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TEN I{IGHLIGHTS

The American people are basu:ally rlght about vmlent crime. ‘The f; act.s ana' ﬁgu_res SRR

sﬁi:port the public’s al;lmnmple fears of ¢rime: Revolving-door justice is a. reality.

- About one-third of all persons arrested for a violent crime (murder, rape, robbery, assault)
are on probation, parole, or pretrial release, the vast majority of convicted crip als are
not incarcerated; barely one criminal goes to prison for every 100 violent vi Tzations;

. and most violent prisoners serve less than half their time behind bars befof®being

‘released. Most prisoners are violent or repeat criminals. Since 1974 over 90
percent of state prisoners have committed a violent crime or been sentenced to
incarceration or probation one or more times in the past; even most “nonviolent”

- prisoners have long adult and juvenile eriminal histories; and many state prisoners are
* probation or parole violators whose latest convictions were for violent crimes including
murder and rape. Prisons do cut crime. Millions of violent and property crimés are
averted each year by keeping multiply plea-bar famed convicted criminals behind bars;

tens of thousands of Americans have been killed or maimed by prisoners who were
released early; and, as both empirical studies and common sense clearly suggest, if we
freed any 51gmﬁca.nt number of imprisoned | felons tonight, we wou.ld have more mu.rder
“and mayhemni on the streets t.omorrow - _ _

Americans must search for better, more cost-effective ways of preventing violent
crime and protecting themselves and their loved ones from violent and répeat’ criminals,
adult and juvenile. But our first order of business must be restraining known, :
convicted, violent and repeat criminals. Restraining violent criminals is a necessary
* but insufficient condition for meeting America’s crime challenges, reforming the justice
- system, and restoring pubhc trust in the system and in representatlve democracy

itself.

We hope that people will take the time to read this report from cover to cover. The -

national media have generally ignored the truth about the extent and dire consequences
of revolving-door justice and the social benefits of incarceration. But in deference to"
convention and the needs of busy readers, we offer the following ten ]:ughhght.s from the

pages ahead:

1. Despite recent reports of a dech.ne in crime; crime rates remain at historic h1ghs
America Is a ticking violent crime bomb. In 1993 the actual number of completed violent
crimes (10.8 million) was 5.6 times higher than the number of violent crimes neported to .
the police (1.9 million). In particular, rates of violent juvenile crime and weapoens offenses
have been increasing dramatically and by the year 2000 could spiral out of control

- 2. There were 43. 6 nulhon criminal wctunlzatxons in America in 1993. One out of four

criminal victimizations in America today is viclent. Violent crimes committed in a single”

year will cost Americauns about $426 billion. The risk of being victimized by wolent mme
exceeds many. other significant life risks. Violent cnme in America is mcreamng‘ly
concentrated by race, place, and age.

3. Pubhc understandmg of \nolent criume is far greater than is often supposed. Those
citizens who are objectively most likely to be wctlm.lzed are most worried about bel.ng

victimized. .

4. Americans are plagued by revolvmg—door justice. The justice system imprisons barely

one criminal for every 100 violent crimes. C;ver half of convicted violent felors are not

even sentenced to prison. About one in three violent crimes are committéd by=persons
“under supervision” in the commu mty at the time that they murder, rape‘- crr*attack

i



- 5 On any gwen day, seven of’fenders ate on the street for every three who are behmd R
" bars. During 1994 about 4.2 million‘cases were handled on probation and 1.1 million were
processed on parole. On any given day, there are about 1.5 times more convlcted wolent

" ‘offenders out on the streets on probation or parole than behind bars.

6. Since 1977 over 400,000 Amencans have been murdered. Recent-evidgnce shows that

_ commumt:y-based offenders on probation, parole, pretrial release, or o‘}l'-ger types of -
ervision” have been responsible for a third of all violent erimes including murders. -
ing bureaucratic insult to human tragedy, the federal government and most state -

correcnons agencies keep plenty of data such as the kind and amount of “treatment”

received by imprisoned rapists, but do not compile or retain comprehensive data on such

- questions as the ages of rape victims or how many. conwcted murderers wereon -

probatlon, parole, or some other form of “ supernswn " at the very moment they l-ulled

7.1In 1991, 45 percent of state pnsoners were persons who, at the very time they
committed their latest crimes, were on probation or a.role While free in the community,
they committed at least 218,000 violent crimes including 13,200 murders and 11,600

rapes (over half of the rapes against children).

8. Smce 19’?4 over 90 percent of all state prisoners have been vmlent oﬂ'enders or
recidivists. Between 1980 and 1993, the number of persons in state prisons for violent
crimes grew by 221,000, 1.3 times the growth in imprisoned “drug offenders.” Over
80 percent of unpnsoned state and federal drug offenders are drug traffickers with -
multiple-offense histories. The average quantity of drugs involved in federal cocaine .
trafﬁckmg cases is 183 pounds. In the year prior to their imprisonment, half or more of
all prisoners commit at least a dozen serious crimes, excluding all drug crimes. Even if
measured only in terms of enhanced public safety, the cost to society of letting most
-violent or repeat prisoners out early is at least twice as much as keeping them in pnson

for all or most of their terms.

| 9 ‘Most violent prisoners serve less than half their time in anOn before bemg released
Most prisons are neither severely “overcrowded” nor. without substantial programs for
inmates. On average, murderers released from state prisons in:1992 served only 5.9 years.

" - Despite the enactment of mandatory minimum laws, between 1985 and 1992 the aver

maximum sentences of prisoners declined about 15 percent from 78 months to 67 mont
In 1992 the actual time served by violent felons (both jail credits and prison) was 43 .
months. Since it has been in effect, slightly over 1,000 thrice-convicted felgns have been
sentenced under California’s “three strikes” law, not all of them for life. ‘The full facts of

. their cases--including the much-publicized case of the “pizza thief"—do far more to
underline than to undercut the case for imprisoning vi qent and repeat felons.

. 10. The Juvemle Justlce system operates as the first revolvin door. In 1991 about 51, 000
male juveniles were in custody, a third of tbem for violent otfenses. In 1992 alone, there _
were over 110,000 juvenile arrests for violent crimes and over 1.6 million juvenile arrests -
for other crimes. Stronger law enforcement and incarceration can work to restrain violent
juvenile and adult ¢criminals, enhance public safety, and restore public trust in the ju.stlce
system—-and in representatlve government itself.:

-
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- THE STATE OF VIOLENT CRIME IN AMERICA -~ -

. IAmerxca’s I_Tl:iré'e ‘C_ii-'iﬁie Ché]lexigés" - _
'Amen’cans face '.at, léast thréé distinc’t but related crime chla"ll’el:l.'gét'.i.ﬁ.rst is the-

" challenge of preventing at-risk children from becoming juveniles 6r addlts who criminally
- violate the life, liberty and property of others by murdering, assaulting, raping, robbing,

burglarizing, or dealing deadly drugs. Second is the cha.[lenlge of protecting ourselves from
victimization at the hands of juvenile and adult criminals. Third is the challenge of -

cannot commit additional crimes against persons or property. -

. restraining convicted but community-based juvenile and adult criminals so that they

Facing up to the first challenge~preventing at-risk children from becoming
criminals—means focusing our attention on the earliest stages of youth development. As

every study shows, after all is said and done, the most serious criminals are males who.

begin committing crimes at a very early age. Many crime-ptone boys, including tbe most

‘violent ones, embark on their criminal careers well before they reach puberty; few wait

until they are old enough to vote or legally take a drink before committing their first"
serious crimes. In thinking about the root causes of ¢crime, conservatives stress such
factors as fatherlessness and extreme moral poverty, while liberals stress such factors as-
hopelessness and extreme economic poverty. But nearly everyone now agrees that
society’s best anti-crime insurance policy would be to produce children who are born to
loving, responsible parents or guardians, and raised in homes, schools, and neighborhoods
where their life prospects--becoming literate, graduating from high school, escaping abuse
and neglect, avoiding serious criminal victimization, landing a decent job-increase rather
than diminish from-Eirth into their 20’s. . : T '

Facing up to the second cha]lenge—-protecting ourselves from juvenile and:adult

. street criminals—means acknowledging that our vulnerability to criminal victimization -

varies according to a mix of at last three sets of factors: the quantity and quality of

government law enforcement resources; the extent and efficacy of community-based
anti-crime initiatives; and the size and scope of individual efforts to make the localities

where we live, work, worship, recreate, attend school, sbop, or do business relatively
impervious to crime. At the extremes, and other things being equal, the residents of a
well-policed neighborhood with an active town-watch association and many people or
businesses who invest in security hardware or services will be much bette®protected from

.crime than the residents of an. under-policed community where neighbor® remain

strangers and few people or businesses are able or willing to make such private

Investments. . o : I : - .
Facing up to the third challenge-restraining convicted crlmma]s from oommxttmg

more crimes--means recognizing that a large fraction of all serious crime, including a

large fraction of all violent crime, is committed by repeat ¢riminals who have had . e

numerous contacts with the justice system. In eftect, much of crime in America is a
sell-inflicted wound. Each year a significant number of murders, rapes, robberies,

3 -assaults, burglaries, and drug crimes are committed by criminals whom the system has
~ repeatedly had in hand but repeatedly let go, offenders who are serially placed in custody.

and released back to the streets under-supervised, ill-supervised, or not supervised at all.

_ As this great nation nears the 21st century, Americans can and should seek to
achieve all three goals--prevention, protection, and restraint. As is perfectly obvious,
progress on any one-of these goals may well constitute progress on gither or both of the’
other two goals as well. For example, fewer-at-risk children who heconfe®ritninals -
translates directly into fewer at-large criminals against whom we need t6 protect -
ourselves and fewer convicted criminals who need to be restrained. Likewise, better . .
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' ‘cornmumty based antl-cnme efforts ormore ngorous restramts on comncted predators "

cﬁﬂldi fewer deviant, dehnquent or criminal influences on the hives of severely at—nsk

Butitisa m.lsta.ke-vm some cases, as we ‘shall document below quite htera]_ly a
fatal mistake—to suppose that substantial progress on any one of these goa]s is necessary
to makmg substantla] progress on either or both of the other two,

: -For example, in debates over crime policy, one often hears it said that
) "Incarceration is not the answer." But if incarceration is not the answer, then what,
recisely, is the question? If the question is how Americans can achieve substantna]ly
er levels of crime prevention, then incarcerating convicted violent or repeat cnmma.ls
who have been committing murder or wreaking mayhem on the streets for years is hardly
. the answer. But if the question is how Americans can achieve substantially greater levels
of restraint ageinst such offenders, then incarceration is most definitély a large part .
(though by no means the sum total) of the answer.

- Likewise, one often sees crime experts quoted approvmgly by ]ournahsts and
.. pundits to the effect that "More incarceration does not cut crime." But as these self-same
experts like to stress, crime rates are a function of complex linkages among demographic -
trends, socio-economic vanables, and public pohc1es Given the multi-variate character of
. crime, it would be bizarre if crime rates did move in lockstep with incarceration rates. At
the same time, it would be doubly curious if incarcerating violent or repeat cnmmals, ,
‘most of whom commit many more serious crimes than they are ever prosecuted or . - .
punished for committing, did not cut crime. While impriscned, a high-rate violent or
repeat criminal cannot commit new crimes against anyone except other prisoners, staff,
or visitors. In fact, as'we shall document in detail below, incarceration does have a -
significant marg al reduction-effect on crime, a.nd is well worth the cost in the vast -

majority (thoug not all) cases..

By the same token, some much-clted commentators and tough-on—cnme lawmakers

- reflexively disparage commumty-based substance abuse treatment programs, gang- '
violence prevention networks, teen-pregnancy counseling centers, church-run "sate
‘havens," and diversionary recreational progﬁams for youth offenders (fer example, the
much-maligned "midnight basketball”). Such "touchy-feely" programs,.thay Insist, do more
to coddle or coax delinquents and criminals than to cut crime. Yet many of these same
voices will acknowledge that most serious crime is indeed committed by very bad boys -
from very bad neighborhoods. To be worthwhile, such community-based programs ..
(precious few of which are funded by Washington or receive other public funds, and most

. of which operate on shoestring budgets) need not decimate juvenile crime rates they need
only to divert a small number of youth who would otherwme be headed for a garnig, a gun

a prison, or a premature death.

Indeed, it is a grave conceptua.l error--and an even worse practlcal mlstake--to
conclude that beeause few such programs have withstood the. tests of scientific scrutiny,
because they are s¢ very hard to replicate widely, or because they do not ultimately take
every bad guy off the streets, all we can and should dois wa1t to arrest and incarcerate.

: To offer just one ﬂlustratmn almost everyone reveres the 91—year—eld voluntary

_ Big Brothers/Big Sisters (BB/BS) program. In 1995, BB/BS maintainéd 75800 active - =~
- matches between an adult volunteer and a child. A Tecent scientific Study{racked 959 10-
to 16-year-olds who applied to. BB/BS in 1992 and 1993. Over 60 percent of the youth were

" boys-and more than half were minority group members (70 peroent Afncan Amencan)
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Almost all lived with a'single parent, 80 percent were from low-income households, and.30. .
percent had witnessed or experienced domestic violence. Half of the applicants got into
the program; the other half were placed on a waiting list. On average, the adult-youth
pairs met for three to four hours three times a month for at least a year. Eagh group was
tracked for eighteen months. The study found that the simple addition 6¥ & Big Brother or
Big Sister to a youngster’s life cut first-time drug use by 46 percent {(and reduced aleohol -
use as well), lowered school absenteeism by 52 percent (and improved school - o
performance}, and, perhaps best of all, reduced violent behavior (assaults) by 33 percent.’
Does anyone truly doubt that in at least some cases such prevention programs -
might succeed in diverting at least some youth away from ¢rime, or that additional ,
human and financial resources devoted to BB/BS or kindred programs would constitute a
wise anti-crime investment? And does anyone truly doubt that in too many cases, and
despite every social %rogram intervention, a number of at-risk boys will go.on to terrorize .
their families,-neighbors, and total strangers and will need to be incarcerated, both for the
sake of public safety and because they deserve punishment? We doubt neither set of S
propositions. , ' .

