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Note 2

Following several of the yes/no questions, the respondent 
was asked to elaborate on the response by providing more 
specific information or indicating the reason for the response. 
Due to the wide range of information provided, we have not 
inc.uded a detailed list of those responses.
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Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA

Legislative Auditor L E G I S L A T I V E
Division of Legislative Audit . '^UDJfU
Pouch W I
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

The following comments respond to the Findings and Recommendations 
contained in your Preliminary Audit report on:

A Performance Review of the Department of Health and 
Social Services Juvenile Confinement Programs September 28,
1979.

Recommendation No. I

c

The Department of Hea.th and Social Services should combine all juvenile 
functions into a single juvenile services section within the Division of 
Social Services.

The Department recognizes the need to improve and coordinate tne delivery 
of youth services and therefore we agree with your finding in concept.
We question though whether a separate section within the Division of 
Social Services is the most appropriate approach to solving this problem. 
We are presently investigating another approach of combining the youth 
services from those two divisions into a new Division of Youth Services. 
Placing youth services on a divisional level will give those programs 
the emphasis that they deserve and allow for other services such as 
those in drug abuse, mental health, alcoholism, and public health, to be 
added at a later date, if the Department's investigation finus it advanta­
geous.

Two major hurdles must be crossed before a new Division of Youth Services 
could be formed. First, the Division of Correction's Master Plan strongly 
recommended against a new combined Youth Services division for a number 
of reasons, including that the idea of combining non-delinquent and 
delinquent youths in tho same programs may not be in the best interest 
of the children involved nc address the special needs of the children 
with serious behavioral problems who come in contact with tha legal 
system.
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Second, we, in dealing with the problem of coordinating juvenile services, 
must also respond to the problem of how to handle the remaining adult 
services in the Divisions of Corrections and Social Services as well 
as those adult services provided by the Office of Aging. The issue of 
combining aging services throughout state government is currently being 
addressed by a special interim legislative committee on services to 
the elderly. We are interested in receiving and responding to that 
committee's recommendation in our reorganization plau. We have been 
told such recommendations will be offered no later than early January.

In summary, the Department recognizes the need to coordinate youth services 
and already has formed a standing committee to look further into this issue. 
We intend to have a specific plan to implement this finding during the early 
part of the 1980 legislative session.

Recommendation No. 2

The Department of Health and Social Services should Improve the management 
of juvenile cases.

The Department recognizes the need for the improvement of management of 
its juvenile cases. Several recommendations in the letter had, in fact, 
already been in the implementation stages at the time of the audit. For 
example:

Recommendation No. 2, A. Supervisory review of juvenile cases.
Division of Social Services supervisors do review casework files, 
but it was only this past spring that those supervisors were 
directed to sign files, thus indicating review had taken place.
We therefore expect the 472 figure to rise continuously until 
it reaches 1002 within a year.

No. 2, B. Case file organization and completeness. The Division 
of Social Services has a case format which was instituted this 
summer. Staff open new cases under this format and review open 
c u e s  on a time available basis. The new format is concise and 
materials areplaced appropriately.

No. 2, G. Evaluation of Juveniles' progress. Beginning in August,
1979, payment of care for Division of Social Services' children 
placed in outside institutions will be dependent upon receipt of 
progress reports on individual children:

Overall the objectives and goals of this section of the audit letter 
colnc*de with those of the Department. A few comments though should 
be oftered to clarify some of the issues raised in this section:

1. Travel funds in both divisions wero cut for FY 80. Regional 
Supervisors are seriously restricted in their ability to do 
timely case reviews within their respective regions, if they 
do not have adequate travel funds for this purpose. (Recom­
mendation 2, G.)
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2. Although the auditors may not have found sufficient legal docu­
mentation in all cases in the files indicating the Department's 
custody as supervision, neither Division knows of an> cases 
where it has provided services to juveniles which were not in 
legal custody of the Department of legally entitled to such 
services. We are making efforts at improving the case file 
documentation in such instances. (Recommendation 2, C)

The letter states that "with the addition of 19 new social 
workers In FY 80, it is much more important that supervision 
and management of juvenile cases be improved." While it is 
true that 19 new positions were provided, the money to pay for 
all of them was not. Therefore, some positions have had to be 
delayed being filled for several months, while a few cannot be 
filled at all this year. While we continue to stress better mana­
gement, it should be emphasized that not all 19 positions were 
available for the full fiscal year as the letter implies and thus 
our efforts may be hampered toward this goal. (Recommendation 2. G.)

In conclusion, we wish to emphasize that due to tight budgetary constraints 
and limited staff, at times conscious tradeoffs were made to emphasize 
direct client services at the expense of a lower prioritization of 
certain administrative and paperwork duties. We recognize that this 
is not the ideal. We do believe that in terms of weighing of the results 
of these decisions that no client was adversely impacted and we were able 
to supply more direct client services during certain peak demand times 
that could have othewise been able to be done if such a prioritization 
and emphasis of direct services had not been made.

Recommendatl n No. 3

The Department should ensure that child care facllties conform with 
state licensing standards.

The Department acknowledges the need to improve its monitoring and 
surveillance of child care facility licensing standards. The Department 
intends to improve its raanageunt efforts in this area, subject to 
available staff and travel funds.

The auditors note a key problem in the lack of review of rural facilities. 
Increasing frequency of rural reviews would require the Division of 
Social Services' staff to make more frequent site visitation to rural 
facllties. As the Legislature reduced field travel by more than 252 
this fiscal year, such a recommendation may be difficult to implement at 
the present time. (Recommendation 3, B.)

The auditors noted that "in smaller regional offices the licensing 
specialist also carries a caseload. The primary respoa bility of 
licensing specialist should be ensuring that facilities omply with 
licensing „ jquirements. Casework should be assigned on to the extent 
licensing responsibilities are not hindered." In 3mall uglons, with 

small staff, duties have had to be shared. In most small regions these
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positions are filled by a social worker, not a licensing specialist.
The emphasis, therefore, is on direct casework, rather than regulation.
We suggest, however, that this policy meets with legislative intent: 
it has not been demonstrated to the Department that the Legislature 
wishes to emphasise regulation of facilites, particularly if that 
would result in reduction of direct services.

Recommendation No. 4

The Department of Health and Social Services should Increase efforts 
in reviewing child care facility programs.
The Department agrees that it should improve its management efforts in 
evaluating the resources and quality of treatment available at in-state 
and out-of-state facilities.

Efforts have been made, within allocated budgets, to address this need.
A departmental committee is in the process of developing an audit 
manual for use in the review of private juvenile institutions. At 
the conclusion of this committee's activities, a uniform Department 
review process will be implemented.

Recommendation No. 5

The Department should develop expenditure policies and controls which 
afford juveniles ti.e best treatment and care within budgetary limitations.

The Division of Corrections has undertaken an intensive study of 
treatment and care placements in various facilities. Through the use of 
the juvenile offender tracking system, the division will attempt to 
evaluate treatment models which are objectively more successful. The 
resultant data will enable us to place our wards in the most appropriate 
facility.

We must note that the-e is a lack of consensus among '•orrectional autho- 
ritlec regarding the effectiveness of treatment modes. Judgements are 
made largely upon the subjective opinions of experienced caseworkers. 
However successful our attempts at objective evaluation, subjective 
factors will continue to be a significant factor in this area.

Recommendation No. 6

The Department of Health and Social Serlvces should increase efforts in 
developing alfernatlves to institutionalization.

The Division supports and recognizes the need for the development of 
alternative juvenile placements. The effectiveness of the Incumbent 
Alternative Care Coordinator has been limited by the insufficient fund’ng 
for three positions requested in FY 80 (regional development of alternative 
care placements) and funding for support activites. A CJPA grant now 
being administered by the division has shown positive results in the 
development of alternative juvenile placements. Efforts to expand 
this program will continue.



The Department of Health & Social Services should improve the auditing 
of child care facilites in order to determine actual cost of care rates.

The Audit Unit has been transferred to the Administrative Services 
Division under the direct supervision of the Department Finance 
Officer. The auditing schedule is in the process of being improved 
and expanded.

The Department proposal for an allowable cost system will be the subject 
of public hearings this fall. Continued improvement of the audit system 
is expected to provide complete and accurate data which will facilitate 
the calculation of the cost of care rates.

Recommendation ho. 8̂

In conclusion, the Department, in general, concurs with the findings of 
the audit. We appreciate the time and efforts expended by your staff.
We shall continue to follow up, as much as time and money allow, on all recom­
mendations.

Sincerely,

Helen D. Beime 
Commissioner
Department of Health & Social Services
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Chapter 6 

Classification 
of Offenders

T h e o r e t ic a l ly ,  c lass if ica t ion  is a process for deter­
m in i .  ig the needs a nd  requ irem en ts  o f  those for 
w h om  co r re c t ion  has been o rdered  and  for ass ign ing 
them  to p rog rams a c c o rd in g  to the ir  needs and  the 
ex is t ing  resources. C la ss if ic a t io n  is c oncep tua l iz ed  
ns a system o r  process b y  w h ic h  a co rrec t iona l 
agency , un it ,  o r  c om p o n e n t  de te rm ines  d ifferent ia l 
care a nd  h a n d l in g  o f wffenders. T o  date , howeve r , 
there has been  con s id e rab le  c o n fu s io n  abou t c las­
s if ica t ion  systems in  correc t ions .

O n e  o f  the bas ic p ro b lem s  expe r ie n ced  by co r re c ­
t ions in  a do p t in g  the con cep t  o f  c lass if ica t ion as u 
usefu l c o r r e c t io n a l too l is that too  o ften the purpose 
w h ic h  a c lass if ica t ion  system m igh t serve has not 
been spec if ied .

M os t  c o r re c t io na l c lass if ica t ion  schemes in  use 
today  are referred to as c lass if ica t ion  systems for 
f c a tm c n t  purposes , bu t  e ven  a curso ry  ana lys is  of 
I icsc schemes a nd  the ways in  w h ic h  they nre used 
r c v ia ls  that they w o u ld  m o re  p rop e r iy  be  ca l led  
c lass if ica t ion  systems for m anagem en t  purposes. 
T h is  ju d gm en t  does not im p ly  that c lass if icat ion 
for m anag em en t  purposes is undes irab le .  I n  fnct, 
that m ay  be the o n ly  usefu l system today , g iven  
the cur ren t  state o f  know ledge  ubou t c r im e  and 
offenders. It is im po r ta n t ,  how eve r ,  that co rrec ­
t ions beg in  to a ck now led g e  the bases and  purposes 
o f c lass if ica t ion  systems that arc in  use.

T h e r e  is a*, i the r  p ro b lem  w ith  try ing  to answer 
t. ic  quest ion : C la ss if ica t io n  for what? W h i l e  it is 
o ften con ceded  that no  genera l ly  va l id  and  usefu l 
system o f  c lass if ica t ion for treatment n ow  exists, 
there seems to be b road  agreement w i t h in  the 
correc t ions  f ie ld o n  the d es irab i l i ty  o f  f in d in g  such 
n system. It is a lso p o in te d  out that a n um be r  o f 
ser ious a nd  ded ica ted  soc ia l sc ience researchers 
have  been w o rk in g  for years o n  d e v e lo p in g  
“ treatment-relevant typo log ies"  o f offenders, and  
there is a poss ib i l i ty  that they w i l l  reach a consensus 
on the bas ic  c om ponen ts  o f  a c lass if icat ion system 
and  types o f  offenders fa ir ly  soon . It is o n e  o f the 
iron ies  o f progress that just as the d e v e lo pm en t  of 
"treatment-re levant t y p o lo ^ e s "  at last appears 
l ike ly , there is g row in g  d is r . i c h a n tm en t  w ith  the e n ­
tire concep t  o f the treatment m ode l .

D E V E L O P M E N T  O F  C L A S S I F I C A T IO N

C la ss if ic a t io n  m a y  be  sa id  to have  d e ve lo p ed  in  
response to d em ands  fo r  the re form  o( correc t ions 
that began to be heard  in  E n g la n d  in  the m id-K ith  
century , n ia s p h em y ,  g am b l in g ,  d runkenness , lewd- 
n c n  o f  officers a nd  keepers, and  the ir  coope ra t ion  
in  s uppo r t in g  p r isoners ’ v ices were reported as 
c om m o n p la c e  in  the ja i ls  a nd  prisons. T o  o ve rcom e  
these pract ices , c om m it te e s  f rom  t im e  to t im e  rcc-
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o m m c n d e d  that neophytes s h o u ld  be  separated  from  
h a rd en ed  offenders, a nd  that p r isoners  s h o u ld  be 
separated b y  sex, a^e , a nd  type o f  offense. C r u d e  
as it was, this was the b e g in n in g  o f  c lass if ica t io n .1

B o th  e lem ents  o f  the p r ison  re fo rm  m o v em e n t—  
Ch r is t ia n i t y ,  e spec ia l ly  the Q uake rs , and  U t i l i t a r ­
ia n ism  u nd e r  the leadersh ip  o f  B e n th am  a nd  o thers—  
were  interested p r im a r i ly  i n  a b o l is h in g  the more  
b ru ta l  m e thods  o f  co rrec t ing  p r isoners . T h e i r  interest 
le d  a lso to the in t ro d u c t io n  o f  m e thods  o f  c lass ify ing  
o ffenders.

T h e  first p rac t ica l efforts tow a rd  c lass if ica t ion 
we re  based less o n  theore t ica l concep ts  regard ing  
the cause o f  c r im e  a nd  poss ib le  ways  to correct 
it than  o n  the p rac t ica l necess ity o f  m anag in g  
peop le .  T h e  ear ly  c lass if ica t ion  schemes d id ,  in  
fact , e l im in a t e  m any  abuses o f  the B e d lam  type of 
in s t i tu t io n  that p receded the m o d e m  p r ison . Bu t 
l ik e  most in n ova t io n s , this s o lu t io n  itself generated 
p ro b lem s . ’

S e g r e g a t i o n  a s  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n

T r a d i t io n a l l y ,  adm in is tra to rs  o f  c o r re c t io na l agen ­
c ies ha ve  taken the pos it io n  that m e n  and  w om e n  
and  youths sh ou ld  be separated f rom  each other. 
T h e  "Standard  M in im u m  R u le s  fo r  the T re a tm en t  
o f  Pr isoners" adop ted  b y  the F irs t  U n i t e d  N a t io n s  
Congress  o n  the P reven t ion  o f C r im e  a nd  T re a tm en t  
o f  O ffenders , A ugus t 30. 1055, p rov id es  an e xam p le  
o f  an a l lo ca t io n  s cheme that is charac ter is t ic  o f what 
is n o rm a l ly  u cccp tcd  as c lass if ica t ion .

Separa tion  o f  C ategorie s. 1 he d iffe ren t ca tego rie s o f p r is ­
on e rs sh a ll be kept in  separate in s titu tio n s  o r parts o f
the in s titu tio n , ta k in g  account o f  th e ir  sex , age, c r im in a l
re co rd , the leg a l reasons fo r  th e ir d e ten tio n , and the neces­
s it ie s  o f  th e ir trea tm en t. Thus, (a) m en an d  wom en sh a ll 
so  fa r  as po ss ib le  be de ta in ed  in  separate in s titu tio n s . In  
an  in s titu tio n  w h ich  rece ives bo th  m en and w om en , the 
w ho le  o f the prem ises a llo ca ted  to  wom en sh a ll be en tire ly  
separa te ; (b) un tr ied  p risoners sh a ll be kept separa te from  
con v ic te d  p risoners; (c) persons im p rison ed  fo r deb t and 
o th e r c iv i l p risoners sh a ll be kep t separa te from  persons 
im p rison ed  by  reason o f c r im ii.n l o ffense; (d) young  p ris ­
oners sh a ll be kept separate from  ad u lts .'

S p e c i a l i z a t i o n  n o t  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n

O n e  o f the o b v io u s  trends in  the h is to ry  o f 
A m e r ic a n  ja i ls  a nd  pr isons was the d e v e lo pm e n t  of 
s pe c ia l iz a t io n  as va r ious  g roups  o f p r isoners  were 
w i th d r aw n  f rom  the first p ena l in s t i tu t io n , the ja i l .

' E dw in  H . S u the rlan d  and D on a ld  R . C ressey . Principles o f  
C r i m i n o l o g y ,  6th ed . ( l. ip p in co t l, I960), p. 327.
1 John P. C on rad , C r i m e  a n d  Its C o r r e c t i o n  i ’- rke ley: Uni- 
>ers ty  o f C a lifo rn ia  Press. 1965), p. 17.
' U n ite d  N a tio n s D epartm en t o f E conom ic  and S o c ia l A ffa irs , 
S t a n d a r d  M i n i m u m  R u l e s  for the T r e a t m e n t  o f  Prisoners 

a n d  R e l a t e d  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  (N ew  Y o rk : U N , 1958).

fo r  in ca rce ra t ion  in  spec ia l ized  ins t itu t ions . V a ­
grants were p laced  in  houses o f  co r re c t io n .  State 
ins t itu t ions , u nd e r  va r ious  nam es , were  estab lished 
fo r  ju v e n i le  d e l inquen ts , in sane  offenders , young  
idu lts , w om en , Negroes , d e fe c t ive  d e l in qu e n ts , m is ­
d emeanants , the s ick , a nd  others la b e le d  as c r im ­
ina ls .

I n  d ev e lo pm en t  o f  the s pe c ia l iz e d  in s t i tu t io n , the 
c r ite r ia  for se lect ing inmates  ha ve  in c lu d e d  po l i t ic a l 
status, seriousness o f the c r im e ,  age, race , sex, and 
the offender’s m enta l o r  phy s ica l c o n d i t io n .  S u p ­
porters o f spec ia l iza t ion  we re  m o t iv a ted  m a in ly  by  
tw o  pr inc ip les ; p reven t ion  o f  c o n t am in a t io n  < f one 
type o f  offender b y  ano ther; a nd  adap ta t io n  o work 
methods  and fac i l it ies to the character is t ics  o' specia l 
o ffender groups.

A l t h o u g h  the trend toward  spe c ia l iz  .t ion may 
be des irab le , the p r in c ip le  ca n n o t  go unques t ion ed  
because the most p reva len t  e x am p le  is ass ignment 
o f offenders o n  the basis o f the seriousness of 
the ir  offense rather than the  a v a i la b i l i t y  o f  p rograms 
o r  the ir in d iv id u a l  needs. State in s t itu t ion s  genera l ly  
care fo r  fe lons , co u n ty  and  m u n i c ip a l  ins t itu t ions 
for m isdemeanants . T h is  d if fe ren t ia t io n  is far from  
sa,:sfactory. for cur ren t k n ow led g e  d ic tates that 
offense is not a su itab le  in d ex  o f an  o ffender’s 
charac ter , dangerousness , o r  needs .

R i s e  o f  t h e  T r e a t m e n t  M o d e l

T h e  adop t ion  o f the trea tment m od e l in  co r re c ­
t ions has been trenchan t ly  d esc r ib ed  in  Slritfwle 
for Justice, p repared for the A m e r ic a n  F r iends  
Serv ice  C om m it te e :

. . .  the concept o f re fo rm a tio n  as som eth ing  ach ieved 
th rough  penitence o r the a cq u is it io n  o f  w o rk in g  s k i lls  and 
hab its has been de-cmphaslzcd becau se  o f  deve lopm en ts in 
so c ia l and behav io ra l science. V a ry in g  sc ien tif ic  o r pseudo­
sc ien tific  approaches to  c rim e , a lth o u gh  in con flic t w ith  one 
ano ther and uncon firm ed b y  hn rd  sc ien tif ic  d a ta , v iew  
cn m in a ls  as d is t in c t b io lo g icn l, p sycho lo g ica l, o r  social- 
c u ltu ra l types.

Such theories a ll share a m ore o r  (<•** d e te rm in is t ic  p rem ­
ise ho ld in g  tha t m an’s b eh a v io r is c .,.ise d  b y  so c ia l o r psy­
ch o lo g ica l fo rces lo ca ted ou ts id e  h is consc iou sness and there­
fo re  beyond h is con tro l. R eh a b ilita t io n , the re fo re , is deem ed 
to  requ ire  expert h e lp  so ns to  p ro v id e  the inm ate w ith  the 
unde rstand ing  and gu idance  th a t it is  a ssum ed he cannot 
ach ieve on h is own.

The in d iv id u a liz e d  trea tm en t m ode l, Ihe ou tcom e o f th is 
h is to r ica l process, has fo r  neari ’ a c en tu ry  been the ideo ­
lo g ic a l sp ring from  wh ich  a lm o s t a l l  a c tu a l and proposed 
re fo rm  in c r im in a l ju s t ic e  has been de r ive d . . , , L ik e  o ther 
concep tion s tha t becom e so  en trenched  tha t th ey  s lip  im ­
percep tib ly  in to  dogm a , the trea tm en t m ode l has been as­
sum ed rather than an a ly zed , p reached ra th e r than eva luated .*
* S n u g g l e  for lustier \  R eport on  C r im e  and Pun ishm en t 
in  A m erica  p repared lo r  the A m e rica n  F r ie n d s  S erv ice 
C om m ittee (M ill and W ang . 1971), pp. 36-37.
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I. A d o p t io n  o f the treatment m o d e l  has had  m a jo r  
im p l ic a t io n s  for co r re c t iona l ope ra t ions . A s  i t  ga ined 
p r om in e n c e ,  the stated pu rpose  o f  c lass if ica t ion 
m o v e d  f rom  segregat ion o f  va r io u s  categor ies of 
offenders f rom  each o ther  to that o f im p lem e n t in g  
d if ferent rehab i l i ta t iv e  strategies. U n d e r  the new  
m o d e l ,  p r isoners are re ce ived  in  the co rrec t iona l 
system, d iagnosea , c lass if ied , a nd  ass igned to treat­
m en t  based or. the ir c lass if ica t ion .

