are refuctant to wm to taxpayers for
additional revenues. ’

Bur the cosrs of not building necw prisons are even
steeper. By now the nation is well dware of the crimes of
Willle Horton, who repeatedly raped a2 Maryland woman
and rorrured her fiancé while on furlough from his first-
degree-murder sentence in Massachuseres. It is less well-
known that thousands of other conviczed felons are pre-
maturely released because of prison crowding. Many are
never ¢ven imprisoned.

Precise figures are hard to come by because stares are

32

reluctant to provide information on early prison releasds.
In 1985, according o the BJS, 19 states reporred IS,STT
early rcleases because of crowding. Between 1986 and
1987, the prison papulation in states enrirely under courr
order increased by only 3.2 percenr, compared with 4

‘increase of 8.5 percent in srates not experiencing court

intervention. Burled in these staristicz are countless per-
sonal rragedies that could have been avoided. ;
Wayne Lamarr Harvey participated in the brutal shor-
gun killing of two people in a Detroit bar in December
1975. A plea-bargain reduced his two first-degree murdge
charges to second degree, and he was given a 20~ to 40-yegr
prison sentence. On the day he envered prison, he was
automatically granted nine and a half years of “good-time”
credits, which he was allowed to keep despite 24 majgr
prison rule violarions during his incarceration. His miny-
mum sentence was further reduced by two years undfr
Michigan's “Prison Overcrowding Emergency Powe
Act,” which went into effect in 1980 after voters rejecred|a
€300 million bond issue for further prison constructiof.
Marvey was paroled ro a halfway house in July 1984 afrer
serving eight and a half years of his original minimum
sentence. On October 25, 1984, Harvey and 2 female half-
way-house escapee killed a 41-year-old East Lansing police
officer and father of six, then proceeded to 2 nearby horie
where Harvey shot and killed a 33-year-old woman as ske
opened the front door. The two were later apprehended s
they were attempring to jumnp searr their last VICHin's ¢ar.
John Butsinas, imprisoned in Michigan on rwo breaking-
and-entering charges, was paroled in February 1984 after
receiving 370 days of carly rclease credit. When last apprs-
hended i1 October 1984, he confessed o having burglar-
ired about 500 homes since April 1984 ro help support i
§2,000-a-day cocaine habit. According ro Bursinas, “if|1
had did it right, I'd have never had to work again a day in
my life. . .. Oh, Jesus Christ, the money.™ |
The state of Texas, which operatcs under a conser
decree for prison crowding and has been fotced to closc ifs
prison gates several times since 1981, has been under sub-
srantial pressure to let existing inmates go to make roomm

RicHARD B. AgeLL is assistant attorney general in charge of
the Office of fustice Programs. I
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for new c.. ... fetry McFadden, also knawn as “the Ani-
mal,” had been sentenced to 15 years in January 1981 for
aggravated sexual abuse, He was let out under mandatory
telease in July 1985 afrer accumulating the madmum
amount of “good-ime” credit. On May 5, 1986,
McFadden robbed a young couple ar gunpoint near a lake
in rural Hawkins, Texas. Later thar same day, three recens
high school graduates, who were picnicking by the lake,
were shot and killed. McFadden was convicted of armed
robbery and sentenced to Life for the frst incident. He was
convicted of the rape and murder of one of the three
picnickers, but as there were no eyewimesses and the gun
was not found, he was not convicred in the other rwo
killings. While awaiting trial, McFadden escaped from a
local jail, taking a female police officer hostage. After
leading Texas lawmen on an incredible three-day man-
hunt, he was finally caprured. McFadden is currently on
Texas's death row, pending appeal.

Tough mandatory sentencing is supposed to avert such
tragedies. But with too few prison cells, we have creared a
game of musical chairs thar all too often purs the criminal
on the wrong side of the wall. We must not allow capaciry

problems to drve judgments about who should be locked
up and who let go.

Felony Probation

A BJS study of prison entrants in 1979 found that, ar the
time of their admission, 28 percent would still have been in
prison on an earlier convicion if they had served their
maximum prior sedtence. The srudy found thar chese
“avertable recidivists” accounted for approximately 20
percent of the violent crimes commirted by all those sent
to prison that year as well as 28 percent of the burglaries
and auto thefts, and 31 percent of the stolen property
offenses.