1. Prevention, Protection, Restraint -

Above all else, Americans and their leaders must be totally honest hnd realistic
- about the state of our applied policy knowledge with regpect to erime, and, in turn, about
. government’s capacities as an agent of crime prevention, protection, and restraint.

.~ Onprevention, we all know that at-risk youth of whatever race, region, religion,
demographic description, or socio-economic status who are born healthy to good families - -
and are fortunate to have good teachers, coaches, clergy, and other earing adults in their
lives are much less likely than otherwise comparable children to become either crime
victims or victimizers. And we all know that not all children are born so lucky.

The hard social fact is that America is now home to nearly 70 million children age
18 or younger, one of the largest youth cohorts in decades. As many as 15 million of these
youngsters are growing up in relative poverty, many in places where the institutions of
civil society--families, schools, churches, voluntary associations--are provingtoo weak to
keep them on the straight and narrow. Dos e ,

- -The tragic and frightening numbers on juvenile crimme contained jn this report
counsel that neither more spending by Washington, the states, or the cities, nor the mere
withdrawal of government, can prevent today’s at-risk four- to seven-year-old boys from -
becoming the next decade’s 14- to 17-year-old predatory street felons or the next century’s
first big class of adult career criminals, . - A

- On protection, we are convinced that the drops in serious ¢rime that occurred in’
the first half of the 1990’s in New York City, Houston, and several other cities were due
in no small measureo innovative community-based policing strategies, concomitant -
community-based citizen anti-crime initiatives, and continued target-hardening by
private individuals and businesses. In this report, we conclude by briefly summarizing
some of the best and latest empirical evidence on the efficacy of policing, and draw some
preliminary but highly positive crime-protection lessons from recent success stories. .

[ -
e . -
P

. 'Joseph P. Tierney and Jean Baldwin Grossman with Nancy L. Resc.b.,_M&kin'; A Difference: -
An Impact Study of Big Brothers/Big Sisters (Philadelphia: Public/Private Ventures, November 1996). :
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. -Through the Counoﬂ’s' foﬁheorﬁiog hearings in severa] cmes we look f’0rward to learnmg '
more about such successes, and how, if at all, they can be rep].lcated and sustamed '

But make no mistake: Recent drops in serious crime are but theju.ll before the
coming crime storm. As this report forecasts, this storm is gathering in the form of a
demographic bulge of young, highly crime-prone males. Between now and the year 2005,
enormous upward pressure will be exerted on crime rates. Redoubling erime protection
efforts will not keep the storm off shore. But 1t can help to keep its human and ﬁnanmal
- damage to a minimum. : .

_ On restramt t.he facts, ﬁgures, and findings detailed in this report amply Justlfy
the frustrations and fears of crime-weary Americans, most especially their profound
leasure with a justice system that is not doing nearly enough to restrain convicted -
violent and repeat cnmmzf[‘; from committing more crimes, including crimes oom:mtted

while on probation, parole, or pretrial release. As things now stand, each and everyday, . .-

and in far too many ways, the justice system institutionalizes crime without punishment,
and invites convicted offenglers, adult and juvenile, to return to crime without restraint.

2. Revdlving—Door Justice Versus Representa.'ti’ue Democrucy

As some of the best empirical pohtu:al sc:ence research of the last thirty years
plainly suggests, "Voters are not fools.” On crime and most other issues, the American
people are far more capable than not of relating their beliefs and interests to electoral and
{p_ohcy choices, far more rational than reactio , far more informed than ignorant, and
* far more savvy than simple-minded about the re twe soc:al oosts and benefits of

competing policy options. L : ‘ .- .

Most average Americans understand perfectly well that government cannot "solve"
the nation’s crime problem. ‘They understand that government’s capacity to prevent crime
and protect them from criminals is limited, not limitless. They stand ready to spend more
‘on prisons and other means of restraint, and are aware of the opportunity costs of doing
s0. They even accept, albeit beg'rudgmglg that some arrested criminals are bound to
escape justice on legal technicalities, that every so many felons out on pretrial release,
probatxon or parole are bound to elude supervision and commit new C.'I'IJIIES"

- B :
But what the American people do not accept, a.nd ou ght not to have to accept, is

government's E{glonged and persistent failure to restrain convicted violent and repeat
cnmmals Nothing could be more fundamental to the government’s holding up its end of
the social contract. A government incapable of restraining known criminals in its custody -
cannot be trusted to do any number of inherently more complicated and costly public '
chores, domestic or international. A government that passes wave after wave ofp
- "get-tough" anti-crime laws hut often proves toothless in the execution of those Iaws isa-

W.o. Key, T heResponsible Electorate (Harvard Umversuy Press 1966) Also see Ben_}amm L Page and
Robert Y. Shapiro, The-Rational Public. Fifty Years of Trends in Americans' Policy. Preferences. (University.of —
Chicago Press, 1992); John Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion (Cambridge University Press, 1992},
Wiiliam G. Mayer, The Changing American Mind (University of Michigan Press, 1992); and Morrjs Fiorina,
Rerrospec:we Voting In Amer:cah National Elections (Yale University Press, 1981); Milton bodge e al, "The -
Responsive Voter: Campaign Information and the Dynamics of Candidate Evaluation,” Amerfean £ohn.:af Science . -.
Review, June 1995, pp. 309-326; and Donald E. Stokes and John J. Dilulio, Jr.,."The Setting: %’aienchoImcs in
Modemn Presidential Electlons in M:chael 1. Nelson ed The 1992 Elections (Con gressional Quarterly Press,

1993), chapter 1.
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' government well on its way to destrOymg pubhc conﬁdence in the mtegrlty of Iawma.kers, o
n the prudence of judges, and in the competence of public ad.mm.lstrators '

- In 1993 and a.ga.m in 1994, there was but one public mstltutton 13 Whlch the people
*had less confidence than they did in the U.S. Congress, namely, the crimmal justi :

- system.? Such poll results merely serve to reinforce our keen collective sense, bred by our -
combined years of pubhc service, personal and professional experience, and intensive
study, that government’s failure to restrain convicted violent or repeat criminals has done
as much as any other policy failure of the last thirty years to bnng about the loss of public
trust and confidence in our pohtlcal mstltutmns _ ‘

3 About Tlus Report

In this, our first report, we begm with the challenge of restra.tmng convmted

" criminals. We do so for at east four reasons: First, of the three crime cHalle facmg
. America, restraint is the most urgent, immediate, ‘and tractable withifi the so itary -

compass of public policy- and governmental authorlty Second, we find overwhelming

evidence that great gains to public safety can be realized by keepmg violent or repeat

. criminals behind bars longer by tightening enforcement of the terms of their - '

community-based supervision, or {as we prefer) by doing both. Third, we feel that it is

. morally wrong to continue admuustermg justice in ways that radlcally discount both how -

- disheartening lack of pu lic trust that swirls about th

dangerous many community-based felons truly are, and how much punishment they truly
deserve when measured by the full weight of their eriminal acts; adult and _]uverule, L

' agamst hfe liberty, and pmperty ,

But the fourth and overarchmg reason we begin mth restramt is because no
representative democracy, not even America’s, can lon%)sumve the sort of deep and
leak reality of revolving-door

justice. It is long past time to speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the trut'h.
" to the ilmencan people about revolvmg—door ]ustlce, especnally asit relates to wolent :
. criminals ' _ _

“Thus, in the remainder of this report we offer a detailed overview of the following:
recent criminal victimization trends, with a special foeus on violent juverileecrime today
and tomorrow; the present extent and heavy toll of revolving-door justice; eecent evidence
on the efficacy of incarceration as a crime-restraint tool; anc recent evldenoe on the
efficacy of pohcmg asa cnme-protectlon tool : y

, We intend for this report to inform the Amencan pubhc elected leaders Justlce
system professionals, judges, journalists, and others who are engaged in the civic '~
discourse on crime policy. We hope that it will help to shape future deliberations on the _ - -
challenges of crime prevention, protect:lon and restramt, a.nd echo asa b:partnsan mora]

calitoarms

*The Ga]!up Poll News Service, Apnl 25,.1994. According to the Galiup data, mh-ol.b I'_9§3 and 1994, 18 S
percent of pol$ respondents expressed a "great deal™ or "quite a lot” of confidence in the U.5. Congre.ss versus [7
percent in 1993 and 15 percent in 1994 for the criminal justice system. But the police were an exception, enjoying”
aver 50 percent public confidence in bolh years, on a par with organuwd rchglon and a distant third to the mlhtary:' .



_ II Amerlca s T:clnng Crime Bomb _
The title of a recent story in the New York Times almost got 1t.r1%1_%' 'Crime

Continues to Decline, but Experts Warn of Coming ’Storm’ of Juvenile Y3061 lence"We Say
almost right rather than exactly right for at least fou.r reasons.

First, national crime rates have been dropping in the 1990°s, but that decrease has
" been heavﬂy concentrated in a handful of high-crime big cities like New York City and
Houston. Second, even if the large drops in e¢rime in New York City and elsewhere
continued for the next five years (and, as we shall see, they most definitely will not), the
people of New York City and the rest of the nation would still face levels of homicide and
other serious crime that are many times higher than pre-1970 norms. Third, not only is
the storm of juvenile violerice coming, it has already touched down in some places And,
fourth, like most popular accounts of crime and punishment in America, the Times story
" focused on crime data _gathered by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), which
counts only certain crimes reported to the police, and mgmﬁcant underestimates the
. fraction of all crime that is violent erime. . ,

Still, the story captured the big pomt Asall the best and most recent data make
plain, America is a ticking violent crime bomb, and there is little time remaining to
prepare for the blast. . .

1. Violent Crime By The Numbers UCR an.d Ni CVS |

There are two main sources of mformatlon about crime in Amenca %e oldest and .
still the one cited most widely is the FBI's annual Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). Begun -
in 1929, the UCR tallies crimes reported to state and local law enforcement agencies. The
UCR counts seven reported “mdex erimes," which, in turn, are often divided into "violent”
crimes and "property crimes." The violent crimes mn the UCR include murders and
non-negligent manslaughters, forcible rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults, while the
property crimes are burglaries, larceny, thefts, and motor vehicle thefts. The overall crime
rate rose steadily from 1960 to 1980, by each of these measures. Since 1980, the property
crime rate has stabilized somewhat, ‘while the rate of violent crime continued to increase
during the 1980s but may have leveled off in the early 1990s. L e

: But there are at least three limits to the FBI’s crime data. F1rst remember that
the UCR is based only on crimes reported to the police. Second, local pohce departments
determine how to compile their statistics, which has given rise to informed suspicions of.
systematic undercounting in given periods by some big-city departments intent on _
reporting a reduction in crime. Third, the FBI uses a method of "hierarctiical” counting in -
which only the "most serious” act in any one incident is recorded. If 4 woman is raped and -
her wallet is stolen, for example, the FBI records the rape but not the theft.

Although efforts to enrich the FBI’s crime data are underway, it is not clear how
successful they will be. For example, a number of states and localities are now :
experimenting with the FBI’s National Incident-Based Crime Reporting System, or
- NIBRS. Under NIBRS, data are collected on 46 specific crimes. For each incident, there

are a half-dozen categorles of reporting, including details about the crime, the victim, and
the offender. NIBRS includes a multlple-offense optlon in order to av01d the problem

_h.
e -
L= . -

‘F‘ox Butterﬁeld "Crime Continues to Decline, but Experts Warn of Commg Storm of
Juvemle Vlolence " New York Tzrmzs Novemher 19, 1995 p. AlB.
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mentioned a mdmenﬁa:gd? But the software problems with N IBRS have yet to be cracked, .
and the day when this complex database will be operational in 16,000 separate law
enforcement agencies remains a long way off. e

The other main source of ¢rime data is the National Crime Victifniz’ation Survey
(NCVS) of the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). About 50,000 households and over -
100,000 individuals have participated in the NCVS each year since 1973, making it the
second largest household survey conducted by the federal government. The NCVS counts
violent crimes (rapes, sexual assaults, robberies, aggravated assaults, simple assaults) and
property crimes (burglaries, motor vehicle-thefts, and thefts of other property). The =~ '~
survey reports that the overall level of crime has decreased since its peak in 1981. But
rates for most types-of crime have tended to fluctuate from-year to year, S

Generally speaking, the NCVS is a more reliable measure of crime than the UCR.
And in recent years, the NCVS and the UCR trend lines have become midre parallel

" {which tells us, in effect, that the UCR has been getting better). But the N hasbeen -~ .. ...
e

far from perfect. For example, the NCVS has undercounted the actual incidence of and

~ increase 1n several types of viclent crime. After consultations over the last decade with a

consortium of experts in criminology, survey design, and statistics, the BJS has recently
redesigned its survey to address this problem. It has also greatly improved the NCVSin -
other ways, including computer-assisted telephone interviewing amf "short
cues"--examples of specific people, places, objects, or actions which may have been
associated with a victimization--used to jog respondents’ memories of events. ‘

The first survey to make use of this redesig'n_was the BJS report on criminal

_victimization in 1993, released in May 1995. It is only a slight exaggeration to say that .. :

this BJS report is the first reliable tally of crime in America committed in a single - .
calepdar year. . : R

.Table1 summarizes the NCVS crime data for 1993. It shows that in 1993, U.S.
residents age 12 or older experienced a total of 43.6 million crimes, including nearly 11

“million violent crimes (25 percent), and over 32 million property crimes {75 percent). That

year there were 51.5 violent victimizations per 1,000 persons and 322 property crimes per
1,000 persons. S R e e e _
. ' ' L - ry _ !

f |_p'i,"
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the redesigned National Crime Victimization Survey =~ - ~d:
e . .7 =R S Victimization
' rates