I n  the process o f t ry ing  to im p lem e n t  th is m ode l ,  
c o r r e c t io n a l systems tu rned to the soc ia l  w o rk  p ro ­
fess ion fo r  assistance and  in t ro d u ce d  the caseworker 
in t o  the p ena l s itua t ion  to d iagnose  and  treat the 
o ffender . T h is  a ttempt to in co rpo ra te  c a s ew jrk  
theory  in t o  p ena l ins t itu t ions  has been  warped , 
h ow e ve r , b y  a fa i lu re  to abso rb  tw o  o f  the most 
b as ic  tenets o f  soc ia l w o rk .  T h e  first o f  these is 
that, fo r  casework  to be effect ive , the in d iv id u a l  
must p e rce ive  that he  has a p r o b lem  a n d  be m o t i ­
va ted to seek he lp ; this is the p r in c ip le  of 
v o lu n ta r ism . T h e  second is that the goa ls o f the 
casework  process must be estab l ished by  the c l ien t; 
th is is the p r in c ip le  o f se lf-determ inat ion . I n  its 
zea l to “he lp"  those in  charge , co rrec t ions  made 
the a ssump t ion  that a l l offenders are "s ick" and that 
a l l c an  thus benef it  f rom  casewo rk  serv ices. W i t h  
this assum p t io n  appa ren t ly  c am e  the b e l ie f  that the 
two  bas ic  soc ia l w o rk  p r in c ip le s  c o u ld  be  ignored . 
T h e  result has been a treatment system in  w h ic h  
v i r t u a l ly  a l l  offenders are forced  to accept "he lp" 
(or at least sub jected  to c lass if ica t ion  for treatment 
as i f  they were  go ing  to get he lp) and  in  w h ic h  
the goa ls o f  that h e lp  are set b y  co r re c t io na l staff.

A l t h o u g h  faced w i th  an e n o rm ou s  a nd  g row ing  
bo d y  o f  e v id e n ce  of its ineffec t iveness , correc t ions 
has refused to reexam ine  th is m od e  o f ope ra t ion . 
Ins tead  it has c o n t in u o u s ly  c om p la in e d  about the 
ungra tefu lness and  reca lc it ran ce  o f  its c l ien ts  w h o  
refuse to change  w h i le  so m a n y  generous attempts 
arc b e in g  m ade  to change  them .

C u r r e n t  treatment concep ts  in  p ena l settings put 
the o ffender in  a " C a tc h  22" s itu a t io n . I n  o rder  to 
use them  as a fo u n da t io n  fo r  p rac t ice , it is 
necessary to assume that a l l o ffenders are sick. 
T h a t  is, "W e  know  y o u ’re s ick . I f  you  deny  that 
you're s ick , y o u ’re rea l ly  s ick . R u t  i f  you  a ck n ow l ­
edge that y o u ’re s ick , then you  rea l ly  must be 
s ick o r  you  w ou ldn ' t  adm it  it ."

T h e  fi.ct that there is so l it t le  k now ledge  abou t 
causes o f  c r im in a l  b e h a v io r  and  h ow  to e l im in a te  
it m eans  that systems o f  forced treatment based 
o n  that sma l l am o un t  o f  k now ledge  w i l l  necessari ly 
be e x t rem e ly  sub ject to abuse. F u r th e rm o re ,  s ince 
the o v e r r id in g  goa l o f  in s t itu t ions  rema ins  that of 
m a in t a in in g  o rde r and  c o n t ro l ,  t is not surpr is ing  
that in  large measure  c lass if ica t ion  schemes arc

based o n  this ob je c t iv e  and  are used  to  the extent 
that they c o in c id e  w i th  it.

F o r  the offender , o n  the o th e r  h a n d ,  the  m a in  
goa l is release. T h u s  his s econda ry  o b je c t iv e  b e ­
comes  that o f  try ing  to f igure o u t  w h a t  he  is
supposed to d o  to o b 'a in  re lease a nd  then  d o  it ,
o r  appear to d o  it . M o s t  get bogged  d ow n  o n  the 
first part; that is , try ing  to f igure ou t  w h a t  they are 
supposed  to  do . G i v e n  the fact that the o ffender is
c lass if ied a n d  ass igned o n  the basis o f  s ub je c t iv e
judgm en ts  by  the trea tment staff a nd  tha t the ir  
ju dgm en ts  tend to sh if t as i t  is a dm in is t ra t i v e ly  
c o n v e n ie n t  to d o  so, the in d i v id u a l  c an  fee l n o  
con f id ence  that wha teve r  course  o f b e h a v io r  he  m ay  
try to f o l lo w  w i l l  in  a ny  way  h e lp  h im  to reach h is  
goa l. F u r th e rm o re ,  he  is l ik e ly  to be  ju d g e d  less 
o n  his b e h a v io r  than o n  h is “ a tt itude ,” h is  d em ea no r , 
h is  degree o f  “c o n t r i t io n ,” h is  "des ire to change ,"  
o r  some o th e r  sub je c t iv e  factor .

I n  a dd it io n , “d iagnos is"  and  “ trea tment"  concepts  
tend to le ad  staff to focus o n  in t ra p sy ch ic  p rob lem s  
w h en  most offenders ’ c r im es  arc p r o b a b ly  at least 
e q u a l ly  re la ted to such e n v ir o nm en ta l  factors as 
poverty  and  la ck  o f edu ca t io n  o r  o ther  o pp o r tu n ity .  
A n d  w hen  the p ro b lem  a c tu a l ly  is m a in ly  in te rna l 
a nd  p sy cho log ica l ,  co r re c t iona l in s t itu t ions  are se l­
d om  an e ffect ive p lace to dea l w i th  it.

O r ig in a l ly  h a i le d  as a m a jo r  r e vo lu t io n  in  the 
f ie ld , a do p t io n  o f the treatment m ode l in  co rrec t ions  
has u nd o ub te d ly  had  pos it ive  im p a c t  in  m o v in g  the 
system from  one  in  w h ic h  v i r t u a l ly  n o  in d i v i d u a l i ­
za t ion  occu r red  to o n e  in  w h ic h  som e attempt is 
m ade  to accoun t fo r  in d i v id u a l  d if ferences . H o w ­
ever , co rrec t ions  has fa i led  so m is e rab ly  to im p ro v e  
its use and  unde rs ta nd ing  o f  such too ls as classifi- 
c- o o n  and  advanced  soc ia l w o rk  theory  that th e ir  
m ode  o f  a p p l ic a t io n  today is in c re a s in g ly  b e in g  
recogn ized  as c oun te rp rodu c t iv e .

S O M E  C L A S S I F I C A T I O N  P R O B L E M S

R u n n i n g  a  S m o o t h  S h i p
It is a round  the p ro b lem  o f  agency  a nd  pe rsonne l 

c o n v en ie n ce , o r  " ru n n in g  a sm oo th  s h ip ,"  that a 
c lass if ica t ion  system supposed ly  geared to  o ffenders ’ 
needs runs h e ad lo n g  in to  p reo c cu p a t io n  w ith  a d ­
m in is t ra t iv e  o rd e r  and c o n v e n ie n c e .  O rg a n iz a t io n ­
a l ly , it is d if f icu lt  for co r re c t io na l p rog rams respons i­
b le  for o ffe r ing  serv ices to  m a n y  persons to i n d i ­
v id u a l iz e  serv ices for a spec ia l iz ed  few . In  p u b l i c  
edu ca t io n , this p rob lem  f requen t ly  is expressed by  
the c lass room  teacher , w h o  says he canno t  d ea l w i th  
the d is tu rb ing  o r  d is trac t ing  c h i l d  because  he upsets 
the rou t ine  des igned  to a c c om m oda te  the o th e r  
29 students in  the c lassroom .
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T r a d i t io n a l l y ,  secur ity  and cus tody have  been  
p r im a ry  conce rns  in  es tab l ish ing  the d ir e c t io n  o f a 
co r re c t io na l p rog ram . I n  recent years, d e v e lo pm en t  
o f  greater sk i l ls  a nd  a va i la b i l i t y  o f m o re  s op h is t i ­
cated in fo rm a t io n  r b o u t  offenders ha ve  m ad e  it 
poss ib le  to v iew  secu r ity  requ irements  f rom  a new  
perspec t ive , bu t m u c h  m o re  progress is n eeded  if 
successfu l re in tegra t ion  o f  offenders in to  the c o m ­
m u n i t y  is to b e  a rea l is t ic  goa l.

A  c lass if ica t ion  system o r  s cheme can n o t  be 
a dap ted  to an o rgan iza t io n  u n t i l  the agency has 
spe l led  ou t its goa ls rea l is t ica l ly  and  in  a language  
c lea r ly  unde rs tood  b y  offenders and  staff. W i t h i n  
the f ram ew o rk  estab l ished b y  these goa ls , a c las ­
s if ica t ion  system can  be dev ised  to select those 
persons whose  needs can  be  met w i th in  the a gency ’s 
goa ls . E a c h  agency  then can ta i lo r  its p rograms to 
suppor t  the goals .

I n v o l v i n g  t h e  O f f e n d e r

O ffenders  sh« u ld  be in v o lv e d  in  assessing the ir 
o w n  p rob lem s  and  needs and in  se lect ing  p rograms 
to reso lve them . A lm o s t  w i th o u t  ex cep t ion , c lass if i­
ca t io n  systems e xc lu d e  the o ffender h im se lf  f rom  
the ir ope ra t ions . H e  is an ob je c t , sub ject , o r  ward ; 
se ld om  is he g iven  an o pp o r tu n i t y  to part ic ip a te  in 
assessing the p rob lem s  he  presents to h im se lf  and  
others. H is  c o n c e p t io n  o f  the c lass if ica t ion process 
im posed  on h im  great ly affects results o f  programs 
offered h im .  W h e th e r  o r  not co rrec t iona l agenc ies 
see themse lves as o ffe r ing  m ean in g fu l o p p o r tu n i ­
ties for o ffenders, the latter o ften v iew  such 
o ppo r tu n it ie s  as fu rther act ions o f a venge fu l 
soc iety .

E v e n  supcrf ic ia ' ana lys is o f most cur ren t c las ­
s if ica t ion  p rog rams in  co r re c t iona l serv ices w o u ld  
in d ic a te  that dec is ions  regard ing  offenders’ needs 
arc m ad e  o n  the basis o f court p o l i c y ,  agency  po l i c y ,  
a nd  m anagem en t  c on ven ie n ce .  So  m u c h  emphas is  
is p laced  o n  the att itude o f the c om m it t i n g  cou rt , 
the p u b l i c  re la t ions of the agency , b H s p a c e  re­
qu irem en ts , a nd  release quotas that co rrec t iona l 
staff s e ld om  in v o lv e  the o ffender in  d e te rm in in g  
what m igh t meet h is needs for g row th  and  d e v e lo p ­
ment . T he s e  pract ices c om p le te ly  frustrate and  n u l ­
l i fy  the purposes o f  c lass if ica t ion  and  turn the e n ­
t ire  process in t o  an exerc ise c on ce rn ed  w ith  form  
rather than substance .

D i s c r im i n a t o r y  D e c i s i o n s

D is c r im in a to ry  p rog ram  dec is ions  arc m ade  on 
the basis o f e th n ic  ba ckg ro und , offense pattern , and 
staff react ions to the offender's persona l i ty  qu irks . 
These d is c r im in a to ry  pract ices , p la n n ed  o r not , tend

to be in im ic a l  to effect ive c lass if ica t ion  systems that 
w o u ld  o rgan ize  resources a round  the  o f fe nde r ’s 
needs a nd  no t a round  the needs o f the agency ’s 
adm in is t ra t iv e  structure o r  its em p loyees .

A  tho rough  ana lys is s hou ld  be m ad e  o f  those 
facto s that in f lu e n ce  dec is io ns  affect ing the  o f ­
fend ;r. S ub jec t ive  and  i r r a t io n a l in f lu ences  m us t be 
e l in  m a ted  where  poss ib le . I f  s u b je c t iv ism  is the 
o n ly  a va i la b le  basis for act ion  at the m o m e n t ,  it 
s h o u ld  be recogn ized  and  research in i t ia te d  to re­
p lace  ig no ra n ce  w i th  know ledge .

D i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  A p p l i c a t i o n

O n e  o f  the d iff icu lt ies w i th  c lass if ica t io n  is that, 
e ven  after agency  goals ha ve  b e e n  c le a r ly  estab­
l is hed  a nd  c om m itm en t  has been m ade  to a s p e c i ­
fic c lass if ica t ion  p rog ram , there c o n t in ue s  to  be  a 
w id e  range o f la t itude for response to o ve ra l l  
dec is ions  by  ag' :y personne l .  B ecause  o f this 
la t itude  the c lass if icat ion process f requen t ly  breaks 
d ow n .

C o r r e c t io n a l  staff b y  necess ity are c o n ce rn ed  
w i th  m a k in g  judgmen ts  as to app rop r ia te  le ve ls  of 
cus tody , ne ds fo r  educa t ion  o r  v o c a t io n a l  t ra in ing , 
s u itab i l i t y  for counse l in g , a nd  read iness for paro le . 
I n  m a k in g  these judgmen ts , the staff p la n  the 
o ffender ’s educa t io n  o r  t ra in in g  p rog ram  o n  the 
basis o f  a ca d em ic  a ch ie vem en t  scores, v o c a t io n a l  
preference in ven to r ies , and o th e r  dev ices  that rea l ly  
p ro v id e  l it t le  in fo rm a t io n  o n  h o w  to c hange  an 
o ffender in t o  a nono ffender . Secur ity  c lass if ica t ion  
dec is ions  are m ade  o n  the basis o f  escape records , 
c o u p le d  w i th  an appra isa l o f the ser iousness o f  the 
c om m itm e n t  offense, even though  th is in f o rm a t io n  
ne ve r  has been p roved  a re l iab le  in d ic a to r  o f  the 
inmate's cus tody requ irements  o r  p o te n t ia l fo r fu ture  
v io le n c e .

A m e n a b i l i t y  to a c o u n s e l in g  p rog ram  is de te r ­
m in e d  by  the a va i la b i l i t y  of the p rog ram , the 
o ffender ’s w i l l in g ness  to par t ic ip a te , a nd  the c o u n s e l ­
or's w i l l in g ness  to m ake  h is serv ices a v a i la b le  
In  p rac t ice , it has been demons tra ted  that cer ta in  
fo rms o f  c oun s e l in g  arc of l i t t le  va lu e  to some 
inmates  a nd  a c tua l ly  de tr im en ta l to  others .

N e e d  f o r  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  S y s t e m

A  m a jo r  d if f icu lty  w ith  present c lass if ica t ion  p r o ­
cedures is the need for le ng th y  in te rv iew s  w ith  
each sub jec t .  It is e x trem e ly  d if f icu lt  to im pa r t  to 
staff the degree of k now ledge  needed  to m ake  
re l ia b le  e va lu a t io n s  and  p rog ram  p lans . Needs  for 
staff t r a in in g  ha ve  taxed the c apa c ity  o f  c o r r e c t io na l 
agenc ies. A d d i t io n a l l y ,  m a ny  c lass if ica t io n  dec is io ns  
at re cep t io n  centers h a ve  not p ro v ed  accura te  o r
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cons is ten t f rom  o n e  cen te r to ano ther . Persons 
w is h in g  to  use a g ive n  c lass if ica t ion system in  
ano th e r  g eog raph ica l area exper ience  d if f icu l ty  in  
a r r iv in g  at m ea n in g fu l  p rog ram  p lans f rom  in te r ­
v iew s . C o n s e q u e n t ly ,  m a n y  co r re c t iona l a dm in is t r a ­
tors and  researchers are seek ing  ways to 
s tanda rd ize  a n d  c om pu te r iz e  the c lass if ica t ion a p ­
p roa ch .

A  u n i f o rm ly  a pp l ie d  c lass if ica t ion system can 
le ad  to m o re  effect ive m anagem en t , ass ignment , a nd  
p r o g r am m in g  dec is ions . It  c an  add  p rec is io n  to 
e va lu a t iv e  research in  the correc t ions f ie ld . C u r r e n t  
e v id e n c e  ir d ic a te s  that the most eff ic ient ways to 
c om b in e  d a ta  fo r  m a k in g  c lass if icat ion dec is ions  and  
fo r  p r e d ic t in g  p rob lem s  are based o n  a c tua r ia l o r  
m e c h a n ic a l  (computer-based) methods c om b in e d  
w i th  s equen t ia l  c lass if ica t ion rules.®

Co r re c t io n s  personne l f rom  necess ity ha ve  b e ­
c om e  in terested in  the poss ib i l i ty  o f  d e a l in g  w ith  
p rog ram s  and  persons s im u lta neous ly ;  that is, 
u t i l i z in g  a c lass if ica t ion system that w o u ld  make  
it poss ib le  to m a tch  subjects and  p rograms . E x p e r ­
ie n c e  suggests that w h en  such d if ferent ia l p ro g ram ­
m in g  is in augu ra ted , the ove ra l l  success rate 
a ch ie v ed  b y  offenders m ay  be increased , p a r t ic u la r ly  
w h en  the o ffender is in c lu d ed  in  d e te rm in in g  the 
d ir e c t io n  a nd  extent o f his o w n  p rog ram .

U lt im a te ly ,  the fu l l u t i l iz a t io n  o f  c lass if ica t ion 
systems requ ires a better a pp l ic a t io n  o f  techno logy . 
F o r  too  lo n g ,  the  co r re c t iona l system has m a in ­
ta in ed  an a r ch a ic  system o f k eep in g  offenders ’ rec ­
ords. T h i s  trad i t io na l pape r system p rov id es  re la ­
t iv e ly  l it t le  usefu l in fo rm a t io n  o n  the o ffender but a 
great dea l o f  in f o rm a t io n  abou t the p re jud ices  and  
pe rcep t io ns  o f  co rrec t iona l workers . E ffe c t iv e  
u t i l i z a t io n  o f  o b je c t iv e  data , mode m o re  usab le  by  
m o d e m  e le c t ron ic  data  process ing , c o u ld  substan ­
t ia l ly  m o v e  the art o f c lass if ica t ion to its next 
le ve l ,  w h e r e in  the p r im i t iv e  art fo rm  is con ve r ted  
in to  a ru d im e n ta r y  sc ience .

I n  c on s id e r in g  the s ign if icance  o f  c lass if ica t ion  
systems, it is im po r tan t  to recogn ize  tnat the process 
beg ins  in  the c o m m u n i t y  and  that judges , p ro b a t io n  
o ff ic ia ls , a nd  in take  workers o f v o lu n ta ry  soc ia l 
agenc ies m ak e  dec is ions  im po r tan t  to c lass if ica t ion 
e ve ry  day . I n  most cases, these dec is ions  arc m ade  
o n  the basis o f  sub je c t iv e  data , fo rm u la ted  w i t h in  a 
f ram ew o rk  that has l it t le  cons is tency  w i th  o r  m e a n ­
ing  to the tota l co rrec t iona l system. A n y  c lass if ica ­
t io n  system must cons id e r  in f lu ences  and  inpu t 
f rom  the en t ire  jus t ice  system and  no t just a s ing le  
c om p o n e n t  such as correct ions .

A  bas ic  p ro b lem  w ith  c lass if ica t ion p rocedures 
today is that u sua l ly  they arc not c o n d u c te d  u n t i l

'C a r l  F . ic in e s s , D e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a  S e q u e n t i a l  l-l.evel 

Chutlfication (Pruject S R Q l f l L i  (Sacramento: C a lifo rn ia  
Y ou th  A u th o r ity , 1970).

after an in d i v id u a l ’s bas ic  d ispos it iona l a nd  p rog ram  
ass ignments ha ve  been  made . Persons ass igned to 
an ins t itu t ion  are c lass if ied am ong  themse lves ; per­
sons assigned to p rob a t io n  are c lass if ied am o n g  
themse lves , etc. T h u s  one  o f  the most p ro d u c t iv e  
and  re levant oppo r tun it ie s  for use o f a c lass if ica t ion  
system has a lre ady  been bypassed. F o r  c lass if ica t ion  
to have  any real m ean in g , it s hou ld  take p lace  
be fo re  the o ffender ’s c om m itm e n t  to  a fo rm a l  c o r ­
re c t io na l agency.®

I t  is im pe ra t iv e  that c lass if ica t ion systems be 
d e v e lo p ed  for the w h o le  o f  the c o r re c t io na l system. 
G a s s i f ic a t io n  systems that operate  e ffec t ive ly  at the 
c om m u n i t y  le ve l w i l l  h e lp  select those o fF-nde ^ 
w hose  needs can  be met best th ro u g h  .pec if ic  
p rog ram s  in  the c om m u n i t y  sett ing. T h e y  w i l l  a l low  
o n ly  those w h o  need 24-hour con t ro l to pass on 
to correc t iona l ins t itu t ions .

C O N T R I B U T I O N S  O F  C L A S S I F I C A T I O N

C la ss if ic a t io n  systems can be  usefu l i n  a n um b e r  
o f ways. F o rem os t is the c q u ir cm c n t  tha t the 
agency  o r p rog ram  adop t ing  a c lass if ica t ion s chem e  
con cep tu a l iz e  the p rob lem  w ith  w h ic h  it is d e a l in g  
in  terms o f  the c om p le x  issues it presents. S im p le  
so lu t io ns  are no  longer accep tab le . T h e  act of 
c o n cep tu a l iz in g , b y  its ve ry  nature , forces the d e v e l ­
o pm en t  o f  a language and a system b  w h ic h  p ro b ­
lem s  are a pp roached . I n  effect, it s n o u ld  render 
ra t iona l that w h ic h  o therw ise  is a r a n d om  ope ra t ion .

A n o t h e r  advan tage  is that c lass if ica t ion  can  make 
h a n d l in g  large numbers  o f offenders m o re  eff ic ient 
th rough  a g ro u p in g  process based o n  needs  and 
p rob lem s . F r o m  an adm in is t ra t ive  s ta nd p o in t ,  c las ­
s if ica t ion systems can p ro v id e  for m o re  o rd e r ly  
p rocess ing and  h a n d l in g  o f in d iv id u a ls .  F r o m  a 
f in a n c ia l s tandpo in t , c lass if ica t ion schemes c a n  e n ­
ab le  adm in is t ra to rs  to m ake  more  eff ic ient use of 
l im i t e d  resources and to a vo id  p r o v id in g  resources 
for offenders w h o  d o  not requ ire  them . F r o m  a 
research s tandpo in t , they  c an  pe rm it  c om p a ra t iv e  
studies.