Avertable recidivisim has almost certainly risen in recent
years, as probation, parole, and early release have been
used increasingly as a release valve for bulging prisons, even
when it means placing dangerous offenders back on the
streets. The probation and parole population grew by
more than 40 percent from 1983 through 1987, whereas
the number of men and women in jails and prisons in-
creased by 33 percent. Today, over one-third of the na-
tion's adult probation population are convicted felons.

In Texas, in 1987, the 4verage inmate was released after
serving less than one quarter of his sentence; by compari-
son, in 1982, inmates were released after serving over half
their sentences. It is now possible to be released on parole
after serving three months of a two-year term, 7.6 months

of a five-year term, and 15.2 months of a 10-year sen-.

tence.

What happens when convicted felons receive probation
instead of a prison sentence? A study commissioned by the
Narional [nstiture of Justiee tracked 1,672 felons put on
probation in California’s Los Angeles and Alameda Coun-
ties in 1983, Over a 40-month period, 65 percent of the
probationers were rearrested and 53 percent had officlal
charges filed against them. “Of these charges,” explains the
criminologist Joan Petersilia, 75 percent involve burglary
ar theft, robbery, or other violent crimes—the crimes most
threatening to public safety.” Fifty-one percent of the sam-

Winter 1989

ple were reconvicted—18 percent for homicide, rape,
weapons offenses, assault, or robbery; and 34 percent
eventually wers rerumed to jail or prison, !
The Price of Thaggery i
The price of prison construction should be weighd
against the price paid for the premarure release of hard-
ened offenders as the resule of prison crowding. Though
still 2 developing discipline, an emerging methodologyjis
attempting to esrimate how many crimes a hypotheti
offender commits and how much each of those crimes
costs society, |
The FBI reports data on victim losses for various crimes.
For example, the white-collar crime cases filed in federal
couirt in the year ending Seprember 30, 1985, included 140

e e e e

New prisons cost between $50,000 i
and $100,000 per bed space. But the
costs of not building new prisons |
are even steeper. ‘

| |

I
crimies involving over $1 million. Sixry-four persons weye
charged with crimes involving over $10 million. In the
larceny-theft category reported losses averaged: $248 for
pocket-picking; $208 for purse snatching; $86 for shoplifr-
ing; $646 for thefts from buildings; $428 for thefts fromn
motor vehicles. Automobile thefr averaged $4,888 each,

with 2 national loss of $6 billion. L
Figure 1 lists the number of crimes in 1983, and esg-
mates-some of the costs to society of criminal acrivity
duriag the same year. Dividing the number of vicrimiza-
tions (42.5 million) into the costs of crime to sociery ($%9

billion) leads to a social cost of §2,300 per crirue. |
An offender’s rap sheet may list only one or rwo convi¢-
tions and a few arrests. But interviews with oftenders sug-
gest that the rypical convict has commired hundreds (?t

Figurc 1
Social costs of crime
Crimes—1983 Expenditures—1983
{Millions) ($ billions) !
Viatence 50 Firearms 0.3
Robbery 1.4 Guard dogs 4.2
Burglary - 7.5 Victim losses 35.4
Larceny 274 Crminal justice 338
Theft 12 Commercial securdry 6.1
Toual 425 Toral 29,4

(Missing: Homicides, white
edllar, underground econ-
omy)

(Missing: Residential secus
fity, oppartunity costs, indii
rect coses) |

|
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A Rand Corporation survey of 2,190 offenders in three
states found that professional burglars averaged berween
76 and 118 burglasies per year, Lesser larcenists such as
shoplifters and pickpockers averaged berween 135 and 202
thefts per year. Tens percent of offenders commitred over
600 crimes per year and about half the sample commirred
fewer than 15 crimes per year. The broad disparity be-
tween individual offender behavior should make us cau-
tious about suggesting an average number of offenses per
prisoner. The overall average for all crimes in the Rand
study ranged between 187 and 287 per year,