. Table 1. Criminal victimizations and victimization rﬁtes,'1993: Estimates from

e U T The State of Violent Crime in Amirica

- : E . Number of - (per 1,000
. ' o ) : .. victimizations rsons agé 12
Type of crime | | - 1,000 T or older)
Al crimes: - T T 43,622 .
Personal crimes® - N L. 11,409 539 -
Crimes of violence o ' . - 10,896 515
Completed violence . ' s . 3,226 ’ 15.3
Attempted/threatened violence - _ o 7,670 .- 36.3
Rape/Sexual assault o 485" 2.3
Rape/attempted rape e . ) KD b 15
T Rupe A . 1 . 8
“Attemptedrape - . . . : - : e 152 : o1
Sexual assault . o o _ 173 8
Robbery : L o ' C L30T T 6.2
Completed/property taken | o o B2 T 3.9
With injury : : S e . 13
Without injury ' ) . _ . S . 549 : 26 .
Attempted to take property A et - 481 2.3
With injury . S 100 s
" Without injury o T ‘381 - 18
Assault T e 9,104 * 43.0.
- Aggravated - _ _ e .. 2,578 ; 122
*"With injury S . - ' . S 3 . 34
Threatened with weapon S B " 1,865 - 8.8
Simple : D S - .- 65825 .. 308
- With minor injury . _ . T ' S 1,358 - 64
Without injury T - : .. B167 C 244
Property crimes : S T 32,213 - 322.4
. Household burglary o S 5995 60.00
‘Completed _ ' o o 4,835” '_L T 484
". Forcible entry o . e . 1,898 B - 18.6
‘Unlawful entry without force e ' 2977 . . - 208
. Attempted forcible entry - - . o : _ 1,160 . 116
Motor vehicle theft LT © .. 1867 . 187
 Completed . S L L297 : 130 -
. Attempted . o : . S _ 670 - 6.7.
. Theft . : o 24,250 242.7.
Completed® : S _ 23,033 230.5
Less than $50 - o 9642 | 9.5
$50-$249 - e 7.688 769
. $250 or more .. o : ' ' ' 4,264 42.7
Attempted S - ' : o — 1,217 . . 12.2

Note: These data are preliminary and may very slightly from the final estimates. Completed violent crimes include

completed rape, sexual assault, completed robbery with and without injury,-aggravated assault with injury, and
simple assault with minor injury. The total JJopu.'.ation age 12 or older was 209,352,860 in 19925in 1993 it was
211 524,770. The total number of households in 1992 was 99,046,200; in 1993 it was 99,928,400%

-.. Not applicable : : : .

. . - . SR T R
*The victimization survey cannot measure murdér because of the inability to question the_victim. Personal crimes

inclede purse snatching and pocket picking, not shown separately. _ -
“Includes thefts in which the amount taken was not ascertained. : .
Source: Criminal Victimization 1993 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, May 1935), p-2..
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Table 2 sumrnarizes the UCR crime data for 1993 It shows that the total number
of reported crimes in 1993 recorded by the FBI was 14.1 million, including 1.9 million :
violent crimes (1 edpercent) and 12.2 million property crimes (87 perceng).:In 1993, there
Tr%ro% 7.46 reported violent crimes per 1,000 persons and 47 3 reportedapr.operty crimes per

,000 persons.:

Table 2. Reported crimes and reported cere rates, 1993 Data from the
' Uniform Crime Reports = '

Number of Report'ed crime rates

Typeofreport.ed crimes . . . . . .. reported crimes per 1,000 persons
o : (1,000s) :
All index crimes _ . S 14,141 Co 54.82
Violent crimes o SR 1924 7.46
Murder L o | 245 | 095
Rape - - _ ' ' 104 406
 Robbery . _ _ L . 659 255
© Assault - : . 1,135 : 440
" Property crimes . _ o ST 12,216 '  47.36
' Burglary E ' C S 2384 - 10.99.
Larceny e o 7820 30.32
Motor theft - ' ' 3 1561 . ' 6.05

- Note: Offense totals are rounded Rates calculated based on Bureau of Census est:lmate {or total
national population in 1990: 257,908,000. Complete data for 1993 were not available for the st.atfw of
Mlinois and Kansas; their crime oou.nt.s were estimated. )
Source Crime in th.e United States, 1993 (F edera.l Bureau of Investlgatlon 1994) p. 58.

Comparing the NCVS and UCR data on violent crimes in 1993 yxelds at least four
important insights. First, in 1993 there were at least 5.7 times more violeng crime
victimizations than were reported to the police and recorded by the FBI. Eecond contrary
to the much-repeated notion that "fewer than 1 in 10 crimes is a violent crime,’ "the NCVS
suggests that 1 in 4 criminal victimizations are violent, while the UCR indicates that 1.3
. in 10 reported crimes are violent. Third, by both measures, and despite recent drops in

reporteg crimes, Americans suffer from a great deal of violent and other serious crime,
both in absolute terms and relative to the best estimates of crime rates before 1970.

" Fourth and fma.lly, as table 3 indicates, the rate of wolent criminal victimization
for Americans age 12 and older (51.5 per1 000) is substantially higher than tbe rate of
many other serious life risks, including injury from a car accident and death from heart
disease. Violent crime is now at least as much of a real danger to Americans as many
other widely recegnized threats to our individual and societal health and safety. Indeed,
as a forthcoming National Institute of Justice study has found ‘the cost of crime to

Qv
et
[
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‘ v1ct1ms is about $450 b11].10n annually, $426 bxlhon of whlc'.h 15 due to vmlent cnme As
the study reports o -

* Violent crime causes 3 percent of U.S. medlcal spendmg e

* Violent crime results in wage losses equal to 1 percent of American 'émmgs :

* A single rape costs its victim and society an average of $87,000--many times great,er Lo
than the cost of keeping a raplst in prison for a yea.r 5 =

Table 3 Rates of vmlent crlmmal \nctmuzatmn compared to rates of other life
risks . .

“Risks - . Rates per 1,000 adults per year

: Aoc:dental injury, all causes 220 - -
Accidental injury at home _ . 66, - . R '
- Violent Victimization - . 8L5
Injury in vehicle accident o 22
. Heart disease death 5 .
Injuryin aﬁgravated assault C 34
Cancer deat , . oo . 3
e . . : .8
Accidental death, all ¢auses - ' 4
Pneumonia/influenza death 4
Vehicle accident death S 4
HIV infection death C : g D R , .
Murder B oo - 09 o L

. Sources Highlig ﬁ'am 20 Years of Surveying Crime Vu:hms (Bureau of Justice St.atlstles October’
1993), p %‘n.m.mal Victimization 1993 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, May 1895), p. 2; and Cnme tn

the Un;ted States (Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon 1994), p 58.

: 2 leeut Cnme Conceutrated ByRace Place, and Age

The costs of v101ent crime fall disproportionately-on certain c1tlzens ':Vlolent crime
-in America is concentrated by race, place, and age. As early as 1969, the rEport of the
' National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence explamed_that crime is
"chiefly a problem of the cities of the nation, and there violent erimes dre committed
mainly by the young, poor, male inhabitants of the ghetto slum . . . increasingly powerful
social forces are generating rising levels of vxolent crime which, unless checked, threaten -
. to turn our cities into defensive, fearful societies.® As much of the data reported below -
make all too clear, over the last t.hree decades this mghtmansh predlctlon has largely .

come true.

But we do not vnsh to be xmsunderstood For th.le vmlent crime in America is
heavﬂy concentrated-in the nation’s inner-cities, it is hardly confined to the nation’s
inner-cities. TheeNCVS data indicate that while the violent crime victimization rate per
1,000 is a whopping 73.8 in urban America, it is a significant 47.8 in suburban America

L
_—

Ted R. Milier et al Crime in rhe United States: V:cnm Cosrs and Consequenceermal:Report to the
Nanonal Insm'ute of]ust'.cc May 1995, p. 1. i ' _ e

6I*Jamcmal Commission on the_ Causes and P‘rcvennon of Vlolence Vtoz'enf Crime: the Chaﬂenge 1o Our
g Cmes (Beorge Brziller, 1969), p. 82. -
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~ ~and 43 4in tural Amenca It lSD.Ot unreasonable to be concerned that over tune the . . ...
inner-city violent erime problem could spill over more and more into gentnﬁed central

city districts, inner-ring suburbs, edge cities, and even the rural heartlands. It is already

' dmtm'bmgly apparent that more and more wolent crime involves strangefs and teenage

"wolf packs." As the International Association of Chiefs of Police has é8héluded, whereas
most murders were once committed among persons who knew each other, today most -
murders in America are between strangers (53 percent of the 23,760 murders commltbed

_in 1992}, while juvenile gang killings are the fastest growing type of murder (mcreasmg
371 percent from 1980 ta 1992)° Indeed, juveniles now commit about a third of all

homicides against strangers, often mu:denng their victims in groups of two or more

By the same token, whlle it remains true that violent crime in America is
predominantly mtm-racml not inter-racial, black-on-white violent crime has reached
significant levels, most especmﬂy with respect to multiple-offender violent victimizations.
Table 4 summarizes 1993 NCVS data on victim-offender relationships by type of crime
and th(lelﬁercewed race of the offender: From these-data, it would appear that in 1993 over -
1.54 million violent crimes committed against whites (about 18 percent of all violent .

~ victimizations committed against whites) were committed by blacks, while in the same
- year over 1.29 million violent crimes committed against blacks (about 80 percent of all

wolent crimes committed against blacks) were committed by blacks. The black-on-white
roblem is more acute with respect to violent crimes committed by juveniles. For
ple, in 1991, 95 lE\ercent of all violent crimes committed by white juveniles were
oommltted agamst whites, while 57 rcent of all violent crimes commltted by black
Juvemles were commltted agamst whites *°

Nonetheless, it remains true that at this moment in time, Amenca s violent crime |
problem, especmlly the rage of homicidal and near-homicidal violence, is extremely -

-concentrated among young urban minority males who fig‘ure dlsproportlonabely as both

violent crime wchms and violent crime victimizers. -

s,

TCnmmaJ Vzcnmt.zaiwn 1993 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, May 1995) p. 3.

Eﬂfurder in Amerzca (Internahona.l Assoc:at.lon of Chxefs of Police, May’iBQﬁEp 6. - -

" %James Alan Fox, “Teenage Males are Committing Murder at an lncreamngfﬂate a report
prepared for the National Center for Juvenile Justlce P1ttsburgh PA, April 1993.

0Jm.ueruz'e Oﬁ’en.ders and Victims (Office of Juvenile Justlce and Dehnq'uency Prevenhon
August 1990} . 47, .
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| Table 4 Estlmated numbers a.nd percentages of vmlent wctm:uzatlons by race o
of wctlms and percelved race of offenders, 1993 : RS e

‘Numbers  ~ & -:Percentages

Single-offender against whites _ i .
Single-offender by blacks against whites . 1,071,867 . 158
Single-offender by whites against whites o 5,006,596 738

- Smgle offender by other against. wh.lbes T . 583421 y 8.6
Smgle-offender by unknown agamst W}:utes ' - 122,111 o _ 18
Total single-offender agmnst whites - - | - 6.783 million _ ' - 100

Multiple-offender against whités ' ' o c :
Multiple-offender by all blacks against whites 472,536 T+ 246
Multiple-offender by all whites against whites 918,180 47.8
Mu.ltiple‘-offender by all other against whites - 474,457 24.7
Multiple-offender by unknown against whites - 55,705 ~  ° .29
Total mu.ltlple-oﬂ'ender agm.nst whites - 1.920 million 100

Single-offender against blacks | S o
Single-offender by whites agninst blacks 181818 . 133

" Single-offender by blacks against blacks | 986,695 -
Single-offender by all other sgainst blacks - 42,582 35
Single-offender by unknown against blacks C T 25599 21
Total single-offender against blacks _ _ 1.216 million - .- 100

Multiple-offender ag&inst-blacks-- - _ . - ' T
Multiple-offender by ali whites agaiﬁstblacks ' ; .. 24 527 o 8.0 |

' Multipleoffender by all blacks against blacks 308636 _ 755
Multiple offender by all other against blacks _. 66632 . 163

* Multiple-offender by unknown against blacks . . 893 - 22
Total multiple-offender against blacks . . 408788 100~

Violent crimes against whites _ : ' . o SR
Total black against white - 154milion 18 -

~ Total white against white : - 5.92 'mi']]jon. : 68
Grand total all against white | 870 milion - .. 100

Violent crimes against blacks - o '

" Total white against black_ o 186,000 on
Total black against black . o S 1.29 million -~ _ ‘g. . 80 .
Grand total all against black - 162million - &7 100 -

Note: Mu.ltlple-of'fender calculations for categary “all other” adds categories “all other and “mixed

races” from ori Ey
Source: Calcula d fro rimingl V:ct:mt.za.twn in the Umzed States, 1993 (Bureau of Justice

Statistics, forthcaming tables s
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. ' For example, a BJS study of murders committed in 1988 in the nation’s 75 most . .
populous counties found that blacks were 52 percent of all murder victims and 62 percent:
of all murder defendants, but they were only 20 percent of the general ulation in these’
metropolitan jurisdictions. By comparison, whites were 44 percent of idrder victims
and 36 percent of all defendants, but they were over mercent of the géhé&ral population
in these urban areas: About 93 percent of all black murder victims and 83 percent of all .
white victims were killed by someone of the same race.!’. S o
Likewise, between 1985 and 1992 the rate at which males ages 14 through 17
committed murder increased by about 50 percent for whites and over 300 percent for
- blacks.!? Between 1973 and 1992, the rate of violent victimizations of black males ages 12
to 24 increased about 25 percent; for example, black males ages 16 to 19 sustained one -
violent crime for 11 persons in 1973 versus one for every six 1n 1992 In 1992, black
males between the ages of 16 and 24 were ine percent of the population age 12 or over and
experienced five percent bf all violent victimizations. By comparison, white males in this
age group were six percent of the population and were victims in 17 percent of violent -
crimes. Moreover, the "violent crimes" experienced by young black meles tended to be far
more serious than those experienced by young white males; for example, agﬁgated
assaults rather than simple assaults, and violence involving gunfire rather
weaponless attacks.' o o

Indeed, 23 percent of those arrested for weapons offenses during 1993 were
younger than 18 years old, and overall weapons arrest rates were five times greater for .-
blacks than for whites.!® As summarized in table 5, from 1987 to 1992 the average annual
rate of handgun victimization per 1,000 young black males was three to four times higher
than for young white males. Likewise, between 1987 and 1991 the annual arrest rate per
100,000 for murder among white males ages 14 to 17 rose from 7.6 to 13.6, but for black -
males of the same ages it more than doubled from 50.4 to 111.8.¢

NS ourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, 1994 (Bureau of Justice Statistics 1995), p. 343 .
{only single offender, single victim incidents); and Murder in Large Urban Counties (Bureau of Justice .
Statistics, May 1993). . . - e au of Jusue

12Alfred Blumstein, "Prisons,” in James Q. Wilson and Joan R. Petersilia, eds., Crime (institute for
Conternporary -Studies; 1985), pp. 397419, '

" BYoung Black Male Victim's (Bureau of Justice Statistics, December 1994).