O n e  o f  the bas ic  character ist ics o f  an  effect ive 
c lass if ica t ion system is its poten t ia l use fu lness as 
a c om m u n ic a t io n s  dev ice . N o  part o f  the c o r r e c ­
t io na l system Is an end  in  itse lf . T h e  goa l of 
d e v e lo p in g  a c o n t in u um  o f assistance, ca re , and 
superv i 'on cann o t  be a c com p l is h e d  u n t i l  the va r ious  
parts o f  the system arc ab le  to c o m m u n ic a t e  i n ­
te l l igen t ly . T h is  s tatement is true w i th in  segments 
o f  an in s t i tu t io n  o r  paro le  ope ra t ion .  It is c q u n l ly

* A lle n  F . B reed, "The S ign ifican ce  o f C la ss if ic a tio n  Proce­
du res to  the F ie ld  o f C o rre c tio n s ,"  unp ub lish ed  con su ltan t's  
paper p repared fo r Ihe P residen t's C om m iss io n  on l .a w  E n ­
fo rcem en t and A dm in is tra tio n  o f Justice , 1967.
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true o f  c o m m u n ic a t io n  be tw een  p rob a t io n  depart ­
ments and  cou r ts , courts and  State correc t iona l 
agenc ies, a nd  c o r re c t io na l agenc ies a nd  pr iva te  
o rgan iza t ions  tha t ha ve  resources to meet offenders' 
needs outs ide the c r im in a l  jus t ice  system.

C la ss if ic a t io n  affords adm in is tra to rs  a system for 
b r in g in g  o rd e r  to a series o f  m u l t ip ;e and  o ften 
un re la ted  act iv it ies . W h e n  used p rope r ly , it c an  
h e lp  o ve r com e  a te n den cy  fo r  va r ious  e lements  o f the 
co r re c t iona l b u re a u c ra cy  to  operate in  ? v a c u um  
w ith  l it t le  effort to  un ite  in d ependen t  bu t c om p le ­
m en ta ry  c om ponen ts .

O r g a n iz a t io n a l ly ,  the c lass if ica t ion system can 
be used  to l in k  adm in is t ra t io n , staff, a nd  offender 
w i th  a p rog ram  p r o v id in g  p la n n ed  exper iences  for 
the offender . T h e s e  exper iences  must re in fo rce  each 
o th e r  to m o v e  the c l ie n t  tow a rd  a p la n ned  prog ram  
ob je c t iv e . T h i s  feat is no t poss ib le  un less there 
is a bas ic  theo re t ica l p lan  that can be trans lated in to  
p rog ram  strategies a nd  c om m un ic a te d  in  language 
c om m o n  to a l l persons in v o lv e d  w ith  the o ffender .

E ssen t ia l ly , c lass if ica t ion  shou ld  insure a more  
effect ive p o o l i n g  o f  re levan t know ledge  abou t the 
o ffender a nd  the d e v e lo pm en t  o f  a more  eff ic ient 
m e thod  by w h ic h  a l l im po r tan t  dec is ions  and  a c t iv ­
it ies affect ing h im  m ay  be c oo rd in a ted . ’ Id ea l ly ,  it 
sh ou ld  p ro v id e  offenders w i th  a means for c hang in g  
themse lves ra ther than sub je c t ing  them  u nd e i c o e r ­
c io n  to so-called " trea tm en t .”

A n  idea l c o r r e c t io n a l  system w o u ld  match  o f ­
fender types success fu l ly  w ith  progra , types. Soc iety 
must be p ro tected  against in c o r r ig ib le  otTenders, but 
it s h ou ld  not aggravate the p ro b lem  oy lo ck in g  
u p  those w h o  w o u ld  d o  better in  the c om m u n it y .  
A  need to iso la te  o ffender types works bo th  ways. 
A n  effect ive c lass if ica t ion  process w o u ld  ident ify  
offenders w h o  must be kept out c om m u n i t y  
p rograms , as w e l l  as those w h o  she ' be kept in  
them . It w o u ld  a ck n ow led g e  that a . c n i n g  p ro c ­
ess is suff ic ient fo r  the dec is ions  needed for most 
offenders and  that c lass if ica t ion  as theore t ica l ly  
c o n ce iv e d  is ne ed ed  o n ly  for a c om pa ra t iv e  few.

C L A S S I F I C A T I O N  F O R  M A N A G E M E N T  
P U R P O S E S

C la ss if ic a t io n  systems usefu l so le ly  for m anag e ­
ment purposes a rc  d is t ingu ishab le  from  those des ig ­
nated as usefu l fo r  treatment . T h e  term “m anage ­
m en t"  means effect ive co n t ro l o f offenders to a vo id  
further la w  v io la t io n s  w h i le  the agency is respons­
ib le  I n  contras t to m anagem en t ,  the term “ treat­
m en t"  refers to attempts to change  Ihe  in d iv id u a l  
o ffender o r  aspects o f  h is e n v ir o nm en t  to assure

' llr c e t l, "T h e  S ign ificance  o f C la ss ifica tio n  P rocedures."

long-term law fu l  b e h a v io r ,  b e y o n d  the per iod  7/ .  
d ire c t  agency  respons ib i l i ty .  M o s t  i f  not al l c l a s ­
s if ica t ion  schemes in  use today a r t  geared in  a c t u a l* ^  
p rac t ice  ch ie f ly  to assessing risk and  fac i l i ta t ing  theT* 
m anag em en t  o f  o ffenders ■■mm

I n  a c om m u n i t y  sett ing , m anagem en t  p r im ar i ly *"  
in v o lv e s  con t ro l o f  o ffenders to p reven t  further iaw 
v io la t io n s  w h i le  p ro te c t in g  soc ie ty a n d  the offender, i 
Thi-. p ro tec t ion  m eans , fo r  e x am p le ,  that nigh , 
s u rve i l la n c e  s h o u ld  be  em p lo y e d  o n ly  for th-ser 
w h o  requ ire  it to p reven t  fu r ther offenses, tow 
s u rve i l la n c e  for those w h o  represent l i t t le  or no I 
threat to others . A l l  these m anag em en t  dec is ions .'" 
requ ire  an  im p l i c i t  o r e x p l ic i t  c lass if ica t ion  system. ' 
T h e  d if f icu lty  w ith  an im p l i c i t  c lass if ica t ion  system, T  
o f  course , is that it offers n o  w ay  o f  c h e ck in g  the 
system ’s accuracy . T h e r e  is n o  built- in self- • 
c o r re c t in g  process.

P r io r  p ro b ab i l i t y  (base c x p e i t a n cy )  approaches 
a rc  examp les  o f  c lass if ica t ion systems usefu l for 
m anag em en t  purposes . Dec is ion', or. w h e th e r  groups 
o f  offenders arc to be h a nd le d  in  the  c om m u n i t y  01 
i n  an in s t itu t iona l sett ing c an  be m ade  most ra t ion ­
a l ly  by  cons id e r ing , am o n g  other th ings , the risk of 
fu r ther v io la t io n .  S u r v e i l la n ce  le ve l on  p robat ion  
o r  paro le  and  re lated aspects o f case load  may  be 
d e te rm in ed  in  part b y  know led g e  o f  v io la t io n  p rob ­
ab i l i t y .  P r io r  p ro b ab i l i t y  c lass if ica t ion  systems may 
be  used not o n ly  ns a n  a id  to adm in is t ra t iv e  d e ­
c is io nm ak in g  but a lso as a check  on w he the r or 
not rnanagcme i t dec is io ns  ha ve  a des ired effect *

A  n um be r  o f stud ies us ing  th is upp ro a ch  in  c o n ­
ju n c t io n  w ith  p sy ch ia t r ic a l ly  o r ie n ted  c lass if icat ion 
systems have  im p l ic a t io n s  for se lec t ion o f  settings 
in  w h ic h  va r ious  o ffender subgroups  can be  hand le d  
best. T h e  Borsta l s tud ies descr ibed  b y  S im o n  and 
the H ig h f ie ld s  s t u d y " are  exam p les  o f  research test­
in g  the d if ferent ia l response o f selected offenders 
e xposed  to d it fercnt c o r re c t io na l settings.

C ou r ts ,  l ik e  o ther  c om ponen ts  o f  the just ice  
system, arc re luctant to  depend  o n  assessment d e ­
v ices that m ay  suggest a ct ion  con t ra ry  to the ir 
o w n  expe r ie nces  and  be l ie fs . Judges, l ik e  paro le  
boards , co r re c t io na l adm in is tra to rs , and  caseworkers, 
c o n t in u e  to base dec is io ns  o n  h u n c h ,  p re ju d ice ,  
a nd  persona l be l ie f  ra ther than  fact o r  the need 
o f  the offender .

U nd e rs ta nd a b ly ,  c r im !  m l just ice  workers  need 
to be reassured that c lass if ica t ion  dev ices  arc re­
l ia b le  be fo re  they arc w i l l i n g  to stake part o f  the ir 
success o r  p rofess iona l status o n  h ow  such dev ices  
w o rk . Base e xp e c ta n cy  (a p ro b ab le  success prc-

* F ra n c is  I I .  S im on , Prediction M e t h o d s  In C r i m i n o l o g y ,  In- 

el u d i n g  a  Prediction Stttdv «/ Y o u n g  M e n  o n  P r o b a t i o n  

(I nnd.m : I I  M . S ta tione ry  O ffice . 1971.)
*H . A sh ley  W eeks. Y o u t h f u l  O f f e n d e r s  at lllghfirltls (Ann 
A rbo r: U n ive rs ity  o f M ich ig an  Press,
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d ic t io n  dev ice)  is a c lass ic e xam p le  o f  increased 
m e c h a n ic a l  e ff ic ie n cy  for large numbers  bu t  has o n ly  
m a rg in a l  r e l ia b i l i t y  for in d i v id u a l  p red ic t io n .

T h e  case m anag em en t  system (RAPS)  used by 
the F ede ra l B u re a u  of P r isons is a m od if ie d  o p e ra ­
t io n a l ve rs io n  o f  this c lass if ica t ion  app roa ch , a l ­
though  no t  a p r io r  p ro b a b i l i t y  app roach  in  the pure  
sense .10 R A P S  was in i t ia ted  severa l years ago  in  
a n  effort to d e v e lo p  a descr ip t ive  m e th od  of 
c lass ify ing  inm a tes  in  o rd e r  to a l lo ca te  resources 
ra t io n a l ly .  N e e d  assessment n ow  is based o n  fou r  
c od ed  e lem en ts . “ R "  is fo r  ra t ing  a n d  represents 
the p ro fess iona l o p in io n  o f staff; “A "  refers to the 
age o f the off-nder; “P ” refers to the n um b e r  of 
p r io r  c om m itm en ts ;  a nd  “S” to the nature o f  the 
sentence.

O r ig in a l l y ,  o ffenders we re  p laced  in  categor ies 
la b e led  “ in tens ive ,"  “se lect ive ,"  o r  “m in im a l ,"  
a c c o rd in g  to  staff ju d gm e n t  o f  the l ik e l ih o o d  of 
change . T h e  bases for these judgmen ts  were s u b ­
je c t iv e  and , p red ic tab ly ,  there was cons id e rab le  
va r ia t io n  in  dec is ions .

T h e  three categor ies used ear ly  in  the R A P S  
prog ram  ha ve  been rep laced  by  Ca tegor ies  I . I I ,  a nd  
I I I .  C a te g o ry  I denotes the greatest e xpend itu re  of 
resources a b o v e  Ih e  essentia l leve l;  C a te g o ry  I I  
denotes som e e xpend itu re  above  the essentia l leve l; 
and  C a te g o ry  I I I  denotes expend itu res  at the 
essential le ve l .  T h e  rev ised system is des ignated 
to a l lo ca te  a v a i la b le  resources am ong  offenders o n  the 
basis o f  o b je c t iv e  assessment o f re la t ive need.

T h e  b u re au  is d . v e l o p in g  a com pu te r  a p p l ic a t io n  
us ing o b je c t iv e  c r ite r ia  fo r  d e te rm in in g  o ffender 
categories . N e e d  assessment is based o n  the R A P S  
e lements . E a c h  e lem en t  is g iven  a n i  -rical rat ing , 
and the rat ings o f  the fou r  e lements  are c om b in e d  
to g ive  a c od e  that d e te rm ines  the app rop r ia te  
c lass if ica t ion fo r  e ach  o ffender and  the extent to 
w h ic h  a va i la b le  resources w i l l  be used for h im .

T h e  R A P S  system is in  the process of e v o lu t io n ­
ary d e v e lo pm en t .  E v a lu a t i o n  o f its u l t im a te  va lu e  as 
a co r re c t io na l c lass if ica t ion  too l and  m eans  o f  a l ­
lo ca t ing  resources w i l l  requ ire  further testing and 
e xpe r im en ta t io n .  R A P S  is an e xam p le  o f  a 
c lass if ica t ion system e labo ra te ly  des igned for the 
m anagem en t of offenders rather than for a ttempt ing  
to re late the causes o f  c r im e  to treatment methods  
and resources.

Severa l o f the soc ia l p e rcep t io n  and in te rac t ion  
c lass if ica t ion systems ha ve  been used in  m ak in g  
m anagemen t re com m enda t io n s  o r  dec is ions . 
G ib b o n s  bases h is typo log ies  o f  ju v e n i le  a nd  adu lt  
offenders o n  patterns o f  soc ia l ro les as def ined b y  
offense, b e h a v io r ,  c r im in a l  career, a nd  self- 
concept o r  a tt itude .

 ̂U .S Hurcaii o f P rison s, Po licy  S tatem ent, l i r e .  16. 1969.

U s in g  W a r re n ’s in te rpersona l m a tu r i t y  c lass if i­
c a t io n  system for ju v en i le s ,  Jesness c o nd u c te d  a 
study in  w h ic h  inmates o f a boys ’ t r a in in g  schoo l 
we re  ass igned l i v in g  un its  o n  the basis o f  d e l i n ­
q ue n t  subtype . A n  attempt was m ade  to d e v e lo p  
and  descr ibe the m anagemen t techn iques  most use­
fu l in  d ea l in g  w i th  each subtype . W a r r e n  a n d  the 
staff o f the C o m m u n i t y  T re a tm en t  P ro je c t  have  
d e ve lop ed  a treatment m ode l d e f in in g  n in e  d e l i n ­
q uen t subtypes and  p resc r ib ing  b o th  d if ferent ia l 
m anagem en t  and  treatment techn iques  fo r  va r ious  
subtypes in  the c om m u n i t y ."

C l a - s i f i c a f i o n  f o r  R is k

It is stated e lsewhere in  th is report a nd  in  m a n y  
o th e r  d ocumen ts  on correc t ions that perhaps the 
greatest c o n t r ib u t io n  to correc t ions  today w o u ld  
be d e ve lopm en t  o f  a scheme o r  system that w o u ld  
effect ive ly d ifferent iate am o ng  offenders as to the ir 
risk o f re c id iv ism  or the ir  p o ten t ia l dangcrousncss 
to others . It is argued that such a scheme , app l ie d  
at the t im e  o f  sentenc ing , w o u ld  great ly  increase 
sen tenc ing  effect iveness, cost-effectivcncss o f  c o r ­
rect iona l p rograms , and  safety o f the c om m un it y .

A l t h o u g h  th is theory is bas ica l ly  sound , it p re ­
sents a n um be r  o f p rob lems , N o t  the least o f  these 
is that sen tenc ing  dec is ions are not m ade  so le ly  
o n  the basis o f risk o r  a desire to protect others. 
Soc ie ty  a lso expects the courts to m a in ta in  i n d i v i d ­
ua l l ibert ies , satisfy a c om m o n  no t io n  o f  just ice  in 
the sense o f  equa l and cons istent treatment , m a in ­
ta in  an im age  as “ fair" in s t itu t ions , m a in t a in  
the dec la ra t ive  and  co nd em na to ry  fun c t io n s  o f  the 
c r im in a l  law , seek a deterrent effect, a nd  operate 
in  ways that arc reasonab ly  cost-effective. M o  y 
o f  these goa ls arc by  no  means fu l ly  cons is ten t w ith  
the goa ls of p ro tect ing  soc ie ty  and  r e d u c in g  re c id ­
iv ism . T h e  d i lem m a  created b y  these c on f l ic t in g  
goa ls o f the c r im in a l  s an c t io n ing  system has been 
w e l l  descr ibed  in  a recent art ic le  b y  h in  A . 
I . c v in .

. . . from  what we know  abou t the type o f o f ­
fende rs w ho arc m ost lik e ly  to fa l l in to  the re c id iva tin g  
group , one d e a r ly  co u ld  d e r ive  the fo llo w in g  po licy  to  re ­
duce re c id iv ism ' Incarcerate for the longest t e r m *  the 

x i h ingest offenders, especially il they ar e  b l a c k  o r  h a v e  a 

narcotics history. But such a p o licy , how ever e ffe c tive  it 
m igh t he in reduc in g  re c id iv ism , is o b v io u s ly  unaccep tab le 
i f  the cou rt is to  rem ain  in o u r eyes a fa ir  an d  nond iscrim l-  
n a to ry  in s titu tion  w h ich  exercises a due regard  fo r  e q u a lity  
and in d iv id u a l lib e rtie s . C onve rse ly , the sam e fin d in g s o f 
so c ia l science w ith  regard  to  reduc in g  re c id iv ism  w o u ld  tlic-
11 M argue rite  Q .  W arren , Interpersonal M a t u r i t y  L e v e l  C l a s­
sification■ Juvenile D i a g n o s i s  a n d  T r e a t m e n t  of L o w .  M i d ­

dle, a n d  H i g h  M a t u r i t y  D c l l m f u t n t s  (Sncram i nto: C a lifo rn ia  
Y ou th  A u th o r ity . 1966).
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tate that judges incarcerate for the shortest terms possible 
under the law whites over 40 who have committed murder 
or sex crimes! These groups have extremely low recidivism 
rates, and such a policy would also save the state money 
in incarceration costs. But there is little doubt that most 
people would consider such a policy wrong—both because 
it discriminates against the young and the black and be­
cause it does not sufficiently express society's disapproval 
of such grave crimes as murder or rape.”

Thus, society is faced with a number of crucial 
social policy determinations. Given the facts stated 
above, a c o m m o n  response is L  declare that the 
public policy must be to continue to incarcerate 
large numbers of offenders for purposes of punish­
ment, retribution, deterrence, or condemnation, even 

though they do not present a high risk to the 

safety of others.
There arc other alternatives that can be enter­

tained, however. If current sanctions in use other 
than imprisonment do hot serve to deter or punish 
adequately, then new sanctions should be explored. 
Just as society devised use of imprisonment f" a 
response to the ineffectiveness and brutality ot cut­
ting off the hands and feet of offenders, so other 
forms of sanction can be tried. Particularly in view 
of the fact that imprisonment appears to serve fully 

only one of the above listed purposes—punish­
ment—surely more effective and less bru nl alter­
natives can be found. A n  institutionalized response 
to crime is a necessity; incarceration is not.

This may be a major challenge to classification 
in the future—to find alternatives to incarceration 
for various types of offenders which will better 
serve to punish, to deter, to express disapproval, 
or to reduce the probability of recidivism.

CLASSIFICATION STUDIES INCREASE 
KNOWLEDGE

Offender typologies arc an important basis for 
integrating and increasing knowledge in the cor­
rections field. Currently, there is considerable in­
terest in th * possibility of systematically developing 
differential programming for various offender types.

The “treatment-relevant typologies" being inves­
tigated in the correctional world vary considerably 

in complexity. At the middle range of complexity 
are offender groupings based on causes of criminal­
ity and on attitude assessment. The British H o m e  
Office has been attempting to develop a typology 
based on the nature of offenders’ problems. Pro­
bation officers have identified such problems in 
terms of personal inadequacies, psychological dis­
turbance, or social stress. The study seeks to detcr-

" Marlin A. !.evin, “Crime and Punishment and Social Sci­
ence,*' The hihlic Interest. 27 (Spring 1972).

mine how each type of problem interacts with the 
others, with the “treatment" given, and with the 
probability of reconviction. 13

O. S. Telle of Manitoba Penitentiary, Canada, is 
studying prosocial and ai.lisocial inmates. 14 Several 
studies have been conduced utilizing the Schrag 
model, which includes grouping inmates into proso­
cial, antisocial, asocial, and pseudosocial types on 
the basis of their attitudes toward others. A  number 
of studies have used the Quay classification of juven­
ile offenders into psychopathic, neur itic, subcultural, 
and immature-inadequate categories.

McCord, McCord, and Zola proposed six different 
treatment plans for six different offense types. 11 
Gibbons suggested differential treatment methods 
for a variety of subtypes defined by their social 
role.'* Freeman, Hildebrand, and Ayre describe a ty­
pology witl corollary treatment techniques." The 
underlying dimension of this classification .chenie is 
a continuum of levels of emotional maturity or "go 

autonomy.
MacGregor develops a typology of family patterns 

that sets forth propositions by which families may be 
classified for treatment planning.1" Hunt and Hardt 
relate developmental state to delinquent behavior 
and delinquency orientation.1* The authors have 
made some specific speculations on the implications 
of their theoretical models for specific differential 

treatments for delinquents.
The work of Warren and her associates in the Cal­

ifornia Youth Authority’s Community Treatment 
Projeci is based on the theory of levels of interper­
sonal maturity, ’ 0 a formulation describing a se­
quent- of personality integrations in normal child­

hood development. This classification system focuses 
on ways in which the individual is able to perceive 
himself and the world and understand what is hap­
pening among others, as well as between himself and 
others. The theory identifies seven successive stages

"  Home Office Research and Statistics Department, Summary 
of Research (l.ondon: M M. Stationery Office, 1969).
" Described in Marguerite Q. Warren, Correctional Treat­
ment in Community Settings: A Report of Current Re­
search, paper prepur rd .or the Sixth International Congress 
on Criminology, 1970.
“ William McCord, loan McCord, and Irving K. Zola, Ori­
gins of Crime (Columbia University Pres*. 1959).
"Don C. (ribbons, Changing the Lawbreaker: The Treat­
ment of Delinquents and Criminals (Prentice-M»!\ 1965). 
p. 39.
"Freeman ct al.. “A Classification System That Pres»ribe* 
Treatment," Social Casework, 46 (1965), 423-429.
" R. MacGregor. "Developmental Considerations in Psy­
chotherapy with Children and Youth," paper presented at 
the annual conference of Ihe American Psychological As­
sociation. 1962.
"D avid II. Hunt and Robert II . Hardt, "Developmental 
Stage, Delinquency, and Differential Treatment," Journal 
of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 2 (1965), 20-31. 
"Warren, Interpersonal Maturity Level Classification.
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of interpersonal maturity, characterized in terms of 
social and psychological development, ranging from 
the interpersonal reactions of a newborn infant to an 
ideal social maturity level.