A Bureau of Justice Statistics study
of prison entrants in 1979 found
that, at the time of their admission,
28 percent would still have been in
prison on an earlier conviction if
they had served their maximum
prior sentence,

Some simple arithmeric leads to a rough estimare of the
annual damage wrought by a hypothetical offender. Mulsi-
plying the average cost of crime ($2,300) by the average
number of offenses (187, the low end of the range), we find
that a rypical offender in the survey is responsible for
$430,000 in crime coses. The cast to imprison this offender
for one year is $25,000. Thus, a year in prson costs
$405.000 less than a year of criminal activity. For 100 such
offenders, the savings would be $40.5 million. A year of
crime is 17 times more expensive for sociery than a year in
prison.

Even if we take the lower end of the range and halve ir,
assuming 93 annual crimes per offender, the costs to soci-
ery are $213,900 per offender, or $188,900 more than a
year of incarceration. These estimates are very rough, of
course, but they suggest that the costs of prison construc-
tion are scveral times lower than the costs to sociery of
non-imprisonment.

Non-quantifable Costs of Crime

Crime victims readily tally the direct cosrs of ernime, out- -

of-pocker expenses, replacement of stolen properry, lost
time to report the crime or restfy in court, medical costs,
or emotional trauma, Bur there are indirecr costs of ¢rime
that are dificult to quanufy. Precautionary measures are
undertaken to reduce the likelihood of repear vicrimiza-
tion. This can take the form of altered wavel pavterns or a

wide range of locks and alarms, use of safe deposit boxes, |

putchase of steel doors, Polling data indicate thae half of
all Americans report that they cannor walk at nighe in their
own neighborhoods without fear of erime. In Chicaga and
Boston, 60 percent of households have altered behavioral

34

patterns because of crime rates. Crime avoidange costs
taxpayers scarce time that could otherwise be spenr on
leisure or work.

Businesses pass on their direct cost of crime, which be-
come indirect costs to consumers. The price of |secunty
and of stolen or shoplifred goods is paid by copsumers.
Banks pass on credir card fraud in the form of higher rates.
Check kiting results in greater security at b which
slows customer service at the teller window. Some busi-
nesses in high-¢rime areas must close their doors fit night,
crearing inconvenience for residents whe work dyring the

- day and leaving limited opportunities for part-time work

by students,

Criminal justice professionals can also lose morale. In a
recent survey by the National Law Review, prosecurors
ranked rhe shortage of prison space as the number one

.problem in the war against drug rraffickers. “It is|ha:d to

keep going after these guys when judges have no place to
put them," commented one prosecuror.

The indirect costs of crime and the perception that gov-
emment cannot protect the public creates a community
environment that is unareracdve to business, tounsts, and
residenrs, Citizens figure “why bothet” reporing crime
when little or norhing will happen to the ofender] Once a
communiry falls into this malaise, the resulting|exodus
lowers the 1ax base, stymies economic development, and
raises the cost of social services,

Though the dollar amount of indirect coses of icrime is
nearly impossible to quantify, the eausal connecrion be-
tween crime and altered behavior is clear. These cpsts will
be incurred somewhere, either by a prudent usef of rax-
payer resources to build enough prison space or byt citizens
who must purchase their own iton bars to protect them-
selves from crime. ‘
|

Lost Deterrence
To most drug dealers the prospect of making millions
far outstrips the risk of a three-ycar prison sentence with a
chance of parole in 18 months. A 15-year mandarpry sen-
tence with no chance of parole would send a dramatically
different message.
If the threar of prison is to discourage persops from
becoming criminals, it musr be a credible threar. frimust be
backed up with acrual prison rerms. Researchers disagrec
abour how cerrain the threar of imprisonment must be and
how severe the sentence must be to deter ¢riminal|acovity,
In patr, this is a recognition thar a decision to [commit
criminal acts is individual and will vary according|to each
person’s willingness ro rake risks. i
Criminologists have tried to determine whether invest.,
ment in prison capaciry purchases a significant amount of
deterrence. A study conducted by Kenneth Wolpind (then at
Yale) compared what would happen if imprisonment was
increased by 1 percent with what would happen if proba-
tion was increased by 1 percent. The conclusion as that
twice as many crimes would be deterred by increasing
imprisonment. A study by Michacl Block ar the Upiversity
of Arizona ¢oncluded that moving a typical property of-
fender from probation ro a rwo-year prison sentence
would prevent 80 property crimes. .
Recent American history suggesrs that reductions in the
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Figure 2
Crime ratss gnd prisva risks: 1960-.1984