TR . | | “ S . o

: . R P S
- Y*Weapons Offenses and Offenders (Bureau of Justice Statistics, November 1995). .

Y Alfred Blumstein, "Violence By Young Peopié: Why the Deadly N_exﬁs?:" Na:‘.wnal Im-;tirute of
Justice Joiirnal, August 1995. ° : : : S -0 S
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Table 5. Average an.uual rate of crime, 1987 to 1992 commxtteiylth handguns

per 1,000 males, by age and race of Wctlms _ _ - s
. o . R.aoe of V1ct1m
. Ageofvicim ~ White - Black
1215 —3.1 141
16-19 - @5 . - 9395 -
20-24 L - 9.2 .- 204
25-34 4.9 - 12 3

Note: Rates do not include murder or non-ne?hgent manslaughter eomm:tted with hnndguns
Source: Young Bz‘ack Male Victims (Bureau o Justxee St.anshes, December 1994).

.- As suggestive as they are, such national - data on the concentration of violent crime
by race, place, and age need to be brought down to the street-level in order to be -
understood. Consider the case of Philadelphia. For many years, crime rates in ‘
Philadelphia have been lower than in the rest of the nation’s ten largest cities. Still, as
megsured by the UCR, in 1990 Philadelphia’s total crime rate was about twice that ‘of the
four surrounding suburban Pennsylvania counties, and its violent crime rate was over
three times that of those counties. Forty-two percent of all violent erimes committed in
Pennsylvania oocurred in Phxladelphm, w}uch contaJ.ned only 14 peroent of the state’s

total populatlon

In 1994, 433 people were: murdered in the City of Brotherly Love, 340 of thern
black. Blacks were 39 percent of the city’s population but 78.5 percent of its murder
victims. More than half of the victims were males between the ages of 16 and 31. All but
five of the B9 victims under 20 were non-white. Citywide, the number of murders per

100,000 residents was 23 (the national average since 1990 has hovered around 9.5). But in | o

the predommantly white, working-class Greater Northeast region of the city, the murder
rate was about two per 100 000; in predominantly poor, black North Philade)phia, the -
rate was 66; and in the heart of North Phﬂadelg)hia, in an area known to restdents and
police as "the Badlands," the rate was over 1001 The plcture on the next paée'us probably

: worth 1,000 words

Like other big cmes, Philadelphia’s concentrated violent crime problem is
exacerbated by street-gang activity. But compared to the gan problems of Los Angeles
County and some other cities, Philadelphia should count its blessings. L.A. has some 400 -
street gangs organized mamly along racial and ethmc hnes 200 Latlno, 150 blat:lr1 the -

-

-

”Umform Crzme Report, Commonweabh of Penn:.yiuanm Annual Report, 1990 fPennsylvama
State Police, 1991), pp. A2-A4. . ) R .

P

**Don Russell and Bob Wamer, “Fairhill: City's Deadliest Tirf in ‘94, The Phda&érpma Daily News,
January 9, 1995, pp. 4-5. Alsa see Craig R. McCay et al., "Crime in lhc CI[)’ The Phdadeiph:a !nqmrer
September 25, 1995, pp. A6-A7. '


http:popUlation.17

o Thg,.Stdte dﬂibléﬁzfér}}%ié‘i}{ A}ﬂeric'&'."" R S L 45

“rest whlte or Asmn Together these g’angs clalrn over 50 000:members. In 1994 theLr o

known members committed 370 murders- and over 3, 300 felony; assaults.’®

3. Violent Crime Demographics L R _:}_ :

Demographic trends make it virtually certain that these gangsin L.A. and other
cities will have plenty of potential recruits between now and the year 2005. As table 6
indicates, in 1990 the country had about 64 million children age 17 or younger. By the
year 2010 that number will increase by 15 percent ‘eight percent f'or whites, 26 percent
{or blacks, and '?1 percent for Latinos. ,

Table 6. U.S. Juvenile Population, 1990 and projected 2010

~ Population Lncrease.

B 1990 2010 Number  Percent

All juveniles 64,185,000 73,617,000 9,432,000 15%
Ages 0-4 18,874,000 20,017,000 - 1,143,000 - 6%
Ages 5-9 18,064,000 19,722,000 1,658,000 9%
Ages 10-14 17,191,000 20,724,000 3,533,000 21%
Ages 15-17 10,056,000 13,154,000 3,098,000 31%
White . 51,336,000 55,280,000 3,944,000 8%
Black 9,896,000 12,475,000 2,579,000 " 26%
Latino 7,886,000 13, 543 000 5,657,000 1%

Source: Bureau of the Census, 1993, Ofﬁce of Juvem.le Justlce and Delmquency Prevention, 1995.

Today America is home to about 7.5 million males between the agesof 14 to 17.

-~ That crime-significant cohort will increase by roughly 500,000 between now and the year
" 2000. Between now and the year 2005, the number of 14- to- 17-year-old maleg will

increase by 23 percent, with increases of 28 percent and 50 percent for blagks and
Latinos, respectively. 2 . o : _

Pehr Luedtke. Gang Politics in Los Angeles County (Senior Thesis, Wood.row Wﬂson Sshool Princeton
Universiry. 1995} o Lo E

- - i -

2 James Alan Fox, "Homicide Offending Parterns: A Grim Look Ahead." paper presentéd atthe American .

_ Academy for the Advancement of Science Annual Meéting, Atianta, Georgia, February 16-21, 1995
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J lJStlce system oﬂic:lals are generaHy aware ofthese demcsgrarphnc shxft,s For
example ‘the New York City police department forecasts that between now and the yea.r
2000, the number of males in the ci a.lt§ between the ages of five and: 14 wiH gise by over
50,000% Likewise, California offici project that the state’s number, of Juveniles ages 11
through 17 (the ages res on51ble for 99 percent of Juvem.le arrests) Increase 33 -
percent in the next deca e® . _

Still, it is worth stressmg that this i increase in young males may. not simply be a.
* matter of rising numbers in terms of violent crime rates in the years ahead, instead, it is
likely that, on average, tomorrow’s new young felons will commit more serious cnmes
than today S Juvemle offenders do. : .

For starters, consider the resu]ts ofa fa.mous study of all 10,000 males born in
1945 who lived in Philadelphia between their tenth and eighteenth birthdays® Over
~ one-third had at least one recorded arrest by the time they were eightéen. Most of the -
arrests occurred when the boys were fifteen, sixteen, or seventeen. Half of the boys were
arrested more than once; once a boy had been arrested three times, the chances that he
would be arrested again were over 70 percent. But perhaps the most significant finding of
. the study was that six percent of the boys committed five or more crimes before they were
eighteen, accounting for over half of all the crimes, and about two-thirds of all the violent

~ crimes, committed by the entire cohort. This “six peroent do 50 percent" statistic has been .

' rephcated in a series of subsequent longitudinal studies on Ph.l.ladelphxa and other cities.

But even more unportant this same lxterature indicates that each generation of
crime-prone boys is several times more dangerous than the one before it, dand that over
80 percent of the most serious and frequent offenders escape detection and arrest. For
- example, crime-prone bays born in 1958 who resided in Philadelphia between their tenth
. and e1ghteenth irthdays did about thrée times as much erime as their older cousins in-
the class of ’45. But about 60 percent of the most serious offenders in the former cohort
were never known to the police, and it is probable that an even larger fraction of the
serious offenders i in the latter cohort had no ofﬁcml record.

" Taken as a whole, the data suggest that the difference between the Juvemle

* criminals of the 1950s and those of the 1970s. and early "80s was about the difference
between the Sharks and Jets of "West Side Story" and the Bloods and Crips of L.A. County
fame. It is not inconceivable that the demographic surge of the next ten years will bring
with it young male criminals who make the “Q. G 5" (o1 ﬁ;na] gangsters).of the Bloods and
Crips look tame by comparison. And it is all too likely that most of the worst of the worst
offenders will escape detection, arrest, and punishment: clearance rates for murder . -~

. dropped to a record low of 65 percent iri 1992, and in a few cities where juvenile crime is .

' already spl.ralmg, ha]f of all murders go unsolved for a year or miore

21Dexra supplied by Oﬂ' ce of rhe Commi lsswne:r, New York Crty Pollce Department, September 26, 19‘95

-2

- ZElizabeth 6. Hill, Juvenile Crime: Ouﬂook for Cafgforma (Leglslatwe Analyst's Ofﬁce State of
Calli'orn:a May 1995), p. 22. -

Marvm E. Wolfaang etal, Deh‘nquenc;v in a Birth Cokort (University ofChicago Presgi;l 9?2) o

*Murder in America (Intcmatlonal Association ofChicfs of Police, May 1995) p‘ﬁ Momca Rhor et al.,
"Half of Camden‘s*94 Homicides Unsolved,” The Philadelphia Inguirer, March 12, 1995, pp. Al, A22-A23;
Marvm Wolfgang et al., From Bay to Man, from Dehnquemy ro Crime (University ofCh;cago Press, 1987);
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No one fully understands the causal dynamics behind crime demegraphics. In the
ageregate, it is easy to explain and predict differences in predatory crimipal propensities
between, say, well-ofl boys from intact families residing in good neighborhoods, and )
impoverished boys from sin gle—p arent families living in drug- and crime-infested places.

- But under what conditions do otherwise comparable young males vary in their

Eropensities to commit violent crimes (remember, not every "bad home" produces a "bad
oy” or a career street predator)? And why has each recent eshort of serious young male -

offenders been, on average, more prone to homicidal and violent crime than the one -

before it?
f

Many researchers in criminology, the social sciences, and even the bio-medical -
sciences are doing studies that may (or may not) yield definitive policy-relevant answers
to such questions. For example, 2 number of analysts have been at work on the "project on
human development in Chicago neighborhoods,” gescribed in a recent National Institute
of Justice report as "an unprecedented, long-range program of research designed to study
a broad range of factors at the level of the community, the family, and the individual
believed to be important in explaining earg ession and delinquency, substance abuse,
and criminal behavior, including violence.® Table 7 lists the thirty different "eontexts"
and "factors" being investigated in the Chicago project. IR

—r

Marvin Wolfgang et al.7Delinquency Careers in Two Birth Cohorts (Plenum, 1990); D.S. Elliort et al., ,
~Self-reported Violent Offending,” Journal of Interpersonal Violence (1986), pp. 472-514; D.S. Eiliot, "Serious

Violent Offenders,” Criminology, 1992, pp. 1-21; Alfred Blumstein et al., Criminal Careers and Cageer Criminals
(National Academy Press, 1986}, James Q. Wilson et al,, Understanding and Controlling Crime (Speinger-Verlag, . -.
1986). ' ' ' EOU R Sl s -

| BChristy A. Visher, “Understanding the Roots of Crime: The Project on Human Devé10pfnqnt in Chicago_‘:
Neichborhoads,™ National Institute of Justice Journal, November 1994, p. 9. _ . ) ) o
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Table 7. Tlurty contexts and f actars bemg studled as pa.rt of the Pro_]ect on

Hu.ma.n Development _
s
Social, economic, and demograph;c structure SR T Syt
Orgamzatlonal/pohtlcal structure. :
- Community standards and norms.
Informal social control. '
Crime, victimization, and an-ests
Social cohesion.
Residential turnover.
Level of involvement in drug and gang networks
Academic achievement expectations. -
10. -School policies regardmg socml control.
11. School conflict. .

. 13. Strengths and weaknesses of the school enwronment- R T P
14. Composition and size of social network. :
15. Substance abuse and delinquency by peers.
. 16. Deviant and prosocial attitudes of peers.
- 17. L-ocatlon of peer networks (school or wmmumty)
18..C llges in peer relatzonslups over time.
y structure. : .
20. Parent—chlld relationships.
21. Parental disciplinary practices.
22. Parent characteristics. -
23. PFamily mental health. .
24.- Family history of criminal behavior and substance abuse : }
25. Physical and mental health status. - : '
26. Impulse control and sensation-seeking traits. -~ ' -
217. Egtwe and language development. : o
28. Ethnic identity and aoculturatlon
29. Leisure-time activities.
30. Self-perception, attltudes, and values

ORPPOTA LN

Source: Ch.nsty A. Visher, 'Understandmg the Root.s of Cnme Nauon.al Insﬁtute of chstzce Journal,
November 1994, p. 14. = ) _ . S e

- We have no doubt that thJ.S research will add something of mtellectual 1.1'1t¢eres1:zils to

‘the already voluminous academic literature on understanding and réducing violence.

Likewise, we agree wholeheartedly that uncovering "the subtle interaction between
individual characteristics and social circumstances reqmres policy-related research of a-

_sort and on a scale that has not been attempted before.*” And, as'we stated in the first

part of this reﬂ)urt Americans should strive to prevent crime by reducing the chances that
gwen at-risk c l,giren will become delmquent or criminal in the first place

' *For a sample of the recent literature, see 1993 Report of the Harry Frank .Ggggenhe:m -
Foundation: Researck for Understanding and Reducmg Violence, Aggresswn andzﬂominance (The . -
Harry Frank Guggenhe:m Foundation, 1993). : .