There is no single obvious or proved way to clas­
sify offenders. The decisions to sort out deviance by 
means of Variable X  r “her then Variable Y  can be 
made only in terms of some logic or rationale, so. e 
argument in defense of a particular choice of van; - 
bles. It is not possible to be certain in advance of re­
search that a particular system is causally significant. 
This aspect of classification or typology justifies the 

use of the term “calculated risk." It is out of this 
kind of risk-taking by soda* scientists, theoreticians, 
practitioners, and correctional administrators that 
knowledge and skill advance. Eventually a classifica­
tion scheme sho.ild be developed that would seek to 
explain the cause (or, more likely, causes) of an in 
dividual crime while hypothesizing programs that 
will reduce the potential for further illegal behavior 

by the offender.
Current research in offender classification is se­

verely limited and inadequate, but it provides evi­
dence of the priority assigned to identifying “trcat- 
mcn'-relevant" subgroups in heterogeneous offender 
populations. Only by some form of grouping is it 
possible to interpret rcsemch findings and test the ef­
ficacy of correctional practice. From a theoretical 
and management standpoint, a desirable classifica­
tion system would be one that permits an organiza­
tion to provide planned, specified programs for dif­
ferent types of offenders in ways that allow for pro­

gram cvaluatii n.
Theoreticians, practitioners, and researchers arc 

constantly seeking some meaningful grouping of of­
fenders into categories to offer (1 ) a step in the di­
rection of an explanatory theory with a resulting aid 
to prediction that follows from understanding, (2 ) 
implications for efficient management. (3) effective 
differential programming strategies, and (4) greater 
precision for maximally effective research.”

CLASSIFICATION AND THE COMMUNITY
The determination of action nr :dcd to deal with n 

given offender’s antisocial acts varies widely among 
communities throughout the United States. The deci­
sionmaking process that brings people into the 
correctional system often is based on divergent atti­
tudes and philosophies, not only of the community's 
power structure but also of the community itself. All 
agencies tend to select or reject certain people or 
problems. The operational policy of each agency in 
the correctional continuum becomes in effect a con-

"  Warren. Cnrrrriiomil Ttrutmtnt in Community Satiny*.

tributing part of the basic correctional classification
system.

Each community, through the creation of certain 
social agencic and the exclusion of others, defines 
for itself the offender types it is willing to sustain. 
The degree to which the community will provide 
care and services fo; its offender population fluc­
tuates with its basic values, understanding of the 
problems, and leadership. Over the years, correc­
tional programming has undergone radical changes 
in emphasis and direction that can be related directly 
to society’s awareness and understanding of the of­
fender’s needs. Any change of policy or attitudes to­
ward offenders or development of new programs by 
a community will alter population projections for 
correctional institutions, change the normal flow in 
and out. and modify the types of clients that must be 
ser * ?d.

For correctional programs to be advanced, some 
concerns of the citizenry, the courts, and the political 
body, as well is those of correctional agencies must 
be satisfied. Persons in the criminal justice system 
must undertake masJvc public orientation and edu­
cation programs concttning offenders’ needs. They 
must contribute to the refinement of existing selec­
tion instruments that lie p keep offenders in the c o m ­
munity unless they are specific illy found to represent 
a serious threat to others.

Ma n y  of the issues discussed depend More on pro­
gram development, attitudinal change, and financial 
readjustment than on refinement of selection instru­
ments for assessment. Just as staff and administra­
tion must understand and accept the logic of a classi­
fication system, so too must the public be willing to 
support the purposes of the agency using the system. 
Both moral and financial support of the public arc 
required to carry out any comprehensive classifica­
tion system successfully.

CURRENT CLASSIFICATION PROCEDURES

Classification procedures generally arc enrried out 
through one of four organizational arrangements: 
classification units within an existing institution: clas­
sification committees; reception-diagnosis centers: 
and community classification teams.

C lass if ica t ion w ith in  an  Exist ing Inst itu tion

The first organizational alternative involves classi­
fication clinics or reception units in the institutions to 
which offenders are committed. In the State systems 
using this arrangement, there are certain minimum 
requirements for "diagnosis." orientation, and protec*



tion from contagion through quarantine,” although 
the necessity of the latter is being increasingly ques­

tioned.
The reception unit is primarily a diagnostic sec­

tion, administered by professional personnel whose 
functions are to make diagnostic studies and treat­
ment recommendations. For this process to be of 
value and utility, it is considered essential that upon 
admission there be thorough study of offenders by 
competent staff; differentiatir.i based on methods 
enhancing utilization of a’ ailable programs; treat­
ment based on careful study of individual inmates; 
an effective orientation program for all inmates; 
and, finally, development of systematic research to 
explain criminal behavior and determine appropriate 
treatment programs.

The classification unit system suffers from a n u m ­
ber of defects that virtually deprive it of usefulness. 
Reports typically are submitted to administrative au­
thorities, who may or may not follow the recommen­
dations. Even when high-quality diagnostic work is 
produced, the results may not be applied, because 
diagnosis has not been linked directly or operation­
ally with available programs. The system also be­
comes the victim of institutionalization. Procedures 
usually are rigid. Too many inmates are kept too 
long in the reception unit and process. The proce­
dures take on the character of an assembly line, with 
little selectivity in adapting the process to the indi- 
vid»a' inmate. Invariably the research component is 
com pi r. el y lacking, and there is no check on whether 

the process really is fulfilling its purpose.

The C lass if ica t ion  Committee
The second organizational arrangement is the 

institutional classification committee, which studies 
individual case records and collectively makes judg­
ments as to the disposition of inmates in the institu­
tion. Professional personnel on the classification 
committee help develop the diagnostic evaluation 
and have a direct responsibility for translating this 
material into recommendations for inmate 
programs.”

Although the committee’s composition m ay vary, 
it generally consists of individuals whose knowledge 
and skills ure relevant to the offender's particular 
problem. It m ay include social workers or sociolo­
gists, the supervisor of education, a vocational super­
visor, a recreational supervisor, a chaplain, a mcdi-

'' American Prison Association, Committee on Classification 
Case and Case Work. Handbook on Classification in Correc­
tional Institutions (New York: American Correctional As­
sociation. 1964.)
“  F.lliot Sludt, Sheldon Messinger, and Thomas P. Wilson. 
C-Unll: Search for Community in i'rtson (New York: Rus­
sell Sage Foundation, 1968).

cal officer, a psychiatrist, or others. The committee 
determines inmate security ratings, assigns individu­
als to educational and vocational training programs, 
and decides where they will wotk in the institution.

Like other classification systems in use, the c o m ­
mittee procedure becomes institutionalized, and de­
cisions are made with little more consideration than 
the old deputy warden or yard captain used to give 
them when he alone had full authority over these 
matters. Since the classification committee processes 
all inmates, it works under the pressure of limited 
time and is necessarily restricted in its discussion of 
issues and interactions with individual inmates. The 
committee members are departmc :tal representa­
tives of administrative divisions and seldom know 
the inmate whose case is under consideration. There­
fore, their decisions arc based primarily on informa­
tion in case records.

The demands of time, program routine, and 
workload— and the institutionalization of personnel 
themselves— prevent effective performance of serv­
ice. The result is that a large number of ranking in­
stitutional personnel arc tied up in a process that ac­
complishes very little In effective programming 
for the individual inmate, although the system in its 
way does promote the orderly management of large 
institutional populations.

In concept, the effectiveness of a classification 
committee in carrying out its responsibilities pre­
supposes considerable interaction with the offender 
yet rarely docs he have an opportunity to react 
meaningfully wit.i the committee. Even when a brief 
interview between the inmate and the committee is 

permitted, the offender is asked to respond to a few 
pcifunctory and ritualized questions and is given lit­
tle if any opportunity to initiate questions that might 
reveal a grer.t deal about the way the offender per­
ceives the world and himself. A n d  contrary to the 
concept that classification decisions must be based on 
the needs of individual inmates, committees habitu­
ally base their decisions on administrative needs and 

convenience.

Reception-Diagnostic Centers
A  third organizational arrangement for the classi­

fication function emerged during the late 1940’s 
and early 1950’s with development of reception 
centers.” Hy this method of operation, all offenders 
arc committed to a central receiving institution for 
study, classification, nnd recommendations for train­
ing and “treatment’’ programs, nnd the institution to 
which the individual should be assigned. The process

“ William I: A mm and Kaymond Manilla. Delinquent
Children In Juvenile Cnrrretittnal institutions (Springfield. 
III.: Thomas, 1966).



"presupposes u plun and theory of classification con­
sistent throughout the system. Such an approach 
places a major responsibility for collecting diagnostic 
information on one facility, thereby requiring a high 
degree of specialization.

While the reception center concept was progres­
sive for its time, it has become obsolete. The system 
;s administratively convenient and efficient in that a 
l mited staff can provide services for a large number 
Oi offenders. However, this very administrative 
cflciency is largely accountable for its obsolescence.

Traditionally, the reception and diagnostic center 
has orovided summary reports including information 
on .ocial background, criminal history, initial ndjust- 
nvnt to custody, medical examination, psychological 
a'sessment, vocational skills, educational level, reli- 
f.ious background and attitudes, recreational inter- 
(sts and abilities, and psychiatric evaluation. Today, 
i is not necessary that any of these components of 
t'le diagnostic report be completed in a diagnostic or 
reception center. A  number of the items usually arc 
produced by probation and parole officers in the 
community. Although medical examinations and psy­
chological and psychiatric evaluations require pro­
fessional services, these services also are available in 
the local community through both contract and 
public agency programs.

The reception center, because of the ceaseless 
repetition in the nature of its work, becomes even 
more institutionalized than other forms of the classi­
fication process. Schedules arc adhered to rigidly, 
nnd offenders arc kept too long in the centers wafting 
for the diagnostic skills or services of a limited n u m ­
ber of persons. The process itself is uniformly exten­
sive and thorough for most offenders, and more in­
formation is produced than can be used effectively 
for classification purposes, considering the current 
lack of correctional knowledge and resources.

The futility of much of this work is evident in the 
separation of the study and diagnostic process from 
operational units. Independent institutions usually do 
not rely on information developed at the diagnostic 
center and m ay repeat clinical evaluations and stud­
ies.

The anonymity of inmates in the tjception center 
is pervasive. The impersonrlity of the assembly line 

procedure permits them little opportunity to feel that 

they have any role or individual involvement in the 

process. (For a description of varying reception cen­

ters, see Chapter 11, Mnjor Institutions.)

Reception nnd diagnostic centers use whatever re­

sources arc available to them in choos ng the "reha­

bilitation" approach for n given offender. Typically, 

decisions arc based on the recommendations of an 

intake worker who has subjectively weighed a collec­

tion of opinions and perhaps employed a few educa­

tion, attitude, and aptitude tests. The basis of the in­
take worker’s judgment may or may not be clear in 
his own mind. In any casu, institution and persona’ 
bias are involved, because the worker rarely is ap­
prised of the result of his recommendations. Even if 
he is, only an experienced worker is capable of ren­
dering such judgments in a manner beneficial to the 
correctional system. Only when explicit criteria form 
the basis of recommendations is the system’s ma n ­
agement able to check assumptions, analyze relation­
ships, and pass along pertinent data to inexperienced 

workers.
The central diagnostic facility is also in conflict 

with current theory over the importance of develop­
ing and programming correctional efforts at the c o m ­
munity level. Many theorists in the field argue that a 
valid classification system, universally applied 
throughout the whole of corrections, would be more 
useful.

Commun ity  C lass i f ica t ion Teams
Another organizational arrangement for classifica­

tion that is now emerging suggests that with develop­
ment of a realistic classification system used through­
out a correctional system, the classification function 
can involve a much wider range of personnel and re­
sources than previously supposed. For instance, a 
classification team consisting of parole and probation 
officers might collect the social history, while local 
practitioners could provide necessary medical and 
psychiatric examinations. State and local institution 
personnel, in cooperation with the other members of 
the community classification team, in turn would re­
view the appropria i correctional programs available 
to meet the offender’s needs.

The community-based classification team concept 
is superior to current pi ;ticc. It has already begun 
to emerge within the correctional system and may be 
generally realized within the next 5 years. Indeed, to 
the extent that community correctional programs be­
come the pattern, offenders should not have to be re­
moved to a State diagnostic center or institution for 
review and study. The classification process itself can 
be adapted to the needs of offenders, most of whom, 
for the purposes of community-based programs, re­
quire little more than screening for risk and matching 

to resources.

A Unifo rm  C lass i f ica t ion  System
A  widely accepted classification system could 

serve a vital research function. At present, persons in 
the corrections field arc frustrated in thcr attempts 
to huiln an empirically based body of knowledge,
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partly because research findings are not comparable. 
Availability of a reliable, valid, commonly accepted 
classification procedure that is simple to apply could 
improve this situation vastly.

The need for an efficient, reliable classification 
system generally is conceded by practitioners and re­
searchers alike. Such a system would lead to more 
effective assignment and management decisions. It 
would enable correctional administrators to guide ‘n- 
mates into programs that have been found appro­
priate for others with the same characteristics. It also 
would help minimize the “shotgun” approach that 
assumes that all inmates derive equal benefit from 

program innovations.
A  large number of classification schemes are in 

existence today. They have been fully described and 
summarized in other works and will only be high­
lighted briefly here to give some indication of their 
variety and orientation. Contemporary classification 
schemes include several different systems that may 
be grouped according to the underlying dimensions 

of the system’s logic.
1. Prior probability approaches represented by 

the Borstal studies, the base expectancy studies of 
the California Youth Authority and Department of 
Corrections, Glucck prediction tables, and configura­
tion analysis procedures developed by Glaser.

2. Reference group typologies represen’ed by 
Schrag and Sykes and the social class typologies rep­

resented by Miller.

3. Behavior classification covering a wide range 

of groupings varying in specificity from those based 

on offense types to conformity/non-conformity di 

chotomies represented by Roebuck; McCord. 

McCord, and Zola; Ohlin; and Reckless.
4. Psychiatrically oriented approaches repre­

sented by the works of Jenkins and Hewitt, Rcdl. 

Erickson, Aichhorn, M.tkkay, Reiss, Argyle, Bloch 

and Flynn, and the Illinois State Training School 

Treatment Committee.
5. Social perception and interaction classifica­

tions of Gough and Peterson, Hunt and Hardt, Sar- 

bin, Peterson, Quay and Cameron, Gibbons, Studt. 

MacGregor, Sullivan, Grant and Grant, Warren, and 

Russon.
In addition to the five groupings, some investiga­

tors, using a more eclectic approach that includes 

combinations of several of the dimensions listed, 

have produced empirical-statistical typologies. 

A m o n g  these investigators arc Hurwitz, Jesncss. and 

Palmer. In a recent paper, the Gluecks make a case 
for this approach and appear to be moving toward 

development of such a typology. ' 1
“ For publication* w t lliblingraphy at the end o f this 
chapter

Is*
Sociologists and psychologists continue to be in 

conflict over the appropriate theoretical basis for!; 
various approaches. Sociologists accuse psychologists 
of taking insufficient cognizance of environmental 
factors, while psychologists accuse sociological ty- 
pologists of having insufficient regard for intra­
psychic factors. Nevertheless, a few investigators are 
attempting to link theoretically the sociological and 
psychological situational variables necessary for a 
satisfactory classification system.

In an effort to explore the feasibility of developing 
a more uniform basis for classification, a conference 
on typologies was held in 1966 under sponsorship of 
the National Institute of Mental Heall’i. Conference 
participants, including many of the foremost theor­
ists in behavior classification and typology, identified 
many areas of agreement. O n  the basis of review and 
cross-tabulation of a number of classification sys­
tems, preliminary consensus was reached on the va­
lidity of six broad bands that cut across (he various 
systems. These s'X bands distinguish the following 
major types of offenders: asocial, conformist, antiso­
cial manipulator, neurotic, subcultural identifier, and 
situational.’*

It should be noted that most of the typologies dis­
cussed were based on studies of juvenile boys. Only 
Hunt, Scfi.ag, and Warren "  specifically included 
girls or women, but these investigators have fcund 
the bands to be equally appropriate for females. 
Schrag's typology is based primarily on adult offend­
ers, although it has been applied successfully to insti­
tutionalized juveniles by some of Schrag s followers. 
The original form of Warren’s typology (interper­
sonal maturity levels without subtypes) was found to 
be approp ,ute for adult as well as juvenile offenders.

The fact that cross-classifica'ion is possible is even 
more impressive when one considers the varieties of 
methods used for deriving the subtypes—thcoistic.il 
formulations, empirical observation methods, and 
multivariate analysis procedures Additionally, it is 
important that similarities are evident in the descrip­
tions of the etiological and background factors and 
the ‘‘treatment" prescriptions for similar subtypes, as 
well as in the descriptions of offender characteristics 

across typologies.
There is evidence at both the theoretician and 

practitioner level that the field is ready to move to­
ward developing programs based on categorizing the 
range of problems represented in the offender popu­
lation. Not only is there a ready car for conccptualiz*

" Marguerite Q. Warren, “Classification of Offenders as an 
Aid to I-l!)cient Management and Effective Treatment,"
Journal <’l Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science. 
62 (1971), 239.
’’ Warren. "Classification of Offenders "

Cross-Classification Approaches



ing, but it also appears that a time of consensus 

among typologists. in which a rational correctional 

model m ay be begun, is approaching.

Offender typalogies represent an important 

method of integrating and increasing knowledge in 

the correctional field. Ultimate1'/, typological ap­

proaches will flourish in relationship to their fruitful­

ness in producing improved management, differential 

programming, and schemes for crime prevention, fn 

the last analysis, a good classification system is one 

that enables a correctional agency to utilize its lim­

ited manpower to maximize its impact on offenders.

Muc h  more extensive research is needed to de­
velop an effective and theoretically sound classifica­
tion system for the small proportion of offenders who 
require more than basic screening and assessment. 
Corrections will have to depend on the behavioral 
sciences to produce a more consistent theoretical 
basis, and corrections itself will have to engage in re­
search and experimentation to devise programs and 
resources that will be related directly to causation 
theory. Only with the successful outcome of such ef­
forts will it be possible to dr elop a classification sys­
tem that will dispel the present mythological charac­
ter of correctional "treatment."
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Standard 6.1 
Comprehensive 
Classification Systems
Each correctional agency, whether community- 

based or institutional, should immediately reexamine 
its classification system nnd reorganize it along the 

following principles:
1. Recognizing that corrections is now character­

ized !>y a lack of knowledge and deficient resources, 
und that classification systems therefore are more 
useful for assessing risk nnd facilitating the efficient 
management of offenders than for diagnosis of causa­
tion nnd prescriptions for remedial treatment, classi­

fication should he designed to operate on a practi­
cable level and for realistic purposes, guided by the 
principle that:

a. N o  offender should receive more survcil- 
i » or "help” than he requires; and

b. N o  offender should be kept in j more 
secure condition or status than his potential 
risk dictates.

1. The classification system should be developed 
under the management concepts discussed in ('hupter
1 .1  and issued in written form so that it ran be made 
public and shared. It should specify:

a. The objectives of the system based on 
a hypo** esis for the socinl reintegration of of­
fenders, detailed methods for achieving the ob­
jectives, and u monitoring and evaluation mech­
anism to determine whether the objectives are 
being met.

(i:
a

b. The critical variables of the typology 

to be used.
c. Detailed indicators of the components 

of the classification categories.
d. The structure (committee, unit, team, 

etc.) and the procedures for balancing the 
decisi ms that must be made in relation to pro- 
gram ting, custody, personal security, nnd re­

source allocation. j*
3. The system should provide full coverage of is

Ihe offender population, dcurly delineated cnlegor- I
ies, internally consistent grouping simplicity, and I:

a c o m m o n  languuge. ii
4. The system should be consistent with individual n

dignity nnd basic concepts ol fairness (based on (|
objective judgments rnther than personal prejudices). c

5. The system should provide for maximum in- 
vo.rement of Ihe individual In determining the nature j
nnd direction of his own goals, nnd mechanisms 
for nppeuling administrative decisions affecting him.

6 . The system should be adequately staffed, and 
Ihe ngency stuff should be trained in its use.

7. The system should be sufficiently objective 
und quantifiable to facilitate research, demonstra­
tion, model building, inlrusystein comparisons, and 

administrative decisionmaking.
8 . Ihe correctional agency should participate in 

or be receptive to cross-cluv bication research toward
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the development of n classification system that can 
he used commonly by all correctional agencies.

Commen ta ry

A  good classification system should be able to ask 
three basic questions: (1) What caused the offender 
to break the law? (2) What kinds of help, if any, 
does the offender need io keep him from further law 
violations? and (3) If he needs assistance, where 
can the offender be«: receive the help he needs?