Year 1960 1965 1970
Sources: Prisoners in 1983 (BJS)
Lidifarm Crime Reporrs 1983 (FBI)

6.5
6 -
55 +—@- ] _(
§ - - =
4.5 - — [ =
4 ~ i = i —
35 - - - L]
3 T P vy {——
2..5 L 4 . —
i ¢ {8{ I : el
]..? ] 1 E 1818 —

o
*Par | cimes: Homicide, !'orcibl_c 1ape, robbery, aggravared assquir, burglary, larceny-theft, morar vehicle thefr,

1975 1980 1985 |
T Part | erimen per 100 population
Imptisonments per 100 crimes k

certainty of imprisonment will lead ro higher crime rates,
In 1960, the chance thar an offender would receive a
prison sentence were 6,2 percent. By 1983, the chance was
exactly half thar. (See Figure 2.) The low point in offender
likelihood of incarceration was in 1974 when the chances
fell to 2.1 percent, When chances of imprisonment were
high (1960), crime rates weze low. When chances of impris-
onment were low (1974), crime rates were high, Crimes
deterred by available rrison space are another cost savings
10 society thar should be weighed against the cosms of

priten construction.

Prefab Prisons

Efforts are underway on several frones to lower the
dollar costs of prison facilities. The National Institute of
Justice has researched new modular techniques of prison
construction that have been nsed experimentally ro build a
facility for $30,000 per bed space, which is substantially
below the narional average, This method can also add new
space 1o existing facilirjes,

Privarization of certain aspects of prison management or
the conrracting our to the private sector of an enrire facility
also shows promise of being less expensive. Some private

comectional facilides in operation today acrually make|a
profit. |

Prison induseries thar employ inmates are in use in sev-
eral facilities. The wages paid to the prison workers af
typically used to defray the cost of room and board. Other
deductions go ta the inmates’ families to lower welfage
costs. Restitution o victims paid from these wages would
lower the cost to sociery of crime.

In South Carolina, inmate labor was used to construé
prison facilities. This lowered the cost substantially and
provided valuable job training for prisoners. :

The federal governmenr makes certain surplus property,
including land, available 1o the states for the constructio
of prison facilities, In some instances, this can lower the
cost of a niew prisan by 25 percent. _ |

Legislanjc policies of tough sentencing are’ frustrateqd
when the fentence cannor be delivered. In these rimes qf
tight-fisted fiscal policy, resources will have to ba rmIch-
cated if prisons are to be built, By investing in new facili-
ties, the coits of crime to victims, families, businesses, angd
communirits can be lowered. Failure to maintain prison
capacity to Save costs now could be a false cconomy thag
causes furthér breakdown in the criminal jusrice system. X

\
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Probation and Felany offenders, National Institute of Justicm, office of

Justica Programs, U,S, Department of Justice, March 1985,

Making Conf Decisions, National Institute of Justice, office of i
Justice Programs, U.S. Departwent of Justice, July 1987. |

Construction Bulletins, U.S. Department of Justice, Naticnal Institute of
Justice:

Florida Sets Fxample With Use of comerete Modules, March 1986,

Ohio's New Amproach to Prison ard Jail Finaving, November 1986, and
Irmates Build Prisons in South Carnling, December 1987.

Time Served in Prisen ard_oh Parole, 1984, Bureau ef Justice Statistica, !
Office of Justice Programa, U.S. Departmant of Justice, December 1987.

Retirning to Prison, Bureau of Justice Statistics, office of Justice
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, Novembar 1984, :

Examining Recidivism, Bureau of Justice Statistics, offica of Justice
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, February 1985,

, o
Pomulation Density in Stata Prison, Bureau of Justice Statistics, :
Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, December 1986.