2.‘f.!a.mesQ Wilson, On Charac:er (Amenam Enterpnsc lnsnt'ute 1991), p- 1?9
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Ca pnson or jail record

But we would be as.su rised, as we suspect most-Americans would be, if these ..

' stud:es uncovered something damental about. the dynamies of predatory street crime *
that we did not already know, or that strongly contradicted the common e of the .
subject. For example, as every study shows-and as every family court ju%lénows—large
fractions of highly violent juvenile offenders have suffered serious abusédrneglect by a
family member, or have witnessed extreme violence, or both. Likewise, it has long been
- known that over half of state prisoners come from srnﬁle-pa.rent households, over one-
quarter have parents who abused drugs or aloohol an nearly a thlrd have a brother wrth

Moreover the human drama behmd the statistics has been captured in numerous
ethnographic accounts. Orie of the most recent of these accounts is Mark S. Fleisher’s
book on the lives of 194 West Coast urban street criminals, including several dozen who
were juveniles at the time he did his prunary field research (1988 to 1990) Almost
without exception,-the boys’ families "were a social fabric of fragile and undependahle
social ties that weakly bound children to their parents and other socializers.” Nearly all

arents abused alcohol or drugs or both. Most had no father in the home; many ha
athers who were criminals. Parents "beat their sons and dau hteI‘S-Whlpped them with
belts, punched them with ﬁsts slapped them, and klcked them "2

: Likewise, in a recent book on race and class in America, Jem:ufer L. Hochschlld
acknowledges that "some lawbreakers hold different values than most other Amenca.ns,
and are qulte distant from "mainstream norms

Asked for an alternatwe to killing another drug dealer young murderers in
Washington, D.C. speculate o l{ﬂthat they could have shot their rival once S
rather t gix times, or could have stabbed instead of shot him. Their sole - -
regret is that incarceration "took a lot of my life"; one went to his victims”

- funerals to assure himself that they were indeed ‘dead. Most chillingly, some
seem mcapable of seeing the future as potentially different from the past;
when asked, “what are your thoughts a out the future" " several youth
asked for an explanation of the questlon .

Does anyone actually doubt that poor, fatherless young males who. are,abused or
neglected at home, ve%'ftate or make trouble at school, hang out with deviant, delinquent,
or criminal peers and live among people who abuse alcohol or drugs in neigh sarho _
dotted by malt-liquor outlets are substantially more likely to get into troublewith the law.
and commit violent crimes than otherwise comparable children who are less exposed to
some or all of these criminogenic influences? Who among us still questions the increased
crithinal potential of children who are exposed to open-air drug markets; who lack i
attachment to religious, civic, or other communal associations; or who are simply never .
habituated by parents, guardmns relatives, friends, teachers, coaches, or clergy to control.
their aggressive meulses defer immediate gratlﬁcauons for the sake of future rewards,

or'respect the feelings, persons, and prOperty of others? -

lnte]lectual]y, it is worthwhile to stmre for ever more analytlcally refined
understandmgs of the conditions that spawn violent crime by spawmng violent cnm.ma]s

“Mark S F'le:sher Beggars and Thieves: lees of Urban Street Cnmma.!s (Umve _0{ iscomsin

- e 7T

Press, 1995). - . : " '_. -

' lennifer L. Hochschild, Facing Up io the American Dream (Princeton University Press, 1995), p. 205: -
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" But we already: know"wﬁéré-‘{ri'oleﬁi‘:.ﬁ"iﬁlé is most heavﬂy concentrated, and wh.lch L

children are most at risk: name}i;, poor minority children growing up in drug- and crime-
infested inner-city neighborhoods. In our forthcoming hearings and in othet ways, we -
hope to identify meaningful, real-world examples of community-based pfograms intended

- to prevent at-risk kids from becoming viclent criminals. For beyond academic theory and.

expert-derived one-size-fits-all public policy approaches, Americans most desperately need
civic rescue missions to save particular at-risk children when and where it really counts.

A leentCnme Vo'térs' aréjVot Fools™

_ Most Americans already possess the common sense and the compassion necessary
to meet the challenges of viclent crime prevention, protection, and restraint. Moreover,
most Americans are keenly aware of the relative violent crime risks which theﬂ face, and
are by no means as prone to exaggerate those risks--as many critics of the public’s

- .Of course, we do not mean to sugFest that most citizens have on the tips of their
tongues the crime statistics cited in the foregoing sections of this report. Nor do we mean
to deny that, under some conditions; public fear of violent crime (and of other types of

crime as well) can be heightened beyond reason by news events, television viewing habits,

" or other factors. But we do mean to stress the often-overlooked fact that the relative

intensity of citizens’ personal concerns about violent crime is more a mirror than.a
mirage of their relative objective risks of being vietimized by violent crime.

. For example, in just about every major public opinion survey since January 1994, .
crime has been ranked ahead of unemployment, the deficit, pollution, and other issues as. -
the main problem facing the country today. But while nearly all Americans now feel more
threatened by crime than they did in the past, urban Americans feel more threatened
than suburban or rural Americans, and urban blacks feel more threatened than other
urban residents. For example, in 1991 about 7.4 percent of all households, 16.5 percent of
black households, and 22.7 percent of central city black households identified crime as a
major neighborhood problem. Between 1985 and 1991, the fraction of rural households
that identified crime as a major neighborhood problem remained fairly stable, rising from.
1.4 percent to 1.9 percent. But the fraction of black central city householdsthat did so
nearly doubled from 11.8 percent to 22.7 percent.” o - _

Likewise, a number of recent surveys, including one conducted by the Black
Community Crusade for Children, have found that black urban children, who are far -
more likely than black urban adults to be murdered or victimized by many types of violent
crime, ranked their top five present life concerns as follows: kids carrying guns -
(70 percent); violence in school (68 percent); living in a dan%erous neighborhood

. (64 percent); involvement with {63 percent); and involvement with people who -

cause trouble (63 percent)® And as table 8 indicates, black teenagers, who are more likely
than white teenagers to be murdered or victimized by many types of violent crime, feel
more threatened. _ : - ' . . .

&

.t

- -
TR R T : Cw

®Crime and Neighborhoods (Bureau of Justice Suatistics, June 1994).

- —! t.r_l

. YBlack Community Cmsade for Children, Overwhelming Majority of Black 'Adulf:s 'Eear-j For C?u'&dren_’.%_‘
Safery and Fuiure (Children’s Defense Fund, May 26, 1994). . | '
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SRy More broadly, conmder the lmphcatmns of the fact that many ant1- crime actmtles
. '1n th1s country are private, not governmental. They consist of the countless financial,
locational, and organizational decisions made each day by fanuhes businegges, and
nelghborhood groups in an effort to render the environments in whlch law-abiding people
live, work, shop, attend schodl, and. play relatively impervious to crime. We lock our doors
and install burglar alarms. We counsel our teenagers to be careful and to avoid driving -
through "bad neighborhoods.” We relocate our families and our businesses. We make
crime-sensitive investment decisions. We watch the neighbors’ homes when they are on
vacation. We hire private security'guards: We form neighborhood watch groups. Were it .
not for these private anti-crime efforts, America’s violent crime problem WO d be far
worse. Undoubtedly, part of the reason for such high rates of criminal victimization
among inner-city blacks is that the law-abiding people of these communities experience a
relative lack of the financial and pohtlcal resources needed to protect thelr homes, stores,

-parks, andschools o L S

To our k_nowledge, no one has attempted to measure or monetize what Amencans
spend privately on crime protection. Loose estimates have been made that twice as much
18 now spent on pnvate security services as on public police, but no rigorous wprk on the - -
costs of "rent-a-cops," let alone of the entlre range of private a.ntl—cnme actlﬂtles is
presently available. - :
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" - Table 8. Teenagers and the threat of violent crime’ ..
White Teenagers - Ql'a'ck Téenaggrs

' How much of the time do you worry about being the victim of _ IR ST
- acrime? : ' A r K
A-lot or some of the time o - T 36% - '  54%
'Hardly ever or never = - _ S ' 64% - 1 46%
. What kind of crime do you think is likely to happen to you? - ' o
Robbery/mugging S o 13% |
Shooting - T _ Y A i . 27%
Assault . T - 8% ] 1%
Rape | ' _ . e % : ! 2%
Other S - S
Who do'you think is more likely to commit that crime against ~ * T A
you? - - : . S ) : :
Teenager youknow -~ S 1% - 1%
Teenager you don’t know -~ - . e 18% T 3%
Anagult . - o %t 4%
Do you know someone who has been shot in the past five ' '
years? : ; o . ' . ' . '
Yes o L T 70%
What is the biggest problem where you go to school? L o S
- Violence S L O 19% - 31% -
 Gangs e 5% | 8%
Drugs ' C o 14% 8%
Racism . Ce 8% 6%
All other o - 40% - - 23%
"Are organized gangs a problem in your school? = . : _ _ .
Yes = g 18% - el 33%
~Source: New York Times, July 10, 1994, p. 16, based on New York Times/CBS I.\Iewtsl:f:’ol].'

: 'i .
- But.we would not be surprised to learn that Americans are investing n[mre of their -
own money, time, and effort in crime protection today than they did five, ten, or fifteen
years ago. If that is so, then the public’s crime fears are more understandable. For what - -
average Americans seem to sense is that, for all of the private, corporate, and community-. -
based anti-crime initiatives, for all of the disposable income spent on securitﬁl‘devices, for
- all of the costly behavioral changes, and for all of the neighborhood rallies, they have to
- date gained only marginal and temporary relief from murder and mayhem on'the streets.
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III The Rea.hty of Revolwng-DoorJustlce R

A ma_}orlty of Amerlcans of every demographlc descrlptlon are con\n ed that
existing government policies do not do nearly enough to complement private anti-crime
efforts and protect law-abiding citizens from violent and repeat criminals. Instark
contrast, many experts and criminals’ rights advocates remain sanguine about how the
system operates In their view, the real problem is not revolving-door justice but its
opposite--public policies that incarcerate too many convicted criminals for too long. The -
national media routinely side with the experts. A typical example is the 1994 Tiime
magazine cover story w ich declared in bold letters that "outraged Americans"who favor
"lock’em up" policies fail to see that "prisons have failed" and that “imposing longer -
sentences may only increase the crime rate. ,

There is plenty of reliable data that can be used to referee this dlspute between the
people and the experts Almost all of it supports the views held by’ average Amenc.ans '

As table 9 indicates, there is qu1te a gap between how much time average citizens,
think convicted criminals should serve in prison and how much time the criminals
actually serve. For over a decade, the justice system has been overloadinhg the sfreets at
least as fast as it has been f'llhn% up the prisons. As table 10 indicates, more than seven
‘out of 10 of the 5.1 million people under correctional supervision on any given day in 1994
were not incarcerated. Nationally, about three million persons were on probation, one

million were in prison, 690,000 were on parole, and 484,000 were in jail. Between 1980

and 1994, the parole population and the prison pOpulation both grew by 213 percent.

Indeed, in 1992, over 10.3 million violent crimes were committed, but just 3.3
million. were reported to the police. About 641,000 led to arrests, barely 165 000 to .
convictions, a.ng only 100,000 or so to state prison sentences, whlch on average ended
before the comnct had served even half his time behind bars. %

How is it that the justice system imprisons barely one crlmlnal for every '100
violent crimes? How is it that millions of convicted ¢riminals with a history of violence
end up on probation or parole rather than behind bars? Who.really goes to prison, for how
long, and under what conditions? What really happens on probation and parole. And how
much violent erime is actual]y done by repeat vi Ient criminals, including thoge‘who are
Iegal]y ‘under supervision" at the very moment they find their latest victims?

“Richard Lacavo, “Lock 'Em Up." Time, February 7; 1994; pp. 1, . L

|_r_1_"

. ”Cnmmaf Vicrimization 1993 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, May 1995), p. 2; Sourcebook o}' Cnmmal
Justice Statistics 1993 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994}, tables 4.9 and 5.73; Felony Senrencés in Smfe Cours,
1992 (Bureau of Justice Siatistics, January 1995), tables 1, 2, and 4. -



Table 9. Actual vs. Recommended Séntérit:és o

L P 3

Actual average time served,
released in 1992

Offense

Average ns'bammended time
in pnson 1987

Rape _ ~ 4.years, 11 months
'with no other injury - L

Wlth forced oral sex, no
other injury

Robbery

no weapon, threat of
- force, no injury, $10

threat of force with
weapon, no injury',_ 310

3 years, 3 months

shot victim with gun,
~ hosgpitalization, $1,000
Assault

intentional mjury,

treatment by doctor, no
hospitalization

'2years':-

intentional injury, o
treatment by doctor and

hospitalization o .
é ' , Bufglary | "1 year, 10 mopfh_s o
P burglary of a home with o | '
N + loss of $1,000 '
Drug trafficking 1 year, 6 months
cocaine sold to others' for | '
resale _

15 years, 5 months

16 years, 10 months

S
'3 years, tJB months
5 yee_irs, 8 nion_ths

10 years,3 months
5 years, 7 months
7 years, 9 months

4 yeafs, 5’mqnths

10 years, 6 :month's_:_;

S * Note: This table compares the actual tu:ne served for selected serious offenses by th ose
- . released from prison in 1992 with the prison sentences recommended by a representatlve

" sample of Amenca.ns in 1987.