All three questions arc of major importance and 
arc listed in the sequence in which they should be 
answered. Unfortunately for the offender, most clas­
sification systems seek only the answer to the third 
question, and even then consideration centers chiefly 
on the resources available where the offender will be 
assigned. The field of corrections does not yet have 
the knowledge or the techniques to answer the first 
question by other than educated guesswork, and de­
ficiencies in correctional resources and initiatives dis­
courage attempts to answer the second question ade­

quately.
Therefore, correctional administrators should

(I) acknowledge handicaps of the field in devising 

a truly scientific classification system and (2 ) adopt 
the realistic view that the only objectives obtainable 

with present knowledge and techniques are assess­

ment of risk and efficient management of offenders.

The same intellectual honesty should be used to 

acknowledge that involving the offender with the 

corrections s*.;lr..i actually is experienced by him us 

a form of punishment, despite the most ssnccre m o ­

tives of correctional personnel to offer "ro. hilitativc 

treatment.” And "rehabilitative ireaiipint" too often 

is an exercise in semantics tacking in substance. 

Therefore, to subject the offender to more surveil­

lance or security than he requires, and to coerce him 

into subjecting himself to ‘‘treatment" that lie does 

not want, and perhaps does not need, may pro­

duce results counter to those intended by the classifi­

cation system.

The correctional agency should develop its classi­

fication system with the assistance of all possihle nd- 

vice- from lawyers offenders, community represent­

atives, professionals, etc.— us indicated in Chapter 7. 

The result should be issued in written form, so that 

everyone concerned will know its objectives, its as­

sumptions, and its policies und procedures. The criti­

cal vnriublcs should be identified because the logic 

represented by selection of these variables is derived 

from certain behavioral assumptions. Detailed, spe­

cific indicators of toe components of the classifies- 

•on categories also should be presented, so that the

system’s utility can be verified by empirical evalua­

tion.
Furthermore, a contemporary classification scheme 

must have a clear hypothesis (a reasoned guess) 
concerning what is needed to achieve the social 
reintegration of the offender, along with a plan 
of care, custody, and programs that should be 
checked or reexamined continuously to determine 
the scheme’s effectiveness and appropriateness.

Finally, the system should be suff :i :ntly objective 
and quantifiable as to facilitati s orch and deci­
sionmaking. It also should be flexible enough to con­
tribute and be adaptable to cross-classification re­
search that will enable corrections eventually to 
adopt a common classification system. Until offender 
classification is handled in some generally acceptable 
way, it is impossible to compare programs used in 
various parts of th* country. Cross-classification 
agreements by leading type,legists will open the path 
for significant advances in correctional programming. 
They can become a me; '’s by which the community- 
based program is enu uruged and central diagnos­
tic facilities, institutio is, and procedures decmpha- 

sized.
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Re lu tsd  S tan da rd s
The followip’ standards m ay be applicable in 

implementing Standard 6.1.
2.9 Rehabilitation.
9.8 Local Correctional Facility Programming.
11.3 Social Environment of Institutions.

12.7 Measures of Control.
13.1 Professional Correctional Management.
14.7 Participatory Management.

15.5 Evaluating the Performance of the Correc­
tional System.
16.1 Coi iprehensive Correctional Legislation.
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Standard 6.2 

Classification
for Inmate Management

Each correctional agency operating institutioi. 
for committed offenders, in connection with nnd in 
i ildition to iniplenv ntalicn of Standard 6.1 , should 
.eexamine and recganize its classification system 
immediately, os follows:

1. The use of reception-diagnostic centers should 
he discontinued.

2. Whether a reception unit nr classification com­
mittee or team is utilized within the institution, the 
administration’s classification issuance described in 
Standard 6 .1 also should:

a. Describe Ihe makeup of the unit, team, 
or committee, os well as its duties and responsi­
bilities,

b. Define its responsibilities for custody, 

employment, nnd vocational assignments.

c. Indicate what phases of an inmate pro­

gram iqay be changed without unit, team, or 

committee action.

d. Specify procedures relating to inmate 

transfer from o 1“ program to n..other.

e. Prescribe form and content of the classi­

fication interview.

f. Develop written policies regarding ini­

tial inmute classification and reclassification.

3. I he purpose of initial classification should he:

a. T o  screen inmates for safe and appro­

priate placements and to determine whether 
these programs will accomplish the purposes for 
which inmates are placed in the correctional 
system, nnd

b. Through orientation to give new in­
mates an opportunity to learn of the programs 
available to them nnd of the performance ex­
pected to gain their release.

4. The purpose of reclassification should be the 
increasing involvement of offenders in community- 
based programs as set forth in Standard 7.4, Inmate 
Involvement in Community Programs.

5. Initial classification should not take longer 

than 1 week.
6 . Reclassification should he undertaken at inter­

vals not exceeding 6 weeks.
7. The isolatii a or quarantine period, if any, 

should be as brief as possible bat no longer than 24 

hours.

Commento ry
This standard is intended only to supplement 

Standard 6.1, Comprehensive Classification Systems, 
with particular applicability to major institutions. It 
frankly recognizes the corrections system docs not 
no v have the knowledge to identify the causes of

213



crime with any precision, or either knowledge or re­
sources to relate correctional programs specifically to 
these causes. Under auch circumstances the goal of 
classification is set realistically as the screening of in­
mates for risic and tl.eir appropriate placement in 
programs .nvolving increasing degrees of community 
involvement.

The medical model of treatment, which many 
correctional agencies have attempted to follow in 
structuring classification, is rejected as inappropriate 
and incapable of fulfillment due to corrections’ lack 
of knowledge and resources. O n  the other hand, 
corrections has the capability to screen offenders for 
risk and to place them appropriately in programs in­
volving different degrees of risk and to use classifica­
tion as u method for managing offender populations. 
The traditional “treatment” programs—education, 
vocational training, employment— arc not seen as 
necessarily rehabilitative in themselves. But these 
learning experiences may be useful assets in enabling 
offenders who are given opportunities to change their 
own behavior and who benefit from them to persist 
in a lifestyle that will avoid future involvement with 
the criminal justice system.

In view of this rejection of the treatment model 
and in consideration of the characteristics of today’s 
reception-diagnostic center, as discussed in the nar­
rative of thi' chapter, the use of such centers should 
be discontinued. They are unrealistic in concept, 
considering the handicaps of corrections in making 
accurate evaluations and program plans. A.id they 
consume resources and time that can be put to better 
use.

N o  position is taken here as to the respective 
merits of the use of reception units within institutions 
or classification committees and teams. Undoubtedly 
the methods to be used for at least several more 
years will involve some variation or combination of 
these arrangement'. However, their objectives 

should be set forth specifically and related directly to 
assessment for risk and appropriate progiam place­
ment.

T o  reduce the unproductive expenditure of time 
on classification, the period allocated to this proce­
dure should be reduced to a minimum, no longer 
than 24 hours for quarantine and no longer than I 
week for initial classification or screening. The rec­
ommendation for reclassification—at intervals not 
exceeding 6 weeks—will require more effort on the 
part of many correctional agencies. The intent is to 
provide a continuous followup and reassessment of 
inmates, with a view to making program changes as 
quickly as possible and inv living inmates increas­
ingly in community programs.

The objectives of this standard, taken with Stand­
ard 6.1 , are to:

1. Generate ways to improve management pr*>-

dces- $ i L .
2. Differentiate among offenders by needs and" 

problems rather than traditional classification catego­
ries.

3. Provide for efficient management grouping of 
offenders.

4. Enable staff to offer consistent, planned assist­
ance and facilitate the individual training and beba 
ior change of the offender.

5. Pool relevant knowledge more effectively, ad­
vance theory, and enable an agency to maximize the 
impact of research.
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Standard 6.3 

Community 
Classification Teams

State and local correctional agencies should estab­
lish jointly and cooperatively by 1978, in connection 
with the planning of community-based programs 
discussed in Chapter 7 and Chapter 9, classification 

teams in the larger cities of the State for the 
purpose of encouraging the diversion of selected 
offenders from the criminal justice system, mi imiz- 
ing Ihe use of institutions for convicted nr adju­
dicated offenders, and programming individual 
offenders for community-based programs, establish­
ment of community classification teams should be 
governed by Standard 6.1, Comprehensive Classi­
fication Systems, und Ihe following considerations:

1. The planning nnd operulion of community 
classification teams should involve State and local 
correctional personnel (institutions, jails, probation, 
nnd parole): personnel of specific community-based 
programs (employment programs, halfwuy houses, 
work-studv programs, etc.); and police, court, und 
public representatives.

2 Ihe classification teams should assist pretrial 
intervention projects in the selection of offenders 
for diversion from Ihe crimina. justice system, the 
courts in identifying offenders who do not require 
institutionalization, and probation and parole de­
partments nnd Slate and local institutional agencies 
in original plucement und periodic reevaluation and

reassignment -'f offenders in specific community pro­
grams of training, education, employment, and re­

late J services.
3. 1 he classif.cntion team, in conjunction with 

the participating agencies, should develop criteria 
for screening offenders according to

a. Those who are essentially self-cor­
recting und do not need elaborate programming.

b. Those who require different degrees 
of community supervision and programming.

c. Those who require highly concentrat­
ed institutional cohtrols and services.

4. The policies developed by the classification 
team and participating agencies also should consider 
the tolerunce of the general public concerning degrees 
of “punishment” that must be inflicted. In this con­
nection Ihe participation of the public in developing 
policies, as discussed in Chapter 7, would be useful.

5. The work of the classification team should 
be d .igiud to enable:

n. Departments, units, and components 
of the correctional system to provide differential 
care nnd processing of offenders.

h. Managers and correctional workers to 
array the clientele in caseloads of varying 
sizes and programs appropriate to Ihe clients' 
need? as opposed to those of the agencies.
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c. The system to match client needs and 

strengths with department and community re­
sources and specifically with the skills of those 
providing services.

6. The classification team should have a role in 
recommending the establishment of new community 
programs and the mowiucation of existing programs 
to involve volunteers, ex-offenders, and paraprofes- 
sinnals as discussed in Chapter 7 and elsewhere in 
this report isee Related Standards). It should also 
have an evaluative and advisory role in the opera­
tion of community programs as they affect the ful­
fillment of the needs of offenders assigned to them.

7. The organization of the classification team 
should be flexible and involve rotating membership 
and chairmen selected oi an alternating hails among 
participating agencies.

Commentary
As they operate at presen\ most classification 

schemes arc designed to decide what should be done 
with those persons who arc committed to institutions. 
F ew sys.ems arc intended to dcteimine which of­
fenders need not be processed into iv through the 
existing correctional system, or wh; t specifically 
should be done for those adjudicated or convicted 
and immediately or subscq* mly plac xl in c o m m u ­
nity-based programs.

It is assumed that the present criminal justice sys­
tem is so harmful that any alternative which diverts 
selected offenders from it is better than one which 
moves them farther into it. In the current literature 
and knowledge of the field there is more than ample 
evidence to support this assumption. However, a ra­
tional method is needed by which choices can be 
made to exclude offenders who do rot need a correc­
tional agency's services. As yet. no system has been 

devised to serve this purpose, except those described 
as prior probability theories (base expectancy ap­
proaches) or in connection with individual pretrial 
intervention programs.

Also, when an offender is placed on probation or 
eventually is parolH, it is left largely to the initiative 
and resources of the probation or parole officer to 
determine what should be done with him. Similarly, 
when institutionalized offenders in a prcpnrolc or 
prerelease status arc placed in institutionally spon­
sored community-based programs, there usually is 
little coordination with other existing community- 
based programs. It is useful now to advocate a ckissi- 
ficati m  scheme that would assist all such efforts. The 
scheme should identify offenders w ho represent low 
risks to others and who do not require expensive 
custodial or correctional programs, following these 
principles:

1. N o  offender should receive more surveillance 
or "help” than he requires.

2. No offender should be kept in a more secure 
condition or status than his potential ris*: dictates.

3. Strategies should be developed by which tradi­
tional court, probation, and institutional decisions 
may be changed to accomplish correctional goals.

4. Training should be implemented to insure that 
correctional workers commit themselves to a 
planned correctional process based on the offender’s 
needs and not on age, sex, race, or offense.

5. Consideration should be given to the real re­
strictions imposed by law, resources, or manpower.

As with other efforts involving the community, the 
planning and operation of community classification 
should he accomplished with he assistance of af­
fected and interested groups—police, courts, and 
public. Their support is essential to the successful 
operation of community-based programs, and they 
can assist in ripening the dotvs to further resources.

For full effectiveness, the teams should participate 
in all types of processes that channel offenders into 
community-based programs— diversion, sentencing 
and disposition, and placement decisions of correc­
tional agencies. The program resources of a com­

munity need coordination and consistency in opera­
tion as well as the increased flexibility (hut a classifi­
cation team would make possible.

For efficiency, and to avoid counterproductive and 
needless interference in the lives of offenders, the 
classification team should adopt realistic criteria to 
prevent allocation of resources to offenders who do 
not need them and to assure that expensive, inher­
ently damaging institutional controls arc imposed 
only upon those offenders w h o  require them in the 

interest of public safety.
As with institutional classification, the community 

classification team is intended prirr irily as a n.ans 
for screening offenders for risk, with appropriate 
placements, nnd for managing large groups of of­
fenders. The objective is to give offenders opportuni­
ties to change themselves rather than to attempt, a:, 
hns been done so unproductive!y in the past, to 

coerce behavioral changes.
In addition to its responsibility for assigning 

offenders to various community programs, the clas­

sification team should have a role in observing the 
operation of these programs and recommending new 
programs, changes, or innovations that may be more 
responsive to the needs of offenders. These programs 
arc largely in the initial stages of development, and 
many adjustments should be anticipated as experi­
ence and research accumulate.

The membership of the clnssificnt n team should 
not he fixed, but made up erf changing representatives 
of the participating ugencics. This arrangement



would be a useful device in the training o: agency 
p^ronnel and in insuring wide participation in and 
the harmonious functioning of community classifica­

tion and community-based programs.
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This report presents l strategy to change the face 
of corrections. It recommends a dramatic realign­
ment of policies, rcsourcts, and practices to make 
corrections more effective in reducing crime and 
more responsive to the needs of a rapidly changing 
society. While crime cannot b'. reduced to desired 
levels without basic changes in American society in 
relation to poverty, unemployment, illness, ignor­
ance, and discrimination, there is no doubt that cor­
rections can and must make a greater impact on 
crime than it does now.

Corrections is full of plans, procedures, policies, 
and laws which have failed to achieve their purposes 
but have survived nevertheless. Corrections has con­
sistently pursued inappropriate concerns and ineffec­
tive solutions. It has emphasized the banishment of 
offenders to huge, isolated institutions where inmates 
arc dehumanized into mere numbers. It has overem­
phasized custody and imposed restrictions on the 
great majority of offenders, when these measures 
were needed by only a relative few. It has sought to 
cure the oflendcr of the disease of criminality al­
though few offenders are afflicted with problems not 
c o m m o n  to nonoffenders as well. Corrections has ac­
cepted mar types of social problem cases that lie 
outside its proper scope und competence, cases that 
could be handled far more effectively by other 
human service agencies.

This report is based on the premise that correc­

tions can no longer serve as society’s dumping 
ground. Corrections is indeed only a part of the 
larger community that is responsible for reduction of 

crime.
The report addresses the spectrum of the criminal 

justice process as it affects corrections, from the first 
involvement of alleged offenders to reintegration into 
the community. Considerable attention is devoted to 
the interrelationships of corrections with the other 
parts of the criminal justice system and various seg­
ments of the community. This emphasis reflects the 
belief that corrections must begin to take an active 
role in guiding nnd shaping policies that vitally affect 

it.
The purpose of this report is to provide a program 

for action. It specifies policy changes that should be 
made, control mechanisms needed to improve the 
quality of correctional services, and legislative 
changes required wherever correctional reform is 
impeded by existing or absent statutes.

PRIORITIES FOR ACTION
Because the standards set forth in this report are 

so closely interrelated, it is impossible to rank them 
in order of priority. All of them relate to basic goals

I
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which the Commission believes to be the proper 
objectives of corrections as a part of .he criminal 
justice system. From these basic goals, the C o m ­
mission has selected six as being most pressing and 
having the greatest potential for significantly im­
proving corrections in this country. Top priority 
should be given to a concerted program of action 
to achieve these ends.
• Equity and justice in corrections.
• Exclusion of sociomedical problem cases from 

corrections.
• Shifting of correctional emphasis from institu­
tions to community programs.
• Unification of corrections and total s' stem plan­
ning.
• Manpower development.
• Increased involvement of the public.

Equ ity  and  Just ice in Corrections
Corrections has been characterized by inhumane 

conditions, arbitrary decisions, discrimination, law­
lessness, and brutality. That a civilized society can­
not tolerate such conditions is being increasingl" rec­
ognized. Recent judicial interpretations of offe ders’ 
rights reflect the belief that such practices are unlaw­
ful and counterproductive to instilling respect for the 
law in offenders and other citizens.

Until recently, an offender as a matter of law was 

deemed to have forfeited virtually all rights upon 
conviction. Whatever comforts, services, or privi­
leges the offender received were a matter of grace. 
For the most part, the courts refused to intervene on 
the grounds that correctional administration was a 
technical matter to be left to experts.
1 he past few years have witnessed an explosion of 

requests by offenders for judicial relief from the con­
ditions of their confinement or correctional program. 
More dramatic is the increased willingness of the 
courts to respond. A  series of decisions has begun to 
hold correctional administrators accountable for 
their decisionmaking, especially where such deri­
sions affect first amendment rights (religion, speech, 
communication), the means of enforcing other rights 
(access to counsel or legal advice, ucccss to legal 
materials), cruel and unusual punishments, denial of 
civil rights, and equal protection of the luw.

While the real ferment for judicial intervention 
has come in the lower courts, particularly in the Fed­
eral district courts, the U.S. Supreme Court decided 
eight cases in 1971 and 1972 that directly affected 
convicted offenders and at least two others that have 
implications for correctional practices In all eight 
cases directly involving corrections, • offender’s 
contention prevailed. It is clear that the hands-off 
doctrine that used to insulate correctional adminis­

trators from judicial accountability is fast disappear­
ing.

Despite the courts’ obvious willingness to take ac­
tion, the major responsibility for protecting and af­
firming rights must lie with those who administer 
corrections systems. Implementation of offenders’ 
rights is consistent with good correctional practice. 
The fact that 99 percent of those persons sentenced 
to confinement will one day return to free society 
requires that offenders be prepared for reintegration. 
The illogic of attempting to train lawbreakers to 
obey the law in a system unresponsive to law should 
have been recognized long ago. Forcing an offender 
to live in a situation in which all decisions are made 
for him is no training for life in a free society.

In addition, correctional administrators are re­
sponsible for the welfare of offenders committed to 
their charge. Judicial decisions which improve the 
conditions under which an offender labors should be 
welcomed, rather than resisted, by correctional per­
sonnel.

The corrections profession has a critical role to 
play in implementing the rights of offenders. It must 
enlist the support of legislatures, the public, and the 
rest of the criminal justice system in articulating the 
rights of offenders and ensuring that their exercise is 
maximized.

Convicted offenders should retain all rights that 
citizens in general have, except those that must be 
limited in order to carry out the criminal sanction or 
to administer a correctional facility or agency. 
Applying criminal sanctions is the most dramatic ex­
ercise of state power over individuals. Actions neces­
sary for maintaining social order do not require 
general suspension of basic rights. Since criminal 
sanctions impinge on the most basic right— liberty—  
it is imperative that other restrictions be used spar­
ingly, fairly, and only for cause. The strategy for 
correctional reform must be built on a nondiscrimin- 
atory, just, and humane foundation that honors the 
legal and social rights of its clients.

Exclusion o f
Soc iomcdica l Prob lem Cases

The historic tendency to saddle corrections with 
sociomcdical and social welfare cases overloads the 
system and drastically handicaps any effectiveness it 
may have. It is beyond the competence and proper 
scope of corrections to deal effectively with the m e n ­
tally ill, alcoholics, and drug addicts. In fact, correc­
tional “treatment" often cxaccrtates the problems of 
these persons and contributes to the rcvolving-door 
syndrome characterizing our jails and other penal in­
stitutions.

The propensity for outlawing private behavior that



is fairly c o m m o n  in our society simply because it is 
(or has been) objectionable to part of the society, 
has resulted in overcriminalization. Too many laws 
proscribe too many kinds of behavior. The effect has 
been to sidetrack the criminal justice system from its 
mission of protecting society against crime to the 
uneasy role of policing private morality. A s  a result 
of such laws, correctional institutions—particularly 
jails— are crowded with persons they are not 
equipped to handle. Types of behavior commonly 
categorized as “victimless crimes,” which are defined 
as crimes without an effective complainant other 
than the authorities, are considered in the Commis­
sion’s summary report.

Attempting to control such behaviors by criminal 
law is not only ineffective but also expensive in eco­
nomic and social terms. It is a major obstacle to 
correction <1 reform— indeed, to reform of the whole 
system of criminal justice. Here and there correc­
tions is making informal efforts to rid itself of prob­
lems which are unrelated to public safely. Success in 
these efforts would strengthen the system by permit­
ting more effective use of resources and personnel to 
fight more serious crime. It would also allow society 
to find more effective ways to deal with troublesome 
behavior.

The criminal justice system must embrace a phi­
losophy of diversion that effectively excludes persons 
who behave in ways that may be counter to prevail­
ing social norms but are of doubtful criminality. Cur­

rent inno\ .tive efforts in this area should be sup­
ported, and further development of a legitimate, 
formalized system of diversion should be encour­
aged.

Shift o f Correctiona l Emphasis
from Inst itu tions to Commun ity  P rogram s

The prison, the reformatory, and the jail have 
achieved only a shocking record of failure. There is 
overwhelming evidence that these institutions create 
crime rather than prevent it. Their very nature in­
sures failure. Mass living and bureaucratic manage­
ment of large numbers of human beings arc counter­
productive to the goals of positive behavior change 
and reintegration. These isolated and closed societies 
arc incompatible with the world outside. Normally 
desirable characteristics such as sclf-confidencc, ini­
tiative, sociability, and leadership arc counteracted 
by the experience of incarceration. Individuality is 
lost and the spirit of man broken through the per­
formance of deadening routines and endless hours 
of idleness.