Tracking Offenders, 1984, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of
Justice Programa, U,S, Department of Justi

Departmant ustice, Jamiary 15988.

Prisoners in 1987, Bureay of Justica Statistics, Offica of Justices
Programa, U,5, Departwent of Justice, Apwril 1988,

Historical Statistics en Priseners in state jtutd
jear—end 1925-86, Bureau of Justice Statistica, Office of Jugtice
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, May 19s8,

Report to the Natjon on Crime and Justice, Second Fdition, Buresu of o
Justice Statistjecs, U,S. Department of Justice, March 1988, |

For copies of these and other Department of Tustice publicatices, contact: | i

mum&hhmmtimmrmsuﬂm/m !
U.5. Departmertt of Justics
Booe 6000

Rockville, MD 20850
Telaphone: BOO-851-3420 or 301-251-5500
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ATTENTION: Steve Nicely

ADVANCE FOR RELEASE AT 5 P,M., EDT BJS

SUNDAY, JULY 30, 158% (202) 724-7782

Bix states executed 11 prisoners last year, bringing the

total number of executions to 104 since 1976, the year in which
‘-\k_______—__ )
the U.S. Supreme Court reinstated the death penalty, the Bureau

of Justice Statistice announced today. Those offandaré executed
during 1988 had spent an average of 6 years and 8 months on death
row, said the Bureau, which ig a component of the U,$. Department
of Justice's Officé of Justice Prograns.

Among those men and women on death row last December 31 for

whom the states reported criminal history information, 68 percent

had a prior £ st d 9 parcent had a prior homilcide

conviction, At the time they committed the crime for which they

‘___.__,H._________—-—-___i
were santenced to death, 21 percent were free on parole,

8 percent were on probation, 3 percent were prison inmates and 2

percent had escaped from prison. /

At the end of last year 34 states of the 37 thgﬁ authorize

—

capital punishment held 2,124 prisoners who had beén sentenced to

——

death--8 percent more than a year earlier. Southern states hald
ﬂ

59 percent of those under a death sentence, 19 percent were in

western states, 16 percent in the Midwest and almost 6 percent

(MORE)
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were held in three northeastern states, Pennsylvania, New Jersey

and Connacticut.

Since 1977 there have been 3,477 offenders under a death
T ——

sentence at one time or another, and 3.1 percent of the whites

among them and 2.9 percent of the blacks were executed.

Twalve states have executed offenders from 1977 to 1988 as

follows:
1997 + 5 & v .1
178 . . . . O
1979 . . . . 2
1980 , . , , O
1981 . . « . 1
1982 , . . , 2
1983 » & ] [ ] 5
1984 . .21
1985 ., , ., 18
1986 . . 18
1987 . ., . 25
1988 § 11
The number of executions in the dozen @tates eince 1977 waras

as follows:

Taxasg . . i & . 28
Florida . , . , ., 19
Louisiana . . . ., 18
Georgla . . . ., . 13
Vigginia, . « + & 7
North Carolina. 3
Miseiasippli . . ., 3
Alabama . ., , , , 3
Utahi L] [ ] L ] [ L] [ ] 3
South Carolina, . 2
Indiana . ., . . . 2
Navada , . . . . 2

During 1988 the U.§. Congress enacted a fedaral death

(MORE)
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penalty statute for murders that occur as a part of a continuing
criminal enterprise. Espionage by a member of the Armed Forces
and a death that resulted from an alrcraft hijacking are also
capltal crimes under federal law. The last federal execution wag
carried out in 1963 for a kidnap-murder,

The median age 6f those on death row was almogt 33 years.
About one-half of 1 percent were under 20 years old, and 2
percent were 55 years old or more,

Among those about whom education information was availabkle,
about 10 percent had not gone beyond the 7th grade, but about the
same percentage had had some college education. Thg;yadian lavel

of ﬁghggligg_ﬂggﬂglmnst_ll,yaaraix

Among those whose marital status was reported, lesa than

one~third were married and almost 45 percent had never been

marriad.