Source: Joseph M Bessette “Cru-ne Justxoe, and Punishment,” Jobs and Ca,ou*al Wmter :

1995, p. 22.
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Table 10. _Number of adults on probatmn, m Ja.ll or PI“ISOD, or on parole, . A

+1980-94 | i._
Total estimated o ' ST B
' _ : correctional” = - - - SR ' : : ‘ :
Year- . population Probation - - Jail* . Prison | Parvle
1980° . 1,840,400 1,118,097 182288, . 819598 | 220,438
1985 ;3,011,500 . 1968712 - 254,986 487,583 ° | 300,203 -
1990 14,348,000 2,670,234 - 403019 - 743,382 | . 531,407
1991 . 4,536,200 . 2,729,322 . 424,129 . 792,535 . ! 590,198
1992 . 4,763,200 2,811,611 . 441,781 851,205 658,601
1993 4,943,900 2,908,160 455500 909,186 -. | 678,100
11994 . 5135900 . - 2,962,166 . 483,717 . 999,808 | 690,159 .
Percent . S . _ : S LT l s :
change, : . _ - . -
1993-94 - . 4% 2% 6% 0% . 2%
198094 - " _179% 165% . 165% . 213% 1. 213%

Note: Every year some states upd.ate their counts. Counts for probat:on, pnsons, and parole population are
for December 31 each year. Jail populatmn counts are for June 30 each year. Prisoner counts are for those
in custody only. Because some persons may have multiple statuses, the sum of the number of persons
incarcerated or under community supervision overestimates t.he total correctmna] population.

*Includes convicted and unconvicted adult mmates . " -
tJail count is based on estimates. = - : ' ; .

" Source: Bureau ofJustwe Statistics,: 1995._. L . ' o -

‘. Egme 2. Adu]ts in JaJl on probahon, in pruion1 or on parole in the United
States, 1980-93 : ‘

2000000

28500000

2000000 : - — — - :
B ;p;fﬂd?f”’— : . .
. o . . . v *
1 - . ' b -
1500000 / : .

1000000 < . — , —

 Husher of afuloffendecs _

ooo - -
s0000 _.-———.——..'."..'.._.z.ab: ._.-—4.——1-—-_-.

II-I-A”II.-I—‘I!——S!_—I'—-—

o T - T T - U T d
1980 19&2 1284 19848 T80 B R -1-1-] 1002 . TES.

L Poxole _——— ~F il

Source: Correctional Pdpulatwn.s in the United States, 1 993.(Bu.reau of Justice Statistids, October =
1995] Sourcebook of Cnmmal Ju.sm:e Statistics, 1994.1r (Bu:'eau of Justice Statlstics 19.95) ' .-

1
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1. Who Really Goes to Prison? _ :
The revolving door is greased when 65 percent of all felony deféndaiits; and 63 percent
-of all violent felony defendants, are released prior to the disposition of their case. As table
11 indicates, in 1990 in the nation’s seventy-five largest counties, 44 percent of ail '
released defendants, and 11 percent of all released violent felony defendants, had a
history of prior convictions, including 31 percent of the former who had 1 or more prior
convictions, and 5 percent who had 10 or more prior convictions. About 19 percent of .-
released violent felony defendants simply fail to appear in court. About 16 percent of
released violent felony defendants are rearrested again within the year, a quarter of them
for another violent crime® And in 1992, 71 percent of the defendants charged with felony.
weapons offenses were released prior to trial.® ' L _
|

' Table 11. Number of prior convictions of felony defendants, by whether
released or detained and the most serious current arrest charge, i1990

Percent of felony defendanté in the 75 largest counties

Total with Number|of prior convictions
Detention/release : '
outeome and the most _
serious current arrest Number of No prior Prior 10 or {
. defendants Total convictions - convictions more , 58 .24 1
Released defendants ' + ' : S ._: '
All offenses 33,085 100% 56% “% 5% 9% 17%  13%
Violent offenses . . 8,452 26 : 15 - .11 1 2 4 4
Property offenses - 11,481 35 20 15 g |3 5 4
Drug offenses E -10,474 a2 17 15 1 3 6 5
Public-order affenses 2678 B 4 4 - 1 2 1
Detained defendants _ e
All offenses - 18,348 100% C29% - NN% 11%_ 30% L 2T% 13%
' Violerit offenses 4933 27 9 .18 2 5 7 4
Property offenses - 6,143 33 10 24 4 [7 8 -4
Drug offenses ' 6,027 33 .9 24 4 . 6 10 - 4
Publ.ié—order offenses - 1,245 7 1 6 . 1 2 2 1

. | L
Source: Pretrial Release of Felony Defendants, 1990 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, November 1992). -

But it is at the Eoiht of _sent,encing. that the revolving door for violenit felons really
begins to swing. Astable 12 shows, in 1992 fully 47 percent of state felons convicted of . -
one violent crime were not sentenced to prison, and nearly a quarter of those convicted of

.

T

MPretrial Release of Felomy Defendants, 1990 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, Novembér 'i'992) tables 12 --

and 13.

¥ Weapons Offenses and Offenders (Bureau of Justice Statistics, November 1995), p. 4. . o -
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three or more felony cr].mes one or. more of wh.lch was a wolent cnme “were nohsentenoed
to prison.

- ;'f.-ff"[ N

Table 12. Convicted vmlent f elons not sentenced to prlson, by number of
conviction offenses, 1992 .

Percent of convicted felons not sentenced to prison for
1,2, or 3 or more felony conviction offenses

Most serious conviction offense -+ .One Two Three, or more
-~ All viclent offenses o . 4% _' 1% 23%
e Murder | : R - O . } 3%.
: “Rape - o ) 39% T 23% 2
Robbery . - : 30% - 21% - ‘ 14%
Aggravated assault - | B1% Coas% | 88%
Other violent® = L 65% 51% ' 36%.

Note: This chart reﬂects prison non-sentencmg rates for felons based on theu- most serious offenses
For example, if a felon is convicted for murder, larceny and drug possession, and not sentenced to
prison, he would be represented in this chart under murder (the most serious offense) with three or
more offenses. -
*Includes offenses such as negligent mamlaughter, sexual assault and lndnap ing. -
Source: Bureau of J ustice Statisties, Feiany Sentences in State Courts Ja.nuary 1995, p 6.

[

Given these facts,-it is not surprising that virtually all convicted cru:mnaxlsl who do
_go to prison are violent offenders repeat offenders, or violent repeat offenders. Table 13
summarizes the number of prisoners in state prisons in 1991 by the most serious offenses
(not the only offenses) for which they were conwcted Some 46.5 percent of the pnsoners
were in prison for violent offenses. . ; :
' o E]

S ST S o TheStazeofVoZentCnmenAmrwa
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Table 13 Nu.mber of state prlsoners in 1991 by most serlous offense

All offenses C 798605 v g
Violent offenses . 339,500 o QIR R
Murder . 77,200 - . ' _
Manslaughter : 13,100 r
Rape 25,500 \
Other sexual assault - 43,000 - ' . o B , .
Robbery -~ . . . 107,800 .: | — R o
. Assault | 59,000 I _ S : C
- Other violent - 13,100 0 L o
Property offenses - 180,700 - '
urglary - °80,300 : : : Lo
Larcenyltheft 35,700 o - - Ty
Motor vehicle theft 16,000 L e L
Fraud : 20,400
Other. property 18,200 o
Drug offenses - 155200~ -
Public-order oﬁ'enses ' 49,500 '
Other}unspeceﬁed oﬁ'enses 2 900 . )
| Source Pnsoners inl 994 (Bureau of Justice Statlstlcs August 1995}

Itisa gross but common error ta conclude from such data that half of all pI‘lSOnE‘.I'S
are "'non-violent." In fact, as depicted-in figure 3, based on a scientific survey representing
711,000 state prisoners in 1991, former BJS Actmg Director Lawrence A. Greenfeld found
that fully 62 percent of the prison population had a history of violence, and that 94.
percent of state prisoners had commltted one or more violent crimes or served a previous -

- sentence to incarceration or probatlon In effect, this 94 percent statistic is 2 measure of
the prlson Eﬂpulatlon s criminal "grade point average," accounting for the totality of -
risoners’ known adult and juvenile criminal acts against life, liberty, and peoperty.
erformmg the same analysis.on other large state prisoner data sets yqeld&vlrtual{ the
same rgsults since 1974 over 90 percent ¢ all state prlsoners have been violent offgnders ,

- or recidivists. : S

v

*Survey of Stare Prison Inmates, 1991 (Bureau of Justice Statstics, March 1993), p"ll.‘
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C Flgure 3 Proflle of Prlson Inmates, 1991- T

i
.J

.-—-.%

13.0%

Yigler ar
repe affenders
-~ L
i Sentenced in past to probation or incarceration for nonviolent crime -
—INonviolent offender with no prier probaiion or incasceration

"B |n prison for violent crime
M Convicted in pass for violent erime

=

Source: Suruey of Sta.te Prison Inmates, 1991 (Bureau of Justlce Statlstlcs 1992) St.at:stxcs b|ased ona .
sample representing 711,000 adults in state prisons. _ -

' Indeed, between 1980 and 1993 the growth in state inmates was greatest among
_offenders whose most recent and serious conviction offense was violent. During that
period, the number of violent offenders behind bars grew by 221,000, representing 1.3
' times the growth in the number of offenders whose most recent and serious conviction
.- offense was for a drug law violation, and 42 percent of the total growth in statecpnson
populatlons N

"In short, the closer one looks into the criminal and conviction histories of] -
prisoners, the clearer it becomes that there are precious few petty, non-violent, or first- ..
time felons behind bars who pose no real threat to pubhc safety and who 51mp1y donot
deserve to be incarcerated. . |

For example, in 1994 Cahforma § prison populatmn rose to over 125,000 inmates.
Since the mid-1980’s, numerous experts and journalists have insisted that: the state’s
risons were overﬂowmg with first-time offenders and harmless parole violators. And as
Eahforma voters marehed to the polls and overwhelmingly approved a three-strikes law,
many analysts and eommentators confidently warned that, within a year, the state’s
prisons would be bulging with petty criminals sentenced automatl y to life mthout :
parole for any thL’f‘d felony conviction.. .

-
R 3 -
. -

1
ll'lr'
1

¥ Prisoners in 1994 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, August 1995), p. 11.



http:populations.37

N TheSra:eawalenannwmAme@a B _- R

" Table 14 summarizes the resu.lts of a Cal]forma Depart:ment of Correctmons ST e
ana]ysm of the criminal histories of 16,520 randomly selected felany offénders admitted ‘oo
the state’s prisons in 1992 and classified as "nonviolent." The analys éveals that 88.5
- percent of these offenders had one or more prior adult convictions. Thé average number’

of prior convictions was 4.7. A fifth of these nonwolent“ felons had been con:umtted to
prison once or twice before : .

| Table 14. Felony offenders ad.mltted to Cahforma prisons in 1992 a.nd
-classified as nonvmlent by criminal histories o

Priar convwnons - o
Juvenile {one or more} _ . - 18.2%

" Adult (one or more) ) - 88.5%
* Adult - Average number o ' o T 4.7
. Adult - Violent (PC 667.5(c)) (one or mo'fé)" ST 14%
Prior probations _ - .
Prior Probation {one or more) o L B20%.
-Current Probation resulting in: ' .
Probation revocation with additional convlcuons(s) 24.2%
Probation revocation without additional conwctmn(s) 21.7%
Prior juvenile hall incdarcerations (one or more} . 5.8%
Prior jail - adult mcarceranons ' . _ :
One or more -_ 65.9%
Three or more ) : ’ . 328%
Prior California youth aurhoruy commztmenis o : -10.5% -
Prior prison commitments oo a N o
One or more T o . . 20.6% T
Three or more . : . : 18% :

Sg;lrce ‘Department of Correctwns State of Cahforma, March 1, 1994. Based on an gnalysis of 16,520
admissioris. , _ , o : .

Table 15 offers & detailed portrait of the 84,197 adults who were agmitted to
California prisons in 1991. It'is based on a recent analysis by a former président of the
American Society of Criminology, Joan R. Petersilia. It shows that only®3,116 of the
prisoners (under 4 percent of total admissions) were, in fact, mere technical paroie
violators (the category "Administrative, non-cnmmal") As Petersilia has concluded these
data disprove the notion that hordes of "parole violators are bem% returned for stnctly

cﬁ violations. . . . The bottom line is that true technical violators do not curiently
represent alarge portlon of incoming inmates, nor do they serve very long prison terms.”

|
More precisely, table 15 shows that about 45 percent of the prisoners were "Felons

New Court Admissions,” meaning that they were sentenced by the courts for new crimes
ranging from murders to drug deals The rest were "Parole Violators,” meaning that they.
were sentenced by'the courts to additional terms ("Parole Violators With a: New Term," 19
percent), or réturned to prison by the Board of Prison Terms (the parole board) for having
violated one or more conditions of their parcle ("Parole Violators Returned to Prison,” 36
percent). As the table’s compilation of their offense records makes quite plam the vast
majority of both all new court admissions and all parole violators—ig. shoxt| thevast .
~ majority of all persons admitted to California’s prisons--were violent er répeat criminals,

together responsible for literally tens of thousands of serious crmeamdudmg over 2 000

. murder convictions.
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Table 15 Persons adn:utted to Cahforma prlsons, 1991 s - o ,
By commxtment offense a.nd average prison term served - 4 .