The blame for this insufferable system cannot be 
placed on the shoulders of corrections alone. Correc­
tional personnel have decried, at great length and in

vain, public apathy and decades of financial neglect. 
The state of corrections today reflects in no small 
part society’s past expectations as well as its evasion 
of its responsibilities.

In view of the bankruptcy of penal institutions, it 
would be a grave mistake to continue to provide new 
settings for the traditional approach in corrections. 
The penitentiary idea must succumb to a new con­
cept: community corrections. Therefore, the C o m ­
mission recommends a 10-year moratorium on con­
struction of institutions except under circumstances 
set forth under Standard 11.1. The moratorium 
period should be used for planning to utilize non- 
institutional means. This planning must place maxi­
m u m  emphasis on expansion of community 
correctional programs and development of alterna­
tives to incarceration.

At the same time, every effort must be made to 
phase out existing mega-institutions at the earliest 
possible time. To do so will require a large and im­
mediate increase in use of alternatives to incarcera­
tion, to the greatest extent that is consistent with 
public safety.

It is especially important to impose a moratorium 
cn construction of institutions for youthful offenders. 
Current efforts in Massachusetts and Minnesota to 
halt imprisonment of juveniles arc blazing a trail that 
hopefully will set the pattern for the rest of the N a ­
tion.

It is of utmost importance to recognize that the 
concept of community-based corrections does not 
imply new institutions and facilities. This point is 
especially important in light of the flurry of construc­
tion plans and projects that have accompanied re­
cent developments in community corrections. While 
it is recognized that existing facilities may be in­
adequate for the purposes outlined in this report, 
replacements should be made only after the plan­
ning stipulated in the following section is c o m ­
pleted. In its truest sense, community corrections is 
the widest possible use of noninstitutional correc­
tional programs designed to reeducate and redirect 
the attitudes and behavior of offenders in order to 
fully integrate or reintegrate them into the c o m ­
munity as law-abiding members of society.

Programs must be given preference over facilities. 
The blueprint for corrections must read: more alter­
natives, more programs, more professionals to con­
duct these programs, and more public involvement in 
the processes of corrections.

In the absence of a moratorium on traditional con­

struction, corrccions in the I970’s could repeat a 

two-ccntury-old error and fail to benefit from the 
lessons of history. F;or it was a sim lar reform move­

ment in 17X7 in which our ffcdgling country, seeking 

to establish institutions predicated on the concept of
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the dignity of man, embarked on a prison construc­
tion program w.ihout precedent. The physical and 
ideological legacy of this movement stands recog­
nized today as one of the major obstacles to correc­
tional reform and a prime example of man’s inhu­
manity to man. So we must guard against embarking 
on a financially ruinous construction program that 
merely would replace prisons, reformatories, jails, 
and detention homes with facilities bearing more 
palatable names and wearing more attractive facades 

but fundamentally unchanged.
The trend towai^ community-based corrections is 

one of the most promising developments in correc­
tions today. It is based on the recognition that delin­
quency and crime arc symptoms of failure of the 
community, as well as of the offender, and that a 
successful reduction of crime requires changes in 
both. The compelling reasons for embracing the con­
cept of community corrections and for embarking on 
a national strategy to move from our current insti- 
tion-oricnted correctional system to one that is com­
munity-based are emphasized throughout this report.

One of the most important factors in the transition 
from traditional to community-based corrections is 
sentencing, which .nay determine whether a defend­
ant is incarcerated or returned to the community 
under a range of nonresidential and residential c o m ­
munity-based programs. Sentencing may also set 
upper or lower limits for duration of correctional re­

sponsibility.
Sentencing practices in this country reflect an ap­

palling state of affairs. In too many jurisdictions, the 

decision to sentence a man to years behind bars is 
made by judges w ho know nothing but a man's name 
and the crime with which he is charged. Sentencing 
is inconsistent, and in many jurisdictions there is a 
predilection for imprisonment as opposed to less se­
vere sanctions. The entire problem is compounded 
by unreasonably long sentences, often with manda­
tory minimums, which arc rarely matched by other 
Western nations in their severity and harshness.

In light of these facts, the Commission recom­
mends specific statutory changes and enabling lej"’ 
lation to improve sentencing effectiveness. The re 
port recommends expanding sentencing options for a 
wide range of communif"-based correctional pro­
grams, shorter sentences for less serious offenders, 
and more selective use of imprisonment. Institution­
alization should be reserved for those offenders 
whose repetitive, destructive behavior patterns seri­
ously threaten the safety of the community.

T'ic confidence and cooperation of the law en­
forcement and judicial branches of the criminal 

justice system are critical to the transition to c o m ­
munity-based corrections. Furthermore, public in­
volvement und public trust arc indispensable to

achievement of such a major change. While total 
system planning will reduce corrections’ traditional 
isolation and lead to establishment of functional re­
lationships with other parts of the system, gaining 
public confidence will be far more difficult.

The time has come for fundamental changes in 
corrections. Improbable as it may sound because of 
the high cost of prison construction, it would be eas­
ier for this Nation to replace its obsolete correctional 
system with another generation of institutions than to 
embrace the concept of community corrections. The 
reasons are as distressing as they are simple. Hiding 
our social problems behind a progressive-looking fa­
cade requires only sufficient funding. Community 

corrections requires radically changed attitudes to­
ward the offender and a new social commitment.

Unif ied Correctional System s a n d  
System P lann ing

It is difficult to conceive of any area more in need 
of coordinated, uniform planning than the reduction 
of juvenile delinquency and adult crime. The A m e r ­
ican criminal justice system is so complex and the in­
terrelationships among its components arc so varied 
that even its supporters view it as a kind of crazy 
quilt. There are wide variations in the way in which 
Federal, State, and local governments administer, 
finance, and operate correctional services. These 
services may be centralized at the State level, decen­
tralized in municipalities and counties, or shared by 
the State, counties, and cities in an almost infinite 
number of ways. In their attempts to create more 
hopeful alternatives to incarceration, legislatures 
created reformatories, probation, p; <lc, nnd a host 
of services for delinquent children. These alterna­
tives evolved without central control or direction. 
The correctional system became a nonsystcm.

In short, corrections today is an incomprehensible, 
inefficient, and multilevel administrative maze, suf­
fering from intcipersonal conflicts, interagency jeal­
ousies, and duplicating activities. In fact, corrections 
is such a loose federation that it is impossible to hold 
any one person or agency accountable for its past 
failures or responsible for its future planning und di­
rection.

The result is a hopelessly fragmented correctional 
system and a disastrous disparity in standards, goals, 
and services that accounts to a high degree for 
corrections' failure fo correct, and for the haphazard 
use of its meager resources.

T o  overcome such fundamental problems, effec­
tive relationships among the various components of 
the criminal justice system must be established, and 
corrections .nust end its social and political isolation. 
Beyond these essential requirements, however, lies
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the need for uniformity of definition, standards, and 
practices. This requires an integrated system that is 
administratively manageable, fiscally sound, and res­
ponsive to public needs and scrutiny. Such require­
ments suggest that plann'ng activities be coordinated 
to the highest possible degree.

Since State governments already support the vast 
majority of nonfederal correctional programming, 
the long-range goal of unification and consolidation 
of correctional responsibilities into an integrated, 
State-controlled correctional system is logical. This 
approach would facilitate the delivery of correctional 
services in a coordinated and mutually supportive 
fashion. Steamlining activities would reduce waste 
and overlap, thereby promoting optimum application 
of available resources. Development of high person­
nel and performance standards would be enhanced 
through uniform staff development, interdepart­
mental career opportunities, and civil service. Sys­
temwide research and evaluation would increase 
feedback on program effectiveness, the knowledge 
base of corrections, and accountability to the public. 
The implementation of an integrated State correc­
tional system is essential to attain equity, maximum 
diversion of sociomcdical problems from corrections, 
and utilization of a full variety of dispositional alter­
natives within the system.

It must be stressed that the concept of a sf rtcwide, 
structurally integrated correctional system is not in 
philosophical or practical conflict with the concept of 

community-based corrections. Uniform statewide 
planning does not imply remote control of operations 
or banishment of minor and first-time offenders to 
isolated State institutions. What it does imply is a 

logical, systematic planning approach which can be 
responsive to changing problems and priorities and 
provide a framework for developing more relevant 
programs. It is system planning as opposed to sub­
system planning. It anticipates delinquency nnd 
crime control needs rather than simply responding to 
crises and pioblcms after they have occurred. System 
planning implies maximum utilization of local per­

sonnel and resource to guarantee development of 
comprehensive service programs responsive to di­
verse local needs nnd conditions.

M anpow e r  Deve lopment

People arc the most important nnd most effective 

resource in the fight against crime. They also are the 

most underused resource in corrections today.
In an effort In bring about change in tin area too 

long characterized by neglect and absence of system­

atic plnnning, the Commission recommends that 

corrections develop a comprehensive nationwide

strategy to improve correctional manpower and that 
priority be given to the following standards and goals 

regarding this key issue:
1. Implementation of coordinated State recruit­

ment and staff development programs. Recruitment 
should be guided by policies and practices that allow 

fair, effective selection of the person best qualified 
for each position. Staff development programs 

should prepare all levels of staff for optimum per­

formance of their tasks. Existing resources from the 

private sector and the academic community must be 

utilized more fully. M a x i m u m  emphasis should be 

placed on development of specialized professional 

personnel and of middle- and upper-echelon manag­

ers. The National Institute of Corrections, in con­

junction with leading universities, colleges, nnd 

private resources, should have a key role in the de­

velopment of a national strategy to implement this 

recommendation.

2. Development of a nationwide policy to de­

velop underutilized human resources. Efforts to re­

cruit minority group members for every level of 

correctional staff and to provide training programs to 

insure opportunities for career advancement should 

be intensified. For too long, minority grcaps have 

been overrepresented as offenders and underrepre­

sented as staff. Affirmative action is required to al’er 

the situation created by years of discrimination nnd 

indifference.

Recruitment of women for all types of positions in 

corrections should be given high priority. Since 

women have been discriminated against in hiring and 

promotion practices, particularly for male institu­

tions, they have been effectively eliminated from 

m a  jgement positions in corrections. Corrections re­

mains one of the last holdouts in the national move­

ment to eliminate discrimination on the basis of sex. 

Such a stance clearly is inappropriate for a field that 

purports to be seeking drastic change and new open­

ness.

Of equal importance is recruitment and employ 

rnent of qualified ex-offenders. Successful reintegra­

tion of offenders, corrections' primary task, requires 

full employment opportunities. Corrections should 

take the lead in hiring—and encouraging others to 

hire—from this underutilized human resource pool

Finally, the changing role of corrections has led to 

development of a remarkable variety of new careers 

on the professional, paraprotessional, nnd volunteer 

levels. Because the full potential of this manpower 

resource has only begun to emerge, a systematic 

strategy should be developed to recruit and utilize 

effectively this vital supplement to correctional m a n ­

power.



Increased Public In vo lvem en t
Implementation of community corrections re­

quires citizen involvement on an unprecedented 

scale. In fact, the degree of citizen acceptance, in­
volvement, and participation in community-based 
corrections will decide not only the swiftness of its 
implementation but also its ultimate success or fail­

ure.
The correctional system is one of the few public 

services lef • today that is characterized by an almost 
total isolation from the public it serves. Although 
public apathy is the predominant cause of this unfor­
tunate situation, corrections has done little to rectify 

it. In fact, the use of walls, fencing, and hardware 
has been justified not only in terms of keeping in­
mates in but also in terms of keeping the public out. 
The result has been disastrous for the goals of 
corrections. While institutional administrators devel­
oped near-absolute discretion and almost unchecked 
power, the public was utterly ignorant about the 
state of corrections and developed little, if any, sense 
of responsibility for the correctional process.

In view of these facts, the Commission recom­
mends that top priority be given to the involvement 
of citizens in corrections. Citizen participation must 
occur at all levels of the correctional system, from 
determination of policies for the entire criminal jus­
tice system to the shaping of specific community- 
based programs. Furthermore, involvement must 
come not only in the planning stages but also in im­
plementation and operation of actual programs.

The contributions of dedicated volunteer workers 
already have left an indelible mark on the face of in­
stitutional and community corrections .n term? of di­
rect service. Hut the full potential of voluntecrism 
has yet to be fulfilled. Lay citizens on tusk forces, 
advisory boards and study groups can spearhead 
public information campaigns, pave the way for re­
forms, implement specific correctional programs, 
mold public opinion, set policy, create jobs, raise 
funds, provide guidance in matters of community 
concerns, and serve in a host of other capacities.

Finally, fellow professionals from human service 
agencies and the fields of education, medicine, men 
lal health, and the like, need to be involved in advis­
ory. lay, or volunteer capacities. Such an effort will 
bring their particular expertise to bear on the prob­
lems of offenders nnd the correctional process

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES
In spite of the seemingly insurmountable obstacles 

to correctional reform, there is reason to believe not 
only that the standards and goals enumerated in this 
report cun be substantially attained but also that
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corrections, the perennial stepchild of the criminal 
jur'^e system, at last may be emerging from the 
Dark Ages.

For the first time in this Nation’s history, we are 
witnessing a concerted, nonpartisan effort to improve 
the system. Continuing concern over reform by the 
President and the courts, and sustained support by 
dedicated members of the House and Senate are 
providing the impeta-i needed for comprehensive re­
form. The 13-point program for corrections devel­
oped by the President in 1969, the powerful leader­

ship of the Chief Justice supported by the American 
Bar Association, the Federal Interagency Council on 
Corrections, the support and funding of the Law E n ­
forcement Assistance /.dministration, the President’s 
Task Force on Prisoner Rehabilitation, and finally, 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals bear witness to what 
was aptly described by the Attorney General at the 
first national conference on corrections as “the most 
determined and comprehensive approach to correc­
tions ever made in this country."

At the same time, it is obvious that the measures 
needed to implemc it the foregoing priorities and the 
standards set forth in this report will require a major 
national commitment. Like the standards themselves, 
the measures are interrelated; the effectiveness of 
each depends upon the accomplishment of the oth­
ers.

It also seems obvious that the role of the Federal 
Government is preeminent in realization of the stand­
ards. In recent decades the Federal Government
has done much to stimulate improvement of the
treatment of the mentally ill und retarded, the reha­
bilitation of the handicapped, the education of chil­
dren and young people, the availability of health
services, nnd the support cf the aged.

The shocking deficiencies of corrections arc c o m ­
parable in national significance to the other social 
problems to which massive Federal aid has been 
given. Legislation und appropriations authorizing 
corrections to share in the funding progrums of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the 
Departments of Labor nnd of Health. Educution. 
and Welfare, nnd other Federal agencies arc evi­
dence of the growing interest of the Federal Govern­
ment in improving corrections.

But considering the magnitude of the problem, 
what the I cderal Government has done so fur is not 
ncurly enough The current Federal leadership must 
be built upon and translated into more tnngibl- and 
more fully adequate aid.

Money
In America today, little social improvement can



be accomplished without money. Corrections is in 
desperate straits in large measure because public 
funds have been far too limited to support existing 
programs. There has never been anything for in­

vestment in change.

Anyone familiar with State and local corrections is 
painfully aware that pleas for more money addressed 
to legislators and county commissioners fall upon 
deaf ears. Corrections remains where it has always 
been, at the end of the budgetary line in the dis­
tribution of State and local tax funds. Although 
sporadic support for corrections has developed in 
isolated instances, there is little hope that this situa­
tion can be changed substantially. In fact, as matters 
presently stand, the States, counties, and cities are 
looking to the Federal Government to finance 
correctional improvements and postponing such im­
provements until Federal aid is forthcoming.

The amendment of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1970 to provide specifically 
for the funding of correctional improvements is a 
promising vehicle for the massive Federal aid that is 
necessary. Under the original act, corrections hud to 
share the regular funding program. Part C, with po­

lice and courts. The amendment, known as Part E, 
singles out corrections for special funding. The Part 
E  appropriation in the 1973 fiscal year will make 
available about SI 13 mill'on for the improvement of 
corrections, supplemented by about $100 million in 

Part C  funds.

However, since this amount must be spread over 
the entire spectrum of corrections, the beneficial ef­
fects arc largely dissipated. So far, appropriation re­
quests for Part E  funds have been limited to 20 per 
cent of Ihe appropriations for Part C. It should be 
noted, however, that the amendment authorized a 
funding level of not less than 20 per cent of Part C. 
Obviously, a higher level of funding is permitted by 
the act.

Normal State and local expenditures to maintain 
corrections at its present grossly deficient level of op­
erations total about SI.5 billion a year. The annual 
Federal funding assistance should approach about 
the same figure. Otherwise, corrections will not be 

able to accomplish the shift to community-based pro­
grams, obtain the manpower it needs, do the re­
search und experimentation that has been so long 
neglected, nnd coircct the deplorable conditions that 

exist generally.
Further, the States and localities find even the 25 

percent matching requirement for Federal funds bur­
densome, owing to the low budgetary priority ac­
corded corrections, and as a result even the Federal 
funds available often do not find ready takers. The 
matching requirement should be reduced to 10 per­
cent or eliminated entirely.

Also, demonstration projects generally are funded 
for one year only. While some projects may be re­
newed annually by application, few qualified e m ­
ployees are willing to enter into such high-risk situa­
tions. Longer funding commitments should be 
considered, and eventually permanent support should 

be given corrections efforts, following the pattern of 
Federal support for vocational rehabilitation.

Implementation of tie standards set forth in this 
report could be greatly facilitated if priority for Fed­
eral funding could be given to projects intended to 
bring correctional programs up to the levels recom­
mended. The Part E  amendment contains full statu­
tory authority for the adoption of this policy.

A n  excellent start has been made by the Federal 

Government to provide needed financial assistance 
to the States in the improvement of corrections. But 
the extent of thi»* assistance must be greatly in­
creased if any nationally significant results arc to be 
obtained. The President’s Task Force on Prisoner 
Rehabilitation in its 1970 report stated flatly that 
corrections needs a massive infusion of Federal 
funds and needs it soon. This Commission concurs.

Legis la tion
The importance of legislation to correctional re­

form is repeated throughout the standards of this re­

port. While legislation alone cannot bring about the 
needed changes and cannot even guarantee that au- 
thorizec changes will be made, a sound statutory 
base i* essential to any significant implementation of 
these standards. State and Federal correctional and 
penal codes arc a hodgepodge enacted over the 
generations and follow no consistent pattern or 
philosophy. They be; a full share of responsibility 
for the confused, disorganized and ineffective state of 
corrections today.

The reform of correctional and penal codes cun- 
not be accomplished overnight, and the standards 
suggest that it should be accomplished within the 
next 5-year period. Nor can the fask be accom­
plished in the piecemeal fashion of the past. The 
entire correctional and penal codes of a State should 
be redrafted and legislatively considered as a pack- 

r 3c. Their formulation should be guided by a single 
philosophy und legislative policy, in recognition of 
the fact that the specific statutory provisions to be 
made arc closely interrelated.

I he task should be approached with realistic ret 
ognition that the reform of correctional and penal 
code like any legislative reform, is a political proc­
ess. Each jurisdiction has its own history and tradi­
tions regarding the legislative process. Success will 
depend on careful planning from the initial stage of 
the effort.
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Since many different groups and officials will be 
affected, failure to involve them may lead to bad 
feeling from the beginning. In the initial stages a 
small group should be selected to serve as a drafting 
committee on the basis ot their professional expertise 
and their commitment to the reform effort. Other in­
terested officials and groups should be notified of the 
undertaking and advised 'hat they will be consulted. 
They should include trial judges, attorneys general, 
prosecutors, police and correctional personnel, inter­
ested State senators and house committee members, 
and a wide range of public and private organizations.

Once the first draft is completed, it should be cir­
culated among the committee members and, after re­
vision, among key State officials whose support is 
essential to passage. Personal explanations of the 
philosophy and thrust of the legislation should sup­
plement the circulation of the draft to the extent 
needed to obtain acceptance. Wh e n  this has oc­
curred, the other groups having an interest in the 
matter should be consulted. After consultation, a 
final draft should be published and given the widest 
possible distribution.

This procedure was followed by the State of N e ­
braska and resulted in the successful passage of the 
Nebraska Treatment and Corrections Act (Neb. 
Rev. Stat. Sec. 83-170 ct seq.) in 1969.

M anpow e r
Implementation of the standards will depend 

heavily on the availability of enough educated and 
trained personnel. The grave deficiencies of correc­
tional manpower discussed earlier in this report arc 
so.prevalent that they cannot be remedied on a 
short-term basis. Recommended solutions are re­
flected in the narrative nnd standards of Chapter 14.

It will be easier to educate and train qualifed per­
sonnel than to attract them to corrections in the first 
place. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
funds available for educating and training correc­
tional personnel arc more nearly adequate than the 
financial assistance available for operating correc­
tional programs. But capable persons can be per­
suaded to enter the field only by improving the sala­
ries to be paid them and brightening the image of 
corrections itself.

The funding role of the Federal Government will 
have an indirect effect on salary levels, but signifi­
cant improvement will depend upon the commitment 
of the States nnd localities to corrections. 'I he task of 
improving corrections* image can be accomplished 
only by the corrections field itself. None of these as­
signments will be easy, but a beginning must be 
made now.

As corrections begins to involve the public in­

creasingly in its work, it should become more politi­
cally feasible to raise salaries above the present of­
fensively low level. Whe n  our society stops using 
corrections as its dumping ground, it should be possi­
ble to pay correctional personnel salaries consistent 

with the importance of their work.
Young persons today appear to be more interested 

than their forebears in entering careers that will ena­
ble them to make a contribution toward the im­
provement of society. N o  area of public service 
needs this contribution more than corrections. As 
corrections opens it doors to the young and accepts 
their contributions, the image of corrections should 
become more widely attractive. The image of this 
field that the young form will have significant im­

pact on the future.

Tho Federa l M ode l
In a policy memorandum to the Attorney General 

on November 13, 1969, President Nixon called for a 
natinal corrections reform effort and. directed that 
certain steps be taken to develop the Federal system 
into a model that the States could follow.