There were five sulcides on death row last year and seven

deathe from natural cﬁusgg:

Bingle copieaﬁof ﬁhe bulletin, "Capital Punishment 1988
(NCJ-118313) ," can be obtained from the National Criminal Justice
Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville, Maryland 20850, The
telephone number is (301) 251-5500. The toll-free number from
places other than Maryland and metropolitan Washington, D.cC., is

1-800-732~3277.

89=155
After hours contact: Btu smith (301) 983-9354
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ADVANCE FOR RELEASE AT 6 P.M., EDT ' BJS
SUNDAY, APRIL 2, 1989 (202) 724-7782

An estimated 62.5 percent of former gtate inmates were

rearrested for a felony or a serious misdemmanor within 3 years
of thelr discharge from prison, the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, which is a component of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Office of Justice Programs, announcad today.

About 47 percent of the former prisoners were convicted of a
new crime and 41 percent were sent back to prison or jail.

——————

The Bureau salid the survey was based on a study of ths

Qﬁa criminal records of more than 16,000 men and womeén, representiny
.y :
the almoBt 109,000 offenders who were released from prisons in
""-..___’~_____,/

11 states during 1983.

"This is the most comprehensive and detailed nmultistate

-

recidivien study ever conducted," sgaid Acting Bureau Director

Joseph M. Bessette. "The survey for the first time linked

pr—

correctional data with federal and state criminal history

records, thereby providing a complete portrait of criminal

e

careers for more than Dggwhalf of the state prisoners released

“during 1983." -
‘a—-—-“'-—/‘—"'

(MORE)
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By the end of 1986 an sstimated 68,000 of the former prison-
ers had been rearrested and charged with 326,000 new felonies
and serious migdemeancrs. The new charges included almost

50,000 viclent crimee--including 2,300 homicides and 17,000

robberies~-as well as 36,000 burglaries and 46,000 drug

h

offenses.
'\._________

The Bureau estimated that all of the priscners releaced in

e

the states studied had been charged with 1.7 million serious
crimes throughout their entire lifetimes. About 265,000 were
violent crimes.

Before their.1983 releases the inmates averaged more than 12

criminal charges each, and almost two-thirde had served a Frevi-

ous jail or prison sentence, ' @
— e —— e e
Recidivism rates were highest for young prisoners and those
i

with extensive prior records, Bessette pointed out. An esti-

mated 68 percent of those younger than 25 years old at the tinme

of their release were rearrested within three years, compared teo

40 percent of those 45 Years old or older. Almost 79 percent of
the prisoners with 11 or more previous arrasts wera rearrested,
compared to 38 percent of the first-time offenders,

Young prisoners with lengthy prior records had the highest
recidivism rates--94 percent of those younger than 25 years old

who had 11 or more previous arrests were rearrested within three

years,
(MORE) -
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Recidivism rates wera highast during the first year of

release, Twenty-five percent of the former prisoners were re-
e ___

arrested within six months and almost 40 percent within one
‘year.

Former inmates were fregquently rearrssted for the same type

e

of crime for which they had been imprisoned in the firset place.

?Efgﬁin three years 32 percent of the former burglars were re-
arrested for burglary, and 25 parcent of the former drug offend-
ers were rearrested on another drug charge,

Released rapists, for example, were 10.5 times more likely

—_____/"‘
than non-rapiste to be subsequently arrested on a rape charge,

and former murderers wers about five timge more likely than

other vffenders to be rearregsted on_another homicide charge.
&_—m

The Bureau estimated that 6.6 Eercent of the murderers released

o
during 1983 were rearrested within three years for a neuw

——

homicide.
AT estimated 77 percent of the priseners released during

1983 had been arrested for a violent crime at least once during

their lives,

Recidivism rates were higher for men, blacks, Hispanics and

those whe had net completed high school than they were for

women, whites, non-Hispanics and high school graduates.

In general, recidivism rates were not related to the arount

(MORE)
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of time the inmates had served, although the prisonéra who had
served more than five years had lower raarrest rates than did
those who had served less.