Number of Persons = - % of Total _f![eajaln Months
e , . Admissions . I Served

Ems,ilgg Court.. o | . , ) ?8,240 . 45.41‘%

- Violent Offenses - - . 10616 .  1261% .. | 190. .
Homicide . ' » 1840 219% C o[- 332
Robbery ' o 13,701 . 4.40% | -1
Assault . . ' - 2,881 - 342% . | 162
Sex Crimes - Lo 1936 0 230% - ., 332
'Kidnapli_ing . S ' 258 o 031% 34.6

Property Offenses o ST 10,537 . 12.51% © 110
Burglary Ist, L 2,547 302% - | 205
Burglary2nd . .. 2154 - - 256% 9.9

_ Grand Theft - - ' ©1174 0 - 13%% . | 100
Petty Theft with Pri. - 1,520 - 181% | 88
Rec. Stolen Property . 1003 . 119% . 89
Auto Theft T 1384 164% “lons
“ Forgery/Fraud C _ L 755 o 0.90%. | 99 -
Drug Offenses DT 12,459 : ‘14.80% . 11.8 -
- Possession | . 3943 - 4689 7.7
Possession for Sale - 4,173 ' . 496% 129
DrugSsle . © 3,052 ‘362% | 114
Drug Manufacture | S 818 045% Joos
Marijugna  -° 915 - 109%. . _ ' 104

Other Offenses . . 4,628 - 550% - -, 88
Driving Under the o .81l - . 346% | 83

Inﬂuence_ - . } o : . . oo
Weapons Possesaon. . S T804 C0T2% . . 10.6 -
Escape . - . 68 .. 008% 84
Arson o 188 016% - | 138
Miscellaneous S Te0r . 108 91

Ewleemlator wﬁT 16,010 - 19.01% -

Violent Offenses .~ 12,705  3.21%

' Homicide - o e 0.16% . | 332
Robbery . = . . 1,553 - 184% - | 177
Assault . .. . L 0.89% 7 Ti&Ti 162
‘Sex Crimes - 233 o 028% % T 332

- Kidnapping : - v 32 ’ 0.04% - ) 34.6
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N _‘Probeftybffensés - s o '.'7.,15-6 s 850% A 110 -

Burglary 1st _ - L08  181% ¥ 05
Burglary 2nd | oL 211% | 9.9
Grand Theft : ) I 0.61% 10.0 -
Petty Theft with Pri. - 1,905 © 2.26% 8.8
‘Rec. Stolén Property . 101 .. 0.83% . |- 89
- Auto Theft S 888 L% q 0 1L5
Forgery, Fraud | o S 299 0.36% - 9.9

Drug Offenses . 4,627 . 549% 118
Possession ) | 2,205 262% .. 79
Possession for Sale - o 11,036 C123% . 129
Sale - - 1.06% | 174
Manufacture _ . | 172 - 020% - | - 2Ll5

~ Marijuana : ' . 324 . 038%, 10.4

Other Offenses” . 1522 .- 181% 89

Driving Under the '_ © 479 0.57% 8.3
Influernce .o - o : -

Weapons - 672 0.80% » | - 10.6
Escape - 4 0.04% . 84
Arson _ 19 0.02% _ 136
Other _ 318 . 0.38% _ 9.1
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"7 " Pagole Violators Returned . - geeit. . assem . . o -
to Prison { PV-RTP} - _ ST
Agbisae ponerimina | sus o sme o T e
Administrative, criminal < 26,828 o, .31.86% 10
C Typel . P 8382 - - . 995% . 40
DrugUse - .~ 308. . _360% | 40
' DrugPossesswn L 2,427 PR Y: S It 50
Misc, Minor =~ 2,920 347% - 5.0
CType2 . 12010 | 14.26% - 80
. SexOffenses ~ ~ ° 535 064% | 60
Asault . 1481 o 1a0% T g
Burglary 880 . - 1.05% | 9.0
 Theft " S 3me 0 441% . .| 80
Drug Sales - 1,449 1.72% - - | 100
Weapons - ' 380 . 045% 80
Driving Violation - S 134 158% 80
Misc, nonviolent e 28 2w . | eo”
Type3d _ L . 6,436 765% - | 12,0
. Homicide - R - - 0.14% 120
- Robbery o ‘ 1,168 1.39% 12,0
Rape/Assault = . ‘353 042% 120
Battery o ! 12,394 284% | 120
Burglary - N 0.84% - '} 10.0
Drug - Major .~ . . 258 ¢ - 030% | 100
Weapons 771,083 T 130% 0 - ®['120
Driving Violation o om 021% - - ®- 10.0
Miscellaneous . - : . o181 - 021% 7 120
‘Total Admissions '_ 84,197 100% . . - 11.83 -

‘Note: Persons whao w re revoked b e Parole Board in 1991 but “eontinued on parcle” (8700
persons; were not i Iy uded in this table nor were those with missing offense data (2690 persons)

R.P be:mhz, “Div ert:seq N n—Vlolen ers to Intermediate Sanctlons paper
'prepa:ea,?'g?the C?all.forma P ﬁ.l g v Jepnégﬂ.forma. 1995 pp 9 1. -

‘From the day it took eﬁ'ect through November of 1995, some 1 020 repeat felons
* were sentenced under California’ s three strikes law. About 969 of them were sentenced
during the law’s first year; the remaining 61 were sentenced over the ensuing eight
months ¥ Clearly, the state’s prosecutors are exerasm%thel.r discretion to use thelaw
against repeat offenders who for the sake of either pub ¢ safety, Just deserts, Gr bot.h

P

*Data providcd'by the California Department of Comrections, November 28, 1095. \

s
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-need to be mcaroeratec"( And contrary to popular perceptxons, not everyone sentenced

under the law must serve h.fe without the p0551b111t:y of paroIe ]
e gl

Cons1der the much~pubhc1zed case of the " pizza thief," the 29-}fear-c|)1d Cahforma
man who was sentenced under the law for stealing a slice ‘of pizza from children in a
shopping mall.*® Although much of the national press spun tlIIJlS story as a self-evident

~ example of the folly of three-strikes(and other "get-tough" legislation), the facts paint a
different picture. The offender’s adult criminal history dated back to 1985. He was

convicted of five serious felonies inside of a decade. He was granted probation five times -
in five year$ for convictions on two misdemeanor charges and three felony.charges. -
Between 1985 and 1930, he had five suspended sentences. At one point he moved to
Washington State--and was arrested there on additional charges. During his criminal

- career, he used eight aliases, three different dates of birth, four different Social Secuntj

numbers, and marijuana, cocaine, alcohol, and PCP. Standmg 6 foot four inches, his
"third strike" occurred when he and another man frightened and intimidated four children

(ages 7, 10, 12, and 14), stole their fnzza, and then walked away laughing. He was not
" sentenced to ]J.fe he could be eligib

for parole in the year 2014. As one California official
qmp?ed this repeat felon was already "doing life on the installment plan. Three strikes -
reduced the number of future mstallments and the number of ﬂlture victims."

-.2. How Much Hard Txme Do leent Pn.soners Really Serve?

The unvarnished truth, therefore, is that America’s prisons hold few petty, first- |

‘time, non-violent criminals. Moreover, even violent prisoners spend relatively little time
‘behind bars before being released, and do 50 under conditions of conﬁnezﬁent that are far

more generous than cruel.

- As table 16 indicates, vmlent oﬂ‘enders released from prison in 1992 served an
average of 48 percent of their time behind bars (both jail credit and prison time)-43
months on sentences of 89 months. Between 1988 and 1992 the percent of tune served in
prisons by released violent offenders rose from 43 percent to 48 percent. But over the -
same period the average sentence dropped from 95 months to 89 montbs, meaning that
the actual average time served increased only from 41 months to 43 months. Overall,

‘therefore, between 1988 and 1992, there was little change in the amotmt &f time or in the .

percentage of sentence served for different types of violent crimes’ Among those violent

- offenders released in 1992, even murderers served only 5.9 years of 12.4 year terms.

T
. &

|'fr'-"
]

,,._'.- -

B ¥Facts of the case supplled by the California Departrnent of Correctlons May 26— 1995 '

Pns_on Sentences and Time Served for Violence ('Bureau'oflustlce Staus_tlcs, Apnl 1995), p.-2. . T
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Table 16 'Iime served on confmement by vmlent offenders released in 1992

. : - Average | time - .‘gﬁg- T Percent Ofl
Type of offense _ sentence (mont.hs) served months)  ‘sentence served
Allviolent o -89 o4 ] 48%
. Homicide . ¢ 149 7 | 8%

Rape . & o : 117-._-. I : 65 L 5-6% '

Kjdnappmg L S 104 - 52 . 50%

Robbery a S8 - | - 4%

Sexual assault 2 35 " 49%

Assault . g . 61 a9 48%

Other o - 60 2 - . 4%

‘Includes jail eredit and prison time. - '
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Pnson Sentences and Time Served for Violence (Bureau of Justice

Statistics, April 1995}, p. 1.

L

Much the same picture holds when the data on how much time violent felons
actually serve in prison is broken down on a state-by-state basis. For example, figure 4 .-
displays the percent of various categories of convicted violent felons in Virginia in 1992
who had at least one prior conviction. More than three-quarters of all violent criminals in
Virginia prisons in 1992-93 had prior convictions. Figure 5 displays the average time
served by Vir felons released in 1993. Together, these two sets of data confirm that
even most violent recidivists imprisoned for murder, rape, and robbery serve less than
- half of their sentenced time in confinement.* . |_

_ Itis ;}1] ossible, however, thet truth-in-sentencin and related 1aws w;,lbsucceed in

increasing the amount of prison time actually served by violent offenders in Virginia and
the rest of the nation. For example, the BJS estimates that state prisoners admitted in
1992 could serve an average of 62 months (versus 43 months for wolent offenders
released in 1992) and 60 percent of their sentences (versus 48 percent) ]

.r‘ I-"

et

Georoe Allen, "The Coumae of Qur Convictions,” Pohcy Review, Spring 1995 P 11-!? Also see- ¢
Governor's Commu‘.ﬂon on Parole Aboliiion and Seniencing Reform: "Final Reporr (State oEVLrgmla, August 1994)
ol
2pyrison Sentences and Time Servedfor Violence {Bureau of Jusnce Statistics, April 2995)? p.2.

|
|
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Flgure 4. Percent of con\ncted vmlent f elons m Vlrgl.ma W1th prlor o

convictions, 1992 - ' L -
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- IS_Io'}lrc;e: Gedrge Allen, “The Courage of Our Convictions,” Policy Reuiew, Spring ]_._995, pl 5. _
Figure 5. Average sentences vs. actual time served by vmlent felons in . -
Virginia, 1993, by offense at conviction L '

- Years e o _ _ C - i
40 ' ; o —
s | 252 - Coa ' I Sentence Imposed
N I '“"_“T‘..“'”_”-ﬁme-Served'_:__ i
30 | 5
25 L ) '- ’
20
15 |
10 Lo
5 =
Murder st - Murder Ind Rape/ Robbery ) Volunary lAggravatcd
Degree . Degree . Sadomy ‘ ) Ml.nslnugh(er Sexual Barl.:ry
Source: George A.ll_en, "The Cou.rage of OQur Convictions,” Polzqy Reu:ew Spnng 1995 p B .
. A ':_ ’ e

Whlle such increases in the amount of time actually served by vlolent fe]cms would
const1tute welcome steps in the right sentencmg policy direction, there 15 reascm to be
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"ordering inmates released or facilities closed.*®
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cautious. For one 'thing, :séﬁtenéihé laws can éhahge, and many states have yet to tighte’n'-:' ".

their grip on convicted violent felons. Despite the universal use of mandatory sentencing'
laws for murder and many other crimes, state sentencing regimes vary wideiy Belatively
few states have enacted and implemented strict truth-in-sentencing laws orgelated.
measures that keep violent felons behind bars for all or most of their terms. .

Also, even with tougher laws on the books, not much may change. Public policies '
are enunciated in rhetoric, but they are realized (or not) in action. What gets done in “get- -

~tough"crime legislation can be undone or watered down in the-administrative process (for .

example, an escalation’in the use of générous aiitomatic “good time" credits), or as the . .-

- result of judicial intervention (for example, the imposition of prison or jail caps by court

orders or via consent decrees). ‘

-~ This is one bitter lesson of the experience with mandatory sentencing laws enacted
in the 1970’s and 1980’s. Sentence len JcExs-did not-expand between 1973 and 1986 even
though mandatory sentencing laws authorized or required longer sentencas. For example,
in 1986 the median sentence for a felony conviction was 48 months, compared with 60
months for most of the period between 1960 and 1980. In 1986 the median time served in-
confinement was 15 months, the same as it was in 1976. And between 1985 and 1992, the
?eéaé] ma:'cj}rlmgn sentence of prisoners actually declined about 15 percent from 78 months

0 67 months.™ . ' ' a

One reason for this failure to increase the amount of time actually served,in prison
by violent and other serious offenders was judicial intervention into prisons and jails. In
1990, scores of prisons and jails were operating under judicially-imposed caps on'their
populations, not to mention orders governing staffing, food services, recreation,
counseling programs, and other matters® Federal district court judges have often done
whatever they felt was necessary to protect and expand prisoners’ rights, including

|

To cite jList one recent example, in the space of a single year a federal judge forced

the City of Philadelphia to release defendantsin 15,000 cases rather than violate the
-population limit she had established for the city’s jails. “Thanks to the court order, the

city now has 50,000 fugitives from justice--defendants who have been charged with a
crime but do not even bother to show up for trial.*® As in. most such cases, the gourt’s

- orders have led to skyrocketing fiscal costs and a worse human toll exacted in murders,

rapes, and other crimes committed bl'y those released in order tc ease "overcrowding” or to
c

remedy other ostensible violations of constitutional rights. T .

“Parrick A. Langan. "America'S'Suaimg Prison ‘Population,'.' Séience. March 29, .19'9 l, pp.‘:!568[15?3;
Time Served in Prison and on Parole, 1984 {Bureau of Justice Statistics, December 1987); Sentencing am?" Time
Served (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1987); Tracking Offenders. 1987 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, October 1990);

_ Prisoners in /994 (Bureau of JuStice Statistics, August 1995), p. 12.

—— L '

“Census of State and Federal Co::recffomi F acih’:;‘e.f ( Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1992), p. 7. i
“William C. Collins, “A History.of Recent Corrections is a History of Court Involvement.” C&rections
Today, August 1995, p. [50. - : : : T - oo —t _; .i. L

. [
*®Sarah B. Vandenbraak. "Bail, Humbug!: Why Criminals Would Really Rather Be in Philadeiphia,”

Policy Review. Summer 1993, p. 73, _ ' _ e
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-share limited cell space or sleep n make-shift dormitories.