The principle is a sound one. However, the Fed­

eral system shares the deficiencies of State systems 
as related in this report. It is fragmented, its pro­
grams cannot be demonstrated to be any more ef­
fective than State programs, and there is heavy e m ­
phasis on institutionalization in both sentencing and 
correctional programs.

The development of the Federal system into a 
model would be a powerful influence in assuring the 
implementation of the standards set forth in this re­
port. But significant changes in Federal legislation, 

policy, and practice would be required.
This report urges the unification of corrections in 

the interests of improving and maintaining standards 
and bringing about more successful results in the 
reintegration of offenders. In the Federal system, pa­
role field services, probation, and institutions are 
operated independently of each other.

The report strongly supports the diversion of ju­
veniles and of sociomedical problem cases that do 
not belong in the criminal justice system. It also calls 
for a shift in correctional emphasis from institutions 
to community-based programs. At present the Fed­
eral courts are not equipped with diversion programs, 
as defined in Chapter 3 of this report, and more 
convicted offenders arc committed to jail or prison 
(including the so-called split sentence) than are 
placed on probation.

This report urges the discontinuance of major in­
stitutions for juveniles and youths, in favor of local 
programs and facilities. In the Federal system 
hundreds of juveniles and thousands of youths are
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transported each year to institutions hundreds and 
even thousands of miles from their homes, friends, 
and communities. Legislation has been introduced 
in Congress that would remedy this situation as it 
affects juvenile offenders.

There is no evidence that Federal correction pro­
grams, although operated in well-managed institu­

tions, produce any better results than State pro­
grams. The Federal system, like those of the States, 
does not collect statistics on recidivism that can be 
considered valid. Comparisons therefore are impossi­
ble to make. However, Federal Bureau of Investiga­
tion statistics on offenders released from Federal jur­
isdiction suggest a heavy reinvolvement with the law.

The FBI reported in 1970 that-63 percent of the 
Federal prisoners released to the community in 1965 
had been rearrested by the end of the fourth year 
after release. Of those released on probation, 56 per­
cent were rearrested; of those released on parole, 61 
percent; of those released after completing prison 
terms, 75 percent. Of persons under the age of 20 
who were released in 1965, 74 percent had been 

rcarrested by the end of 1969.

While these statistics report rearrests rather than 
rcconvictions, they do suggest failure more than suc­
cess. They also suggest that this failure of the Fed­
eral system is more pronounced with juvenile and 
youthful offenders than with adults.

A  diversion policy and programs to support it 
should be developed for the Federal courts. A  bill to 
accomplish this purpose was considered favorably 
in 1972 by the Senate Judiciary Committee's sub­
committee on national penitentiaries, but the full 
committee took no action. A  bill with similar provi­
sions should be enacted speedily. The Federal judic­
iary should reexamine its probation practices, and 
the Federal probation system should be strengthened 
by additional probation personnel and related c o m ­
munity services and resources. Chief Justice Burger 
in August 1972 voiced the need for an expansion of 

Federal probation.
The Fcdcrnl model also has application in the 

area of jai's. This report urges, at the least, State 
inspection of local jails and eventual State operation 
of such facilities. The Federal system has an inspec­
tion service, and contracts with some 800 local jails 
fo* the detention of Federal prisoners awaiting trial 
or transportation to Federal institutions. However, 
contrary to popular belief, the Federal system has no 
written standards for inspection, and many jails with 
which it has contracts arc fully as disreputable as 
jails generally in the United States.

Although the Federal System is forced to use 
substandard jails, the existence of a contract with a 
local jail is too often interpreted as meaning that the 
jail is federally “approved." This interpretation by

local officials and the public has the general effect of 
retarding any effort to bring about jail improve­
ments.

The lack of written standards for Federal jail 
inspection to be used as the basis for contracts and 
“approval" is a policy intended to discourage litiga­
tion. Few of the jails now being used by the Federal 
Government would meet any set of minimum 
standards that might reasonably be devised. D e ­
velopment and publication of Federal standards 
would undoubtedly be taken as an opportunity by 
Federal detainees to file suit on the grounds that 
the facilities in which they are being held are not 
in compliance.

But, if the Federal model is to have applicability 
in assis;ing in the effort to upgrade the disgraceful 
conditions c o m m o n  to American jails, a different 
policy and practice must be developed. Standards 
should be written and published and a rating system 
on the basis of these standards devised. Contracts 
should be made on the basis of ratings that reflect 
actual jail conditions. Also, the Federal system 
ought to be provided with funds to pay local jails 
more adequately for the costs of confining Federal 
prisoners, to help offset the costs of improving 
jail conditions, to provide programs and to recog­
nize the rights of offenders. It is hardly appropriate 
ft r the Federal Government on the one hand to 
promote the cause of national correctional reform 
and on the other to continue policies that effectively 
discourage it.

This Commission wholeheartedly endorses the 
idea that the Federal system should become a model 
for the States. The Federal system has the same 
problems and deficiencies ns the States, and if the 

national reform effort is to have any consistency, the 
Federal system must be reformed along the lines 
suggested for the States. However, it must proceed 
expeditiously if it is to serve effectively as a model, 
and the Commission urges all possible action toward 
that end.

N a t io n a l Institu te o f  Corrections
A  national academy of corrections has been pro­

posed for many years. In December 1972, at the first 
national conference on corrections, the Attorney 
General directed the L a w  F,nfoicement Assistance 
Administration and the U.S. Bureau of Prisons to 
work with the States in the establishment of the 
academy. An interim steering committee was ap­
pointed, and pilot seminars have been conducted. 
The project has now been entitled the National 
Institute of Corrections.

The precise functions to be fulfilled by the insti­
tute have not yet been formally determined. Those 
proposed include:
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1. Service as a clearinghouse for information on 

crime and corrections.
2. Provision of consultant services to Federal, 

State, and local agencies on all aspects of correc­

tions.
3. Development of corrections programs.
4. Dev.lopment and presentation of seminars, 

workshops, and training programs for all types of 
criminal justice personnel associated with correc­

tions.
5. Technical training teams to assist the States in 

development of seminars, workshops, and training 

programs.
6. Funding of training programs.
7. Coordination and funding of correctional re­

search.
8. Formulation and dissemination of polir” 

goals, and standards recommended for corrections.
A  national institute with the authority and funds 

for this wide range of activities could serve as a pow­
erful force in the coordination and implementation 
of a national corrections reform effort, and the C o m ­
mission urges immediate action to make it a reality. 
At the present time, the expertise and information 
available to corrections is both limited and thinly dis­
persed. The institute could provide a center and a 
pooling of resources from which all States and 
correctional systems could draw.

At present none of the proposed functions of the 

institute arc being fulfilled effectively elsewhere on 
a national basis. Technical expertise in corrections is 
simply not available in any organized form. The wide 
scope of the proposed functions would remedy this 
severe deficiency and give the institute the stature, 
and presumably the prestige, to gain acceptance and 
a highly influential role in correctional reform.

It is also the view of the Commission that the in­

stitute when established should be given the respon­
sibility for updating and revising the standards of this 
report periodically, in keeping with technical devel­
opments and advances in correctional knowledge.

Accred ita t ion  o f Correction Agencies
A n  accreditation system for corrections has been 

p,iven considerable attention in recent years. Accred­
itation would be used as a means to recognize and 
maintain standards of service, programs, and institu­
tions, and eventually bring about higher levels of 
quality.

A  program for accreditation was developed by the 
American Correctional Association and published in 
1969 under the title “An  Accreditation Plan for 
Corrections." The plan calls for establishment of a 
Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, with 
full autonomy in matters relating to accreditation

policy and process. The commission would be gov­
erned by a board selected frcm the general public, 
community-based services, detention and institutional 
services, education and research, the judiciary, law 
enforcement, criminal defense, business, and labor.

The key duties and responsibilities of the commis­
sion would be adoption of standards for accredita­
tion, review of such standards, and recommendation 
of changes in and the accreditation of programs, 
agencies, and institutions.

Associated with any system of accreditation that 
may be established should be a method for holding 
the correctional administrator accountable for re­
sults. Requirements in the past have been minimal. 
Custodial institutions have been required to keep 
offenders until ordered to release them. Probation 

and parole agencies have been called on to list 
offenders in their caseloads and ref rt violations. In 
short, if riots, escapes, and scandals did not occur, 
the task of corrections was accomplished.

But expectations cannot be so limited if correc­
tions is to have any effectiveness in the reduction of 
crime. The goals of correctional agencies must be 
defined, and the achievement of goals must be mea­
sured. The reintegration of all offenders cannot be 
expected, but relative successes can be planned for 
and achieved. The expectation of failure is not ac­
ceptable.

If accountability is to be a principle of correc­

tional management, the manager must have the tools 
by which to measure. Just as the accountant is an es­
sential figure in any business enterprise, so the statis­
tician must be brought into the service of the correc­
tional manager. It is a useless waste of public funds, 
as well as gross inequity to the ofiendcr, when penal 
terms are imposed and served without having the 
achievement of the goals which they arc intended to 
accomplish measured.

This transformation of manugement for process 
into management for results calls for a change in the 
administrative culture of corrections. Both top m a n ­
agers and their subordinates will in many cases re­
quire retraining. Probably the best device for the 
massive retraining of policymakers and system man­
agers is the proposed National Institute of Correc­
tions.

The Commission recognizes that an accreditation 
service would provide another significant dimension 
in introducing, elevating, and maintaining high 
standards of performance in corrections and urges 
the earliest possible implementation of an accredi­
tation plan.

Comm itment o f Corrections
Commitment of the corrections field to change is
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indispensable it there is to be any significant imple­
mentation of these standards— two objectives con­
sidered by this Commission as virtually synonymous. 
The task ahead is unquestionably formidable.

T  at change is overdue is evident on every hand— 
high crime and recidivism rates, riot and unrest in 
our prisons, almost daily revelations of brutality and 
degradation in our jails, increasing litigation against 
corrections, and indignant public reactions.

Maurice H. Sigler in his address as immediate past 
president to the meeting of the American Correc­
tional Association on August 10, 1972, said:

To put it bluntly, the field of corrections is experiencing 
a crisis in public confidence, and the crisis shows no sign 
of abating. Unlike times past, we can’t expect to handle 
the problem by letting it wear itself out.

There is no need to belabor further in this report 
the shortcomings of corrections. Many of today's 
problems are related to the failure of corrections to 

anticipate the impact of accelerating social change, 
but the field cannot shoulder the entire blame. Culp­
ability must be shared by virtually every clement of 
our society. The point here is that reform can and 
must be a built-in continuing process, not a reaction 
to periodic public outcries. The time has come for 
corrections to respond to Ihe critical needs of society 
in a unified, systematic, and totally committed way.

The Commission is fully aware that the recom­
mendations and standards of ‘his report will not be 
the last word in corrections. But they represent the 
best distillation of views that can be produced at the 
present. A  substantial turner of correctional prac­
titioners have been involved in their development. 
The recommendations and standards arc intended to 
represent a starting point and a direction. The C o m ­
mission is convinced that the general direction pro­
posed is the only course open to corrections.

But the state of correctional knowledge will under­
go change. Technology and information can be 
expected to accelerate during the decade of the 
1970's, and it should prove possible to set even 

higher standards and goals for corrections than this 
report reflects. It remains for someone else at an­
other date to incorporate the new technology and in­
formation into another, and hopefully more ad­
vanced, set of standards.

As pointed out earlier, corrections cannot accom­
plish the needed reform alone and in its traditional 
isolation. It must assume leadership in enlisting the 
support of legislatures, local officials, law enforce­
ment agencies, community agencies, und various 
other public and private groups. All elements of our 
society share the responsibility for the generation of 
crime and delinquency, and all elements share its 
consequences. Responsibility for the reduction of

crime and delinquency, and the reform of correcdons 
to assist in accomplishing this objective, must be 
shared.

After 200 years of painful history, American 

corrections must step out boldly and purposefully. It 
must pur 'ic equity and justice with the earnestness 
that our Constitution intends. It must bring all possi­
ble pressures to bear to divest itself of the social 
problems that have been so wrongfully dumped upon 
it. It must shift its emphasis from institutions to c o m ­
munity services. It must plan these changes intelli­
gently and systematically. Finally, it must compete 
and, if necessary, fight as other movements do for 
the resources and support required to carry out the 
changes that have too long been postponed.

Without this commitment, corrections is des ’cd 
to remain in its present morass of ineffectiveness, 
and society must search for another solution to the 
control and reduce n of crime.

Comm itr r3nt o t the /ub l ic
The responsibility of the public for the reform of 

corrections has been discusseu throughout this report 
and particularly in Chapter 7, Corrections and the 
Community. However, it will be difficult for some 
segments of society to accept the concept that of­
fenders can be treated with respect for their rights 
nnd their condition us fellow human beings.

The concept of retribution and morally just pun­
ishment is deeply embedded in social thought. It has 
been codified in lex talionis, the principle of Mosaic 
law that exacts eye for eye, tooth for tooth. While 
this is a primitive view of justice, it is important to 
note that feelings of moral outrage do serve to en­
hance social cohesion and to measure our regard for 
accepted social values. It would be irrational to ig­
nore the pervasiveness and strength of naturnl feel­
ings of revulsion toward particular criminal acts. 
However, legalizing severe punishment implies a so­
cietal retrogression in human dignity. Winston 
Churchill observed that: "What is done to the crimi­
nal is a very accurate index to the quality of any civi­
lization."

It must be conceded that regardless of the rehabil­
itation mythology nnd the easy expressions of hu­
manitarian intent that have characterized American 
Corrections throughout its history, the actual treat­
ment of offenders has been harsh indeed. And it 
hasn't worked. Crime and recidivism continue undi­

minished.
It also must be conceded that there arc dangerous 

or confirmed criminals who by any light must be 
considered poor, almost hopeless, prospects for so­
cial reintegration. For the safety of the public, they 
must be locked up until the passage of time at least
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has reduced them to the point where they are no 
longer a threat. There are plenty of prisons for this 
type of offender, and corrections has proved itself 
eminently capable of confining them securely. The 
Commission has not found it necessary to consider 
them at length in this report, except to recommend 

extended prison terms.
But there are relatively few offenders of this type. 

Unfortunately, preoccupation with them has been a 
major factor in impeding the development of correc­
tions into an effective instrument for expediting the 
reintegration of the vast majority of offenders, who 
are neither dangerous nor practiced criminals. It is 
with this majority that corrections and society must 

concern itself in the years to come.
The new correctional philosophy is based on at 

least two major considerations: First, society, in addi­
tion to the offender, needs changing; and second, 
more emphasis should be placed on the offender’s 
social and cultural setting if we are to obtain any 
substantial relief from recidivism.

While individual differences and individual re­
sponsibility will remain important factors in correc­
tions’ response to criminal behavior, they will need 
to be considered within the setting of the c o m m u n ­
ity and the culture. T o  salvage offenders in any great 
numbers, therefore, will require changes in the 
offender himself and changes in the community that

will help to bring about his reintegration. Communi­
ties must assume part of the responsibility for bring­
ing about these changes, for the problems to be 
addressed were generated in the community. Once 
this is recognized, corrections can be removed from 
its isolation and made a part of the larger social 

system.

Even though the public is beginning to recognize 

that the ultimate success of corrections depends on 

reintegrating the offender into the community and 

motivadng him to refrain from breaking the law, 

public ambivalence about reform and traditional lack 

of concern for the criminal offender seriously impede 

efforts to make corrections more effective. This situ­

ation is aggravated whenever change is resisted from 

within the criminal justice system. In such instances, 

deliberate appeals may be made to public fears in 

the interest of preserving traditional practices with 

all their injustices and futility.

If the philosophy of reintegration is to gain public 

favor, there must be full recognition on the part of 

the public that present correctional practices do not 

serve the long-run interest of societal protection. 

Legal and economic barriers and social ostracism 

must yield to commitment, involvement, and sharing 

of responsibility. Only then will the goals of crime 

prevention and crime reduction be realized.
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C O M M U N I C A T I O N S

The normal procedure for contacting persons outside the 
institution is by mail. Paper, envelopes and postage will be 
provided by the institution.

If you desire to contact your attorney, a bail bondsman, 
or another party concerning bail, fill out a request for 
interview, form stating the person to be contacted, the reason 
for the call, and the telephone n u m b e r . The shift supervisor 
will make the determination as to notifying the party of your 
request or he will make arrangements for you to place the call. 
All other requests for phon-e calls will be at the discretion 
of the on-duty shift supervisor.

If you wish to have an interview with some member of the 
institutional staff, this will be initiated by filling out a 
"request for interview" form.

COMMISSARY

C ommissary--cigarettes, candy, pipe tobacco, etc., is 
purchased once each week from the Eagle River Correctional 
Center. This provices the inmates who have sufficient funds 
in their account witi a wide selection of items at substantial 
savings. The Commissary Slips are passed out each Sunday 
evening and must be returned to the Floor Officer not later
than 2200 hours. The inmate is required to print his name in
the space provided at the top of the form and his dormitory 
location in the upper right hand corner. A list of the items 
that can be purchased is posted on the bulletin board in each 
dormitory. On Monday, the "Request Forms" ire forwarded to
the Eagle River Correctional Center Cornmis ary is r e n a m e d
to this institution on Thursday and passed out Thursday evening.

Special Commissary for cigarettes ^s available only to those 
who were received into the institution after the commissary w a s 
ordered, or for persons who have not had funds for commissary and 
have just received funds.

VISITING SCHEDULE 

WEDNESDAY SATURDAY

1:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.
6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

SUNDAYS AND HOLIDAYS 

12:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.



V I S I T I N G  C O N T I N U E D

A l l  i n m a t e s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  to u s e  the v i s i t i n g  r o o m  for visits.
Visits will last 15 minutes or longer, depending on facilities 
available. Visitors must properly sign the visiting log prior 
to being permitted to visit.

Visitors under the influence of intoxicants or drugs will 
not be permitted to visit. No one under the age of 18 years will 
be permittsd unless accompanied by parent or legal guardian; proof 
of age will be required in doubtful cases. Visitors released from 
any jail r detention facility in the past 90 days will be refused 
admittance. If any visitor creates a disturbance or the visit is 

'not otherwise in the best interests of all concerned, the Shift 
Supervisor will forthwith terminate the visit. (Also, any former 
inmates presently awaiting sentencing will not be permitted to visit.)

The Institutional Physician visits the institution twice each 
week, on Tuesday and Friday at approximately 7:00 p.m. He is legally 
responsiole for all medical services required by an inmate in the 
institution and makes the final determination as to what treatment 
or me 'ication an inmate may or may not require.

All new inmates are required to see the doctor, and any other 
inmates with medical problems will see the Institutional Physician 
at this time.

Medication prescribed by the physician is done so for the health 
and well-being of the inmate. Therefore, it is mandatory that the 
inmate take his medication as prescribed and he will not be allowed to 
hoard or exchange medication. Violation of this regulation may result 
in disciplinary action.

The determination as to custody status, institutional placement, 
program involvement, etc., is accomplished by classification action.

A classification team meets regularly in the institution to 
review the individual cases and to make recommendations to the 
Superintendent on inmate classification.

You will be notified in advance of the date of your hearing 
before the classification committee.

The Institutional Counselor will be available to help you present 
your desires to the committee..

The Classification Committee will attempt to see you within 30 days 
after your arrival at this institution

SICK CALL

CLASSIFICATION

An inmate will not be eligible for reclassification for a period 
of 60 days unless so stipulated by the classification committee at the 
initial hearing.



M A I L  R E G U L A T I O N S

REGULAR MAIL - All envelopes will be left open for inspection 
by the Floor Officer in charge. Privileged Mail is an exception 
to this rule.

All envelopes will be p r o p e r l y  addressed. The return address 
wi l l  include the full name, P.O. Box 439, Anchorage AK 99310,. The 
forwarding address must be zip coded.

Inmates will not be p e r m i t t e d  to correspond with anyone under 
18 years of age, unless they are in the immediate family. An inmate 
may be permitted to c o r respond w i t h  another person under 18 years of 
age if the Superint e n d e n t  has r e c e i v e d  a notorized letter signed by 
the parents or legal guardian of the person under 18 years of age.

Inmates will not be p e r m i t t e d  to correspond w i t h  anyone in 
another institution, unless a u t horized by the Superintendent.

Inmate abuse of "open correspondence" privileges will a u t o m a t i­
cally result in disci p l i n a r y  action.

PRIVILEGED M A I L '- All inmates of the Alaska Division of Corrections 
may write to and receive mail from the following individuals in sealed, 
uncensored, and u n o p e n e d  envelopes:

GOVERNOR
ATTORNEY GENERAL
COMMISSIONER - H E A L T H  & SOCIAL SERVICES 
DIRECTOR - DIVISION OF CORRECTIONS 
ASSISTANT D I R E C T O R  “ DIVISION OF CORRECTIONS 
PAROLE A D M I N I S T R A T O R  
U.S. S E N ATOR (s)
U. S. CONGRESSMEN 
ALASKA L E G I S L A T O R  (s)
SENTENCING JUDGE
ALASKA SUPREME COURT JUSTICE (s)
ATTORNEY OF RECORD 
PHYSICIAN OF RECORD

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE

The Disciplinary Committee will consist of three (3) correctional 
officers appointed b y  the Superintendent or his designee.

This committee will assemble,as needed, and will review and 
evaluate all m i s c o n d u c t  reports to determine the underlying cause 
of adverse b e h avior and will thoroughly consider all possible course 
of actions before r e a c h i n g  a decision. Disciplinary action in all 
cases will be treatment-centered, with a specific followup p r o g r a m  
outlined in the decision.

Disciplinary action may consist of reprimand, segregation, loss 
of privileges, loss of Good Time, and prosecution.



All inmates are e x p e c t e d  to obey the lav/s of the State just 
as free citizens m u s t  do, and for violations of the existing statutes 
are subject to the penalties p r o v i d e d  by law, or their equivalent 
in institutional discipline. E a c h  inmate must comply w i t h  the rules 
and regulations of this facility.

Every rule and regulation, no mat t e r  h o w  annoying and ir-itating 
it may be, has a definite and v a l i d  reason as indicated by experience.