Criminal history data for the released prisoners were
obtained from the criminal identification bureaus in the 11

—

states--California, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, New

Wy

Jersey, New York, North Carclina, Ohio, Oregon and Texas--and

TN——

from the Federal Bureau of Investigation., Information was
cellected only about felonies and serious misdemeanors.
Single coples of the special report, "Recidiviem of
Prisoners Released in 1983" (NCJ-116261), as well as other
Bureau of Justic§ Stetistics data and publications ﬁay be obk-

tained from the Justice statistics Clearinghouse at the Natjonal @ﬁ%

land 20850, The telephone number is (301) 251-5500, The

toll-free number from places other than Maryland and metro-

politan Washington, D.C., is 1-800-732-3277,

g9=-22
After hours contact: Stu Smith (301) 983-9354

ATTACHMENT V PAGE 4 OF 4

e



-estimony.. Mr. Ralph Butler, Wichita, KS
Feb. 15, 1990

What am T doing here? It's the day after valentine's day 1990, The last
vlace T ever thought I'd be...the last place _'d ever want to be...testifying
before the Judiciary committee of the State of Kansas' Senate! ¥hv am T here?
Before I answer that let me ask you a question, 7

Eow many of vou here have a child? How many of vou have a daughter? How
many of you here have a person you love so much that you would never want any-
thing to hapren that would harm them? It's natural...we don't want anything
to hapren to our loved ones. I have four Children. A youngest son, now 17,

a senior in High Scrool...ready to enroll in KU hext fall. A beautiful daughter,
now 21, a junior in interior architecture at KU, A handsome oldest son, 23,

a graduate stident, due to graduate with his MBA in finance from the University
of Texas in July....and...a fantastic daughter, who will be 25 the 28th of
March, a successful young advertising time buyer at an up and coming advertising
agency in Kansas (City...except for one thing...she isn't here...not today, not
yesterday...nct for 35 weeks. You see, Joan Marie, mv fantastic daughter
disappeared from the face of the earth on Father's Day 1989.

That's why I asked you if any of you have a dauchter? I don't care how old
your daughter may be...you always love them...you always want the best for them...
and you never...I REPEAT...NFEVER...expect them to...GO, BEFORE YCQU DO!

How many of you have experienced having 2z daughter go before you? 1I'll grant
you...not many. If a loved one of- yours disappeared tomorrow...what.
do you think you would do?

; ; s g v Bgeria 1 Those of you who have loved ones...chlldren,
dauphiers QSUeCLdlly, CAh IOU ZVEN IMAGINE what it's like to walk in my choes?
Can you? If you WERE in my shoes...what do you think you would do? Would

sit and cry? Would you call on God for guidance? Would you do everything in
your power to see that the same terrible fate could never befall your other
dsughter? VWould you call upon the powers of the STATE LEGISIATURE to make

sure this same fate could not befall ANY INNOCENT VICTIM in the future? I'm
sure you would.

That's why I'm here today! Up until Monday Feb. 12th, 1990 there was a
piece of legislation called SENATE BEILL 77, This bill I'm sure yvou're familiar
with, On Monday, Feb. 12th this bill, which would have assured that a convict
under life sentence woyld not become eligible for parole until he had served
a minimum of L0 years was Changed. 7 :s And do you know...sure you know!
That bill was WATERED_DOWN to 25 years minimum sentence for a first degree
murder conviction. And do you know why? Because a Governor who MUST attempt to
introduce a Death Penalty Bill, asked his varty faithful to lower the LO years
to 25 years so that he could TACK ON the death penalty bill, and give it a TES
in the Kansas House of Representatives.

ATTACHMENT VI 2-15-90
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Please understand...In my position...I believe that whoever is responsitle
for the disapoearance of my daughter is derserving of the harshest penalty the
state has to offer. I also know that the harshest pemalty the State of Kensas
has to offer is LIFE in prison, with parcle in 15 years! Not enoughl also
know that a death penalty bill must pass both houses of the legislature before
it can tecome law...and I know that there are enourh votes zrainst the death
penalty bill in the Kansas Senate to orevent it from becoming a law in this
session of the Kansas legislature.

That's why I'm here...to let all Kansans know that Senate bill cL0, which
mandates life with’rarole for a suspect convicted of premeditated murder in
certain circumstances is a good law.