To be clear we understand that since 1960 judges have done much to end homble o
or abusive conditions behind bars. Too often, however, the courts have expanded

-prisoners’ rights without due regard for such' competing values as budgdtary limits,

institutional order, and public safety” As the National District Attorsys Assomatzon has’

- declared, "federal court orders in prison litigation often have severe adverse effects on

gubhc safety, law enforcement and local criminal justice systems.®® And as'ought never to
e forgotten, government by consent decree is not the same as government by the consent
of the governed ' w _ . _ J

Many of the most harm.ful court orders h.ave mamed faulty const1f:ut10nal

- interpretations to false empirical assumptions. For while some prisons are;crowded, most

prisons are not terribly "overcrowded.” At the end of 1994, states. reported that they were

operating between 17 and 29 percent over their capacity (the maximum number of

anoners their facilities were designed or reconfigured to hold). Thirteen states and the
istrict of Columbia were operating at or below 99 percent of their capacity. Because of

. new prison construction, the ratio of the inmate population to the capacity, of state
_ prisons has remained stable since 19907

Moreover despite the conventional wisdom about the harmful effects of
overcrowdmg," the statistical data simply do not support the belief that inmates suffer
greater levels of violence, illness, or other problems when prisons operate over capacity or
increase population densities. And there is no shortage of case studies which suggest that
dedlcatedj prison managers have run truly crowded prisons without any mcreases in
critical incidents or other serious problems® It is clear that the quality of prison
management and other intervening variables determine the negative consequences, if -
any, that flow from having prisoners, few of whom are oonﬁnedg:o their ce}ls all day, .

By the same token, while it is easy to exaggerate the extent of resort-like
conditions behind bars, the fact is that most prisons do offer prisoners a Wlde array of

basic amenities and services, and that some prisons do indeed resemble resorts. As table

17 shows, in 1991 over 97 percent of federal prisoners, and 91 percent of state Ensoners
were involved in some gﬁae of training, program activity, or work assignment. For a large
number of prisoners, health care services and the like are both better and Enore readl.ly

available on the inside than they were on the outmde

“TWilliam D. Hagedorn and John I. Dilulio, Jr., "The Peaple's Court?: Crime, Federal Judges, and
Federalism,” in Martha Derthick, ed., forthcoming; John . Dlluho Jr., ed., Courts, Corrections, and’the
Constitution (Oxford Umvemty Press, 1990). ' o

‘gNanonal District Attorneys Association, Resolutton Dewnber 1994,
prisoners in 1994 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, August 1995), p. 8.

®For a good recent summary of the statistical cwdence, see Gerald G. Gaes, "Pnson Crowding Research
Examined,” The Prison Journal, September 1994, pp. 329-363. For case studies, see John J. Dllullo Jr., Governing
Prisons: A Comparative Study of Corvectional Management (Free Press, 1987); "Weli- GoVernedPrisons Are S
Possible,” in George Cole, ed., Criminal Justice (Wadsworth, 1993}, chapter 23; "Pnsons " That ;W‘ rk: Management
is the Key,” Federal Prisons. Jouma! Summer 1990, pp.7-15; and "Principled Agents: The Cujnlsral Bases of
Behavior in a Federal Govemment ‘Bureaucracy,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, July

1994, pp. 277-318. i
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_ Indeed n many states half or more of every pnson dollar 1s now spent not on
custody or secunty basics but on prisoner medical services, educatmn, "tregtment
programs,” and other functions™ In 1990 only 234 of the nation’s 1,037 'PEISONS were
maximum-security prisons, and even in those facilities most prisoners enjoyed access to
all manner of amenities and services, and were hardly confined to their living quarters all
day. While there remains no evidence that most prison-based programs rehabilitate . -

. enders there is some evidence that certain types of prison-based substance abuse
- programs do some good a.nd that most pnsoners who need drug treatment get lt Wb.lle
o " Incarcera

SISourcebook of Cnmma.’ Jusnce Staustlcs (Bu.reau of Justu:e Statistics, 1994), p. 14.

*2Charles H. Logan and Gerald G. Gaes, "Met-Analysis and the Rehabllnanon of Pr.mxsbmcm, Justice
Quarterly, June 1993, pp. 245-263; Marcia R, Chaiken, Prison Programs Jor Drug-Involved Gﬁénders (Naticnal-
Institute of Justice, October 1989); Susan Wallace,."Drug Treatment: Perspectives and Current Initiatives,” Federal
Pn.sgn.s Jo::rna! Sumrner 1991; M. Douglas. Anglm Ensuring ! Success in Correcuons Based lmen"hhr_ltwns with
Drug Abusing Offenders,” paper presented at the, Conference on Growth and its Influence on Corrections Policy,

~University of Callfemla at Berkeley, May 10-11, 1990; Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Stansncs }’993 {Bureau of " -

Justice Statistics, 1994), p. 637. Itis worth noting here that in 1991 all state and federal govertment substance abuse -
weatument programs (prison- and community-based, both for offenders and others) had a uuhzanen rate of 81.1

percent; see Sourcebook, p. 542 : , o . ) ’

|
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: Table 17 'I&'a.lnlng, prog‘rams, actwltles, and worklasmgnment of sentenced

federal a.nd state prison mmates, by sex, 1991 R R
Peroent of sentenced mmatﬂei ' | =
.. Al , Male ~ Female
Federal - State - FederaJ State Federal State
- . Any training, programs, s 977 ) N7 91.0 98.7. 93.0
_— _:actlwtres Orwork a.ss:gnment o e e reo .
.. - Trdining ' o | e |
Academic . 58.1 458 580 458  59.1 - . 449
" Basic<9th grade 10.4 5.3 107 53° 70 © 51
High school 27.3 274 266 275 . 353 25.6
College 189 . 140 19.0° 14.0 17.2 137,
- Other 84 26 86 25 160 40 -
Vocational 294 314, 295 814 . 288" 31.5
Programs/activifies : | . . i { S
~ Religious ' 385 - -320 372 . 31.2 53.9 445
. Self-improvement 198 202 179 195 417 324
Aleohol/drug supportgroup 92 17.1 . 86 17.1 155 22.7
Counseling 116 17.1 108 . 16.7 20.2 23.4
_ Prerelease 7.0 8.1 64 . B0 132 8.9
Arts and érafts 13.1 74 118 7.1 28.9 126
Outside community 2.7 . 2.7 2.4 2.7 5.8 2.8
Ethnic or racial 6.1 25 - - .59 25 . .78 2.1
Work assignment : ' o - : il
Any , 91.2 700 910 69.7 93.4 74.8
' General janitorial 117 13.4 1.6 133 - 187 16.3°
Food preparation 13.1 126 130 125 . 138 16.0
Maintenance, repair or 146 89 14.7 91- v 124 - 49
constntction . . - ' :
Grounds end road maintenance 64 8.2 . 63 82 ‘?7.2 . 84
Library, barbershop, office or 149 8.0° 14.9 78 14.3 11.7
other services : . : _ . .
Goods production 29 43 2.8 43 ].3.7 5.2
Farming, forestry, or ranching A4 39 4 40 | 4 26
Laundry | . 23 3.0 2.4 3.0 1.8 4.0
Hospital or medical - 1T 5 175 ‘18 . .9
Other - = 248 120 247 119 26.5 138 -
Number of inmites” 53764 . 701,775 ' 49,548 - 663,619 4216. 38,156
Source: Bureau of Ju'st?ce Statistics, 1994. | '
f 2 \
I
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Itis clear that violent conwcted offenders do not do mu ch hard timebehind bars. And
it is equally clear that they do tremendous numbers of serious crimes when loose on the :
streets, including a fri sghtemng fractlon of a].l murders For starters a recent BJS analysu;
reveals the following: . : .

* In 1991, 45 percent of state pnsoners were persons who, at the very time they oommltted
. thelr latest conv1ct1on offen.ses were on probatlon or pa.role e l R

e Based only on the latest conv1ct1on offenses that brought them to pnson the 162 000 B

probation violators committed at least 6,400 murders, 7,400 rapes, 10,400 assaults, and
17,000 robberies while "under supervision" m the com.mumty an average of 17 months.

* Based only on the latest conviction offenses that brought them back to prison, the 156,000
- parole violators committed at least 6 800 murders, 5,500 rapes, 8,800 assaults, and 22, 500
robbenes while "under supervision” in the commumty an average of 13 months :

* The prior conviction offense was v101ent for half of parole violators returned to prison for.a
violent offense. The prior conviction offense was violent for 43 percent of probation violators
sent to prlson for a wolent offense. _ S o \

* Together, probatmn and parole wolators comm.ltted 90,639 v1o1ent crimes wh.lle "under
_ superwnsmn in the community. o e

* Over half of the 13,200 murder victims were stra.ngeré' : . ‘ | -j

* Qver a quarter of the 11,600 rape v1ct.uns were under the age of 12 and over 55 percent of
them were under 18. - ‘ |

*Of al] arrested murderers adjudlcated in 1992 in urban courts, 38 percent were on
probation, parole pretrial release, or In some other criminal Justlce status at the time of the

murder, _ . : ]
' ' - EL

* A fifth of all persons who were arrested for the murder of a law enforcemant officer from .
1988 to 1992 were on probation or parole at the time of the killing. - -

These numbers represent only the crimes done by probation and parole violators who
were actually convicted of new crimes and sent to prison. They do not even begin to measure
the total amount of murder and mayhem wrought by community-based violent criminals .

whom the system ha.s had in custody one or more times but failed to restrain. -

The number of persons who are on probatlon or parole ina gwen ear exceeds the-
number who are on probation or parole on any given day. As table 18 indicates, while 690,000
convicted criminals-were on parole at the end of 1994, over 1 million cases were handled on
parole in the course of the year. Likewise, while 2.96 million convicted oﬂ'enders were on -

. probation at the end of 1994 over 4.2 mr].hon cases were handled on probation in the course

of the year.

% Probation and Parole Violators in State Prison, 1991 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, August 1995), R
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~ Table 18. Adults 'on parole and probation, 1994

. . . L= _d -| . o

'_ 1/1/94 Entries -~ Exits "-_1/31.494_ .Year
Parole . 676000 411,000 396,000 690,000 \ 1,101,000
Probatlon 2 900 000 1 360 000 1, 300 000 K 2 960 000 4 260, 000

T Not.e‘ Becauée of nomesponse or- mt:bmplete ‘data; the populatxon o1 Ulf94 oS- e:dtms not’ emetly equ o
* to the 12/31/94 population. Also, bath the yearly figures and the entry and exit counts may involve a smal
fraction of double-counting because an undetermined number of adults on probation and parole enter an.

exit the system more than once a year. |
Source: Calculated from Proba.twn and Parole 1994 (Bureau of Justice Statxstlcs 1994), pp. 5, 6.

. Large numbers of convicted violent criminals are on probation and parole—more, in .
fact, than are in prison. For-example, as Joan R. Petersilia has found, "on any given day in
the U.S. in 1991, there were an estimated 435,000 probationers and 155 000 parolees resid.

" in local communities who have been convicted of violent crime--or over a half million
offenders. If we compare that to the number of violent offenders residing in cmgri.son during 1
same year, we see that there were approximately 372,500 offenders convi of violent c.n
in pnson, an approx:mat.ely 590,000 outs:de in the eommumty on. probatlon and parole!"*

.. As table 19 indicates, in the nation’s 75 largest counties in 1990, cox:mcted offender:
on probation and parole were 25 percent of all felony defendants, 23 percent of all those
arrested for violent offenses, and 21 percent of all murder arrestees. Adding pretrial releas
and others with a criminal justice status to those totals raises them to 38 percent, 36 perce.
and 39 percent, respectively. Hence; about a third of all violent crime is traceable to persor
who were on probatlon, parole, or pretnal release at the time of the offense. -

*

] L)

Joan R. Petemha, "A Crime Contro} Ranona]e for Remvcsamo mn Communny Corrections,” Specn-um, -
Summer 1995, p. 19. : A -
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_ Table 19. Cnm.mal Justlce status of felony defendants at t1me of arrest by most
serious arrest charge, 1990 - o EETINT S
| | Percent of felony defendants in the 75 ]a.rgest c;?lntltl.s
‘With criminal Justme status at time of arrest
. _ ' . _ : Pretrial |
o T 7 . - Numberof - . Wlthoutmmma] - release for ' '
e r-MOSt'senous fdefeﬁdﬁn_ts Total - justite status Tatu.l Ptdbat!on earheruse Pamle Other
Alloffenses 42,895 100% 62%  38%  18% 11%|" % 1%
 Viclentoffenses 10,914  100%  64%  36% - 16% . 12% . 1% 2%
—-- = Murderr - 40 100 o= 610 -39 - 7O TR d
) Rape 505 100 6 o4 .12 0 e 5 .1
Robbery 8,192 100 ' 0 s0 . 20 o1 o 2
Assault - 5415 © 100 e 82 . 15 S 501
Other violent . 1272 100 14 26 18 1 3 8
 Propertyoffenses- 15248 - 100%. - 62% . 36% . 18% 12% %] 1%
Burglary 4,588 100 C 51 43, 21 o 12- 9] 1 -
Thet - 628 1000 - 61 3 18 1. 1| 1
| Otherpr_opertj _ 4420 100 67 33 14 12 6] 1
Drugoffonses 13210  100% 6%  38%  18%  11% . 8% | 1%
Saleshrafficking © 8,687 100 63 - 37 . 16 12 7| 1
Otherdriz 4523 100 58 42 20 10 .10s 1
Publicorder - 3,523 100% 8% d2% 2% 1% 6L 4%
offenses L _ _ . _ ' T : - :
Drivingrelated 1,143 100 . 5 44 . 35 . 4 3] 1
Other public- 2379 100 58, 42 20 8 7 & .
order - , : ' ' . L '-

Note Data on criminal justice status at timé of arrest were avmlable for 76% of a].l cases. Detaﬂ may not add to

total becanse of rounding.
- Source: Pretnal Release of Feiony Defendants 1 990 (Bmau of Jushce St.atlst:lcs N ovember 1992)

R}

The revolving door numbers do not become any less disturbing when broken down by
violent offense categories. If anything, the reverse is true. For example, 42 percent of felony
weapons defendants in 1992 had a criminal status at the time of the offénset 17 peroent om-
probatlon 10 percent on parole and 14 percent on pretnal release. And of ih'ose felony -




“other form of community-

Weapons defendants w1th a Instory of felony conwctlons, more tha_&half had two or more s

convmtlons 5 ' . _ , l
B .'-_d :.-“.

Nor do the numbers look any more comfortmg when examined lon a state-by-state

basis. For example, table 20 tallies the c