One of the key issues that has caused Senate Bill 77 to be watered-down to
25 years is..."our concern for prison guards®, If a convict cannot see the
light at the end of the tunnel of his sentence...lf he has no hope of setting
out...if he has nothing to LIVE for...he gets VICLENT' And his violence
endangers the lives of prison CUARDS! Think of ‘it!!! This is the very reason
why we need LIFE IMPRISCNMENT...at least LU years...because if these convicts
become violent IN prison...against fellow inmates, as well 2s guards...IMAGINE
how they'll be in civili,ed society! Does anyone here PEALLY telieve that they
are going to suddenly become Mr. Nice Cuy and not cormit any more crimes?
Deubtful...very DOUETFUL...unless the convict is 65 or 70 years old. Then they
usually don't re-commit those same heinous crimes. PBut, the younger =2 prisoner
is when he is released, the more likely he is to re-commit the heinous crime
that got his a life sentence to tegin with., T can show you the Federal Eureau
Of Justice study that proves this, Over 62.5% of released convicts are re-
arrested within 3 vears of their release...and for every 100 murderers released
naticrwide...at least 6.innoecent victims will be rurdered...useless sacrifices.

So, whether it's prison overcrowdine...or accountants-looking at expenses
demanding = the release of prisoners...l ask you:now...what %1ill you do when the

next innocent victim of a heinous crime is your daughter...prand-dauctter...
wife...sweetheart? ¥ill you change your mind...and vote in favor of keening
mirders in prison, where they belong? OCr will you say..."It's OKI® We den't
want our prison guards to te endang=red? Didn't the prison guard know that
when he anplied for the job that he/she would te associating in close proximity
to VERY DANGEROUS convicts? Did the prison guard think this was grade-school
cake-walk® T'm sure they didn't! And I'm sure tiat if the crime rate in orison
is UP...we can all te thankful that those stabbers are stabbing one or more of
their own kind. ONCE ACAIN...THINK WHAT TEZSE PECPLE WOULD DO I¥ THEY WERE
EACK Y ORGANIZ:D SCCIETY. One little argument, one 1:it%le disacrreement...and
JAR...Another innocent victim to add to the states crime statistics.

Please make this committes HARD ON CRIME! Flease vigorously work ~ith vour
fellow legislators (not agrinst them). After 3ll...it's not POLITICAL LIFE we're
talking atou® herz...IT'S HUMAN LIFE...and T% ray be one of YCUR loved on=ss
who is sacrificed NEXT!
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SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
15 FEBRUARY 1990
TESTIMONY REFERENCE SB 540, 193, 226
PRESENTED BY JEFFREY MOCOTS OF THE ACLU

The creation of the sentence of life without parole in section 7
of SB 540 is unnecessary. The crime of first degree murder is
presently a class A felony, which means that anyone convicted of this
terrible crime will not be eligible for parole for at least fifteen
years. The key is that the person only becomes eligible for parole at
that time. There is no requirement for the parole board to grant the
inmates request for parole at that time or at any subsequent time if
the board feels that the person remains a threat to society.

The system as it presently exist allows for persons to be
sentenced to life imprisonment for the crimes that they have
committed, and the ACLU recognizes that society has the right to
punish those that violate .its rules. The system also has the capacity
to determine if at some point in the future the person has been
adequately punished and is capable of returning to society. K.S.A.
21-4601 states that dangerous offenders shall be treated correctively
for long terms as needed, this seem to recognize that some of these
people will change. If the person has indeed changed after being in
prison and has served the necessary time to be eligible for parole,
haven’t they been adequately punished? Doesn’t holding them beyond
that point then become more reveﬁge by society rather than punishment?

All the ACLU is asking is for you, the members of this committee,
to keep the present system of sentencing in effect. K.S.A. 21-4601
already requires that each person convicted of a crime be dealt with
in accordance with their individual needs, characteristics and
circumstances. We feel that the present system allows these factors

to be adequately taken into effect at the time of sentencing, and just

as importantly fifteen or more vyears down the road.
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My comments on SB 540 also apply to New Section 8 of SB 226 and

New Section 7 of SB 193.
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