EXAMPLES OF CONDUCT ARE AS F O L L O W S :

1. No inmate is a u t h o r i z e d  to possess or have under his control
"Contraband". All items w h i c h  are not issued to the inmate
by the institution; w h i c h  may not be purchased through the 
commissary, and w h i c h  are in excess of the quantity issued 
or authorized by the institution or authorized by the 
Commissary regulations, is determined to be contraband.

2. No gambling, trading, buying, selling, donating or e x c h a n g i n g  
articles b e t w e e n  inmates is permitted.

3. Fighting, wrestling, rough play, disorderly conduct, i n i t i­
ating of n e w  inmates will not be permitted.

A. Escape, attempted escape, conspiring to escape is not p e r­
mitted.

5. Posting of pictures, articles, calendars, etc., on wall, bunks, 
e t c . , is not permitted.

6. Rioting, inciting to riot, defacing of persona] or public 
property is prohibited.

»
7. Spitting on floor, l i t tering dormitory or cell will not be 

permitted.

8. Drinking, sniffing, injecting, smoking or otherwise taking into 
the system any k i n d  of substance for the purpose of p r o d u c i n g  
i n t o x i c a t i o n ^ s t i m u l a t i o n  or dizziness is prohibited.

9. Inmates shall not use profane or obscene language, booipg, 
whistling, shout i n g  or other loud disturbing noises, this is 
prohibited. No inmate shall make sarcastic or insulting 
remarks to or about other persons. *This applies to outside 
details as well.

10. Insolence and i n s u b o r dination will not be tolerated. Staff
and personnel will be a d d ressed in a respectful m a n n e r  i.e.,
Mr.__________________ , Officer   or by their rank. No
first names or n i c knames will be permitted. Showing of d i s­
respect in any man n e r  shall be cause for disciplinary action.



PROHIBITED CONDUCT FOR PRISONERS

7 AAC 60.400 PROHIBITED CONDUCT FOR PRISONERS. (a) Prohibited 
conduct for prisoners in state institutions is governed by (b) 
and (c) of this section. Violations shall be punished as either 
a minor or a major infraction.

(b) Major infractions include the following:

(1) Homicide;

(2) Assault upon or fighting with any person;

(3) Threats'to. a n o t h e r .of-bodily harm or of 
any offense against his personal property;

(4) Extortion, backmail, protection; The demanding 
or receiving of favors or anything of value
in return for protection against bodily harm, 
property loss, or under threat of informing;

(5) Engaging in sexual acts with others, making 
sexual proposals or threats, or indecent 
e x p o s u r e ;

(6) Escape or evasion of custody;

(7) Wearing a disguise or mask;

(8) Setting a fire;

(9) Stealing, destroying, altering, or damaging 
gcvernment property, or the property of 
another person;

(10) Tampering with or blocking any locking device;



clothin:

(11) )•>’.* in, >]■/.*, oj ■ ill' H . ;;jr', i r »n of any i Y >; 11 rnl :and;
(1/d) m i m s e  of j it <;rcr ibjd mcdicatic.»n;

a

(13) adulteration of any food or drink;

( I d )  r i o t i n g ;

(15) refusing to void; or participating in a v.ork stoppage;

(16) j/D.v̂ iCr̂ sion of any staff, or unauthorized civilian

(17) counterfeiting, forging, or unauthorized reproduc­
tion of any document, article of identification, uoncy, security, 
or official paper, or the possession or use of such a docu.nent;

a bribe;

(13). unauthorized use of mail or telephone;

(19) giving or offering any official or staff mjriber

(20) a series of three minor infraction;; found to liave 
lr.en cuiinitled by the prisoner within a 6 9 -day period;

(21) engaging in a p.roup or individual donunsIration or 
mdivity, r/.eluding abusive or obscene language, involving conduct 
v.hich would potentially disrupt or interfere vith llie security or 
orderly adniiiistration of the .institution, or und-jjmine authoriLy 
including, but not limited to, refusing to obey a lawJul and jumper 
order of any staff moraner.

(c) iiinor infractions .include Die folio.■in;;;

(1) giving or leaning prop:-; I\ or .'-ny thing of value For 
i v i j i t c <r j •( vc >i'S;

(2) i orser.s j on of anything not authorized j o r 'j •Often - 
lion or receipt by the prisoner, :uid not ir.sur-d to him through 
regular institutional channels;

(3) possession of unauthorized prisoner clothing;

(4) unexcused absence or tardiness from v.orl: or any 
assi grcnent;

s u i c i d e ; (5) malingering or feigning ;in illness, .injury, or

(6) failing to perform v.ork :ts instructed by any staff
member;

(7) lying or providing a false statement to any staff
* er;



(G) being in ;ui unauthorized area;

(9) failure to follow posted safety or sanitation mlcs;

(10) using any cquijxnent or machinery contrary to in- 
sti-uctions, posted safety standards, or that v.hich is not specifi­
cally authorized;

(11) smoking where prohibited;

(12) using abusive or obscene language directed towards 
any person which is likely to undeimine institutional authority or 
security;

(13) gambling or possession of unauthorized gambling 
paraphernalia;

(Id) failure to keep one's person and quarters in
accordance with posted jules;

(15) tatooing or self-mutilation;

(1G) unauthorized co:..".JJijc;ti ion or contact with the
public or visitors;

(17) giving or offering nonoy or anything oJ value to,
cir requesting or accepting money or anything oi value fran, any 
person without prior approval of the superintendent.

(d) Planning or attempting to coiiinit, and aiding or encouraging 
any prisoner to plan or nttunpt to cxxnnit suiy infraction in (b) or
(c) of this section is considered the same as a connission of the in­
fraction itself.

(e) A list of prohibited conduct set out in (t>) and (c) of this 
section must be provided in writing to each prisoner upon Ins ndiussion 
to the institution. If a prisoner is illiterate, the list of prohibited 
conduct must be read and explained. Any amendment or addition to any 
institutional rules must be approved by the director and may be put in­
to effect only after proper and reasonable notice is given the popula­
tion of that institution. (Eff. / / , keg. )



I N M A T E  H Y G I E N E

The inmate is required to bathe often enough to provide 
a good body hygiene. All clothing must be properly worn 
wh e n  outside the dormitory -- inmate should be fully 
dressed with shirt buttoned and tucked into t r o u s e r s ,etc.



#1

#2

YOUR BED W ILL  BE MADE E IT H E R  L IK E
PHOTO // 1  o r  PHOTO // 2

PHOTO # 2 IS  THE BED MADE WITH THE 
.■ TOP BLANKET OVER YOU.

ALL BEDS ARE TO BE MADE UP BY 1 0 :0 0  A.M.



.ALL I N M A T E S F E B R U A R Y  8, 19 7 8

Vernon D. Caulkins COMMISSARY
Superintendent
SCC Anchoirage^ r-(jxiuiun̂ , UtuLifaitf
Attached you will find a commissary list. The weekly expenditure
is $15.00 per inmate, per week. Please keep in mind the following
r egarding commissary purchases.

1. No inmate is permitted to have in his possession or 
under his control quantities of commissary items in 
excess of that amount which is permitted to be 
purchased each week. An excess of commissary items 
is considered contraband and can be handled as a 
disciplinary or administrative a c t i o r , and the 
violator could possibly forfeit his commissary 
privileges and surrender all commissary items within 
his possession.

2. Commissary items are purchased cnee weekly from 
Eagle River.

3. Commissary slips are passed out on Sunday evenings 
and must be returned to the floor officer no later 
than 2200 hours.

4. The inmate is required to print his name in the space 
piovided at the top of the form and his dormitory 
location in the upper right hand corner. The current 
commissary list (with quantity limits) is posted in 
each dorm.

5. Commissary items are purchased from Eagle River on 
Mondays and the items are passed out to the individual 
inmates on Thursday evenings, or as soon as they are 
received from Eagle River.

6. Only inmates with money on the books are eligiLle to 
purchase commissary items. *

7. All commissary items will be packaged in either paper 
or soft plastic containers.



■ All Inmates 
.Commissary 
February 8, 1978

Page 2

8. Special commissary requests are for particular items
(cigarettes & Cigars) wh i c h  are not found on the
standard commissary list or for individuals who were
received into the institution after the commissary 
items for the institution were ordered; or f^.r persons 
who have not had funds for commissary previously and 
have now received funds.

9. Remember, commissary is a privilege and not a right.
This privilege can be revoked at any time for any 
number of reasons, i.e., disciplinary, abuse, etc.

V D C :zb

A ttachment - commissary list



CIGARETTES 35$ per pack $3.25 per carton

Lucky Strike Kool, filter kings
S a l e m  Kool, milds
Belair . . Camel
Newport Camel, filter
Raleigh M a r lboro

CIGARETTES 1|0$ per pack $3*50 per carton

Pall Mall, Gold 
Pall Mall, Menthol 
W inston, Longs 
Benson & Hedges 100

B e n s o n  & Hedges 100, Menthol
T a r e y t o n  100
O m e g a

CIGARS

Roltan Falcons 5 pack .65$
Ti p a r i l l o 5 pack .35$
T i j u a n a  Smalls 5 pack .45$
T i j u a n a  Smalls, Aeromatic 5 pack .45 $
Crookettes 5 pack .  40$
1 386 Queens 5 pack • 95$
A & C Panetelas 5 pack .70$
Garcia of Vega Gallantes .15$
S w i s h e r  Sweets .10$

PIPES & T O B A C C O  

Amph o r a
Mixture 79 .115$
Borkum Riff .^5$

SHAVING S U P P L I E S  (Plastic containers only)

Magic Shave Gold (kept in personals) .85$
Old Spice After Shave Lotion $1.80
E nglish Leather After Shave $2.30
Brut 33 Splash On $1.30 & $2.20

SUNDRY ITEMS

Afro Queen Comb (plastic only) 
Afro Comb (plastic only)
Pocket comb 
Comb, b a r b e r
Old Spice Stick Deodorant 
Old Spice M u s k  for Men 
Ban Roll On 
English L e a t h e r  Stick 
Menn e n  Sp e e d  Stick

$ 1. 1 0  
$ 1 . 1 0

.25

.50
$ 1.20 (plastic container only) 
$ 1.20 (plastic container only) 
$ 1.10 plastic container only) 
$1.15 (plastic container only) 
$ 1 .15 (plastic container only)



S U N D R Y  I T E M S  ( c o n t i n u e d )

Clearsil Acne M e d i c i n e  .95$
Noxzema $ 1.05
Ponds Va n i s h i n g  Cr e a m  $1.55
Jergens Hand Lotion • .656 & . 95<*;
Johnson's Baby Lotion $1.55
V a s eline Intensive Care Lotion $1.30 . /  ^
Vaseline Jelly , .601 ® / ' L '  ■ c l
Fingernail e~ . 3 5 $ ^
Shower Shoes (sm., med^, lrg.) .90$
Playing Cards, Poker & Pinochle .85$

CANDY 15$ Ears

Three Musketeers
Mounds
Almond Joy
Nestle Crunch
Chunky
Mars Almond
5th Avenue
Look
Pay Day

M & M Plain 
M & M Peanuts 
Snicker 
Milky Way 
Big Hunk 
Power House 
Bit-O-Honey 
Rocky Road 
Baby Ruth

CANDY 20$ Bars

Mr. Goodbar Hersheys Milk Chocolate
putterfinger Hersheys Almonds
Reese

CANDY (In Bags)

Sour Balls .50$
Splcettes ,60$
Orange Slices .65$
Chocolate Covered Raisins .65$
Chocolate Peanut Clusters $1.20

CANDY (Giant Bars)

Hershey, Plain & Almond) $1.00

MISCELLANEOUS

Lifesavers .15$
Certs , .15$

L i c o r i c e  , 1 5$



COOKIES

Figs .90$
Assorted .90$
Chocolate l*hlp .75
Granola .90$

STATIONARY & W R I T I N G  MATERIALS

Pap e r -Flat e— Pen ̂  $1.00
'''^"Ruied W r i t i n g  Tablet .60$
\ . " a p er-Mate— Pen-~Rerf-i-ii .75$
\ /  Pafrker^Penfc 3:1, $ 3.. 4 0

Envelopes 100 pack .60$
Pencils 6 pack .35$
Flair Rega.1 (blue or black ink) .40$
Flair H a r d h e a d  .55$

SOAP (Hand Sc Bath)

Dial .40$
Irish S p r i n g  .40$
S a f e g u a r d  .30$
Soap Dish .45$
Zest .40$
Ivory .20$
C learsil .50$

DENTAL CARE

T o o t h b r u s h  .60$
Denture B r u s h  .60$
Denture C l e a n s e r  .90$
C lose-up .70$
Crest ’ .70$
Colgate .70$
Ultr a b r l t e  .70$
Macleans .70$
Pearl Drops .90$

SHAMPOO, C O N D I T I O N E R  &..RINSE (Plastic Containers ONLY)

Protein 21 S h a mpoo .85$
Protein 21 C o nditioner $1.15
VO 5 Cre m e  Ri n s e  $1.00
VO 5 S h a m p o o  $1.15
VO 5 Hair Cr e m e  .95$
Herbal E s s e n c e  Shampoo $1.40 & .85$
Herbal E s s ence Creme Rinse $1.75
Sulpher 8 C o n d i t i o n e r  .90$
Prell .70$
Head & S h o u l d e r s  $1.05 & $1.50



Posner Borgnmcnt. / (*
. V.’ e 11 a Bn 1 s a m  Shamjaoo 
Wella Bal s a m  C o nditioner 
T e g r l n  
Baby Cha.upoo 
V u s o l i n e  Hair Creme 
V i t a l i s  Dry Lock 
B r y l c r c a m
Posner You n g  Br£ id 
H a i r s h e e n  Spray 
P r o tein 29 Clear gel 
E n g l i s h  L e a t h e r  Brlllatlne 
Ultra Sneen Protein Shampoo 

."••Afro Sh e e n  Comb .Easy

SNACKS

Potato Chips
Potato Chips, Barbequc
Cheese Bops
Corn Chips
Pretzels
Hot Sticks
Fat F r e d d i e
J erky
Pistachios 
Mixed Nuts 
Peanuts 
Cashews 
Corn Nuts



REPORT: Division of Correc t i o n s ,  State of Alaska, D e p a r t m e n t  of Health

and Social Servi c e s

FROM: Esther H e f f e r n a n ,  Postdoctoral Fellow, Boys Town C e n t e r  for the

Study o f  Youth D e v elopment, Catholic U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Amer i c a ,  

Was'ington, D. C.

RE: Women O f f e n d e r s  in the Alaska Criminal J u s t i c e  S y s t e m

DATE: Field V i s i t  - J u n e  24, 1979 thru July 2, 1979

Report Date: July 15, 1979

During the nine day fi e l d  v i s i t  wi t h  the Division o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  in A laska

I had the op p o r t u n i t y  to sp e a k  w i t h  a wide range o f  persons h o l d i n g  positions
%

w i t h i n  the Department o f  H e a l t h  a nd Social Services and the D i v i s i o n  of 

Corrections; with m e m b e r s  of the judicial branch; the g o v e r n o r ' s  office; members 

o f  the criminal j u s t i c e  f a c u l t y  at Anchorage; and with citi z e n s  a nd v o l u n t e e r  

groups concerned w i t h  c o r r e c t i o n s  in the state. During the p e r i o d  I also 

visited the probation and p a r o l e  o f f ices at Anchorage, and the facilities at 

E a g l e  River, the A n c h o r a g e  Annex, Ridgeview, McL a u g h l i n  Youth C e n t e r  and the 

Juneau Correctional Center. At Eagle River and at Ridgeview, w i t h  several 

visits, it was possible to I n t e r v i e w  a limited number o f  both s t a f f  and inmates. 

On June 27, I spoke w i t h  the R i d g e v i e w  Citizen's A d v i s o r y  Com m i t t e e ,  w h i l e  on 

J u n e  2G and June 29, I w as abl e  to meet with the newly f o r ming a d v i s o r y  group 

for planning for the w o m e n  o f f e n d e r  developed by the D i v i s i o n  o f  Corrections.

In every contact, I e x p e r i e n c e d  a real sense of h o s p i t a l i t y  and c ooperation 

in discussing both the p r o b l e m s  and possibilities regarding c o r r e c t i o n s  in 

general in Alaska, and for w o m e n  1n particular. In a ddition, I w as provided 

w i t h  m a terials on the c o m p o s i t i o n  and backgrounds of the o f f e n d e r  population 

in Alaska, reports on the E a g l e  River Correctional Center, the portion of the 

m a s t e r  plan cover i n g  female inmates and co-corrections; the C o r rectional



A c a c e m y  Program Review: Y e a r  T h r e e  Report; "Alaska: A  C o r r e c t i o n s  Challenge," 

by W i l l i a m  Huston and Michael G i l b e r t ;  the Report of the S t a t e w i d e  Conference 

on I n c a r ceration and Re-e n t r y  A l t e r n a t i v e s  1n 1978, and the 1977 Preliminary 

Study: The Status of Women in Alaska,

During this period I was c o n t i n u a l l y  impressed with the q u a l i t y  of both 

the persons serving the S t a t e  o f  A laska and of the c i t i z e n  groups, and of 

th e i r  mutual interest in p r o v i d i n g  good services within the c o n t e x t  of citizen 

s a f e t y  and inmate needs and rights. I was also very much aware of different 

emphasis on priorities among s e r v i c e s  provided both to the general public and 

inmates, and on a p p r o p r i a t e  types and levels o f  security required, Upon 

reflection, I r e a l i z e  that this m a y  be a function o f  the u nique r e s p o n r ibilities 

of t h e  Divis i o n 1 of C o r r e c t i o n s  in Alaska.

O v e r v i e w  and B a c k g r o u n d :

Alaska's territorial and late statehood status appears not to have 

p rovided the same d e g r e e  of di v e r s i t y ,  flexibility and "buffering" in contacts 

between the division of c o r r e c t i o n s ,  the judiciary and local law enforcement 

a gencies present in "the l o w e r  forty-eight" states. In m o s t  j u risdictions, 

local law enforcement agen c i e s  are responsible for d e tention facilities and 

a d m i n i s t e r  both pre-trial and m i s d e m e a n a n t  cases. As a c o n s e q u e n c e  there are 

s i g n i f i c a n t  differences b e t w e e n  jurisdictions 1n size, policies and laws 

enforced, al t e r n a t i v e  services, a nd security levels, wh i c h  r elate quite 

d i r e c t l y  to local c o m m u . i t y , not state or federal standards. In turn, 

ordinarily, state d i visions o f  correc t i o n s  deal with a m o r e  s table and known 

felon population on a s t a t e - w i d e  basis, with a focus cn programs, ndustries, 

and a range o f  facility types, including usually until recently, quite distinct
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facilities f or women. This is not the case in Alaska.

As a result o f  Alas k a ' s  structural "merging" of r e s p o n sibility for both 

local detention and p r o b a t i o n  and s t a t e-wide corrections at the state a d m i n i­

strat i v e  level, w i t h  close connections between law enforcement, c o r rections, 

and health and social services, there has been personnel recruitment fro m  all 

three sectors. As a consequence, there are multiple perspectives w i t h i n  the 

divi s i o n  of c o r r e c t i o n s  on the a p p r o p r i a t e  relationships and responsibility 

to the "public"— including the legislatrre, the judiciary, police, a t t o rneys, 

citizen groups, detainees, sentenced prisoners, and their families and friends. 

It appears that A l a s k a  has a rather unique dual orientation which reflects both 

the structural a nd personnel reilities of the system. One rcance emphasizes 

public service law e n f o r c e m e n t  in the c o n t e x t  of a high risk, crises e n v i r o n­

ment wi t h  the c o n s e q u e n t  perceived need f or highly expensive, totally s ecure 

detention f a c ilities as the focus of the correctional system. Concerns of 

this nature are c l e a r l y  indicated in the tabulated priority needs expressed 

for in-service training for correctional officers and other personnel. The 

ether, more traditional corrections and social service orientation, stresses 

planning diverse and m u l t i - s e c u r i t y  level programs and facilities, with 

emphasis on inmate needs and a range o f  possible income and program support 

resources. H i s t o rically, o u t side of probation services, wi t h  the exception 

o f  Palmer a n d  Eagle River, Alaska has been dependent on outside facilities 

for these programs, p a r t i c u l a r l y  for l o ng-term Inmates,

However, these dual orientations o p e r a t e  w ithin a division o f  correc t i o n s  

whi^i, because o f  historical circumstances, 1s neither closely related to the 

very diverse ("bush justice") and w i d e l y  sep a r a t e d  local communities wh i c h



form the state o f  Alaska; nor organized as a highly centralized system w i t h  

coordinated services, integrated programs and u n i f o r m  standards. However, 

within t h a last y e a r s  there has been an effort to d e v elop the latter. It 

appears, based on a range of interviews that the division acc u r a t e l y  could 

be described as a s et of probation and parole services closely linked in 

some areas with law e n f o r c e m e n t  personnel; and a set of r e l a tively au t o n o m o u s  

correctional facilities wit h  a wide range o f  functions, c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  levels, 

and highly limited space capa c i t y  for flexible services and programs. M o r e  

critically, the d i s c u s s i o n  encompasses a range o f  d i ffering policies regarding 

security needs, i n m a t e - s t a f f  relationships, and local community relations, 

combined with a b udget wh i c h  does not reflect increasing populations, costs, 

and communication needs, nor changes in programs and r e s p o nsibilities if the 

correctional services are to be provided w i t h i n  the state of Alaska,

Within this setting, there is a total capacity for less than fifty w o m e n  

(with fluctuating numbers in arrest and short-time detention), who are placed 

in small, highly s e g r e g a t e d  and limited facilities. Ridgeview, as a result of 

the harl work a nd c r e a t i v e  efforts of a concerned staff and a d v i s o r y  board, 

has been able to tran s c e n d  a facility wh o s e  construction in every w a y  m i l i t a t e s  

against program p o t e ntials which gen e r a l l y  have been avai l a b l e  in even the 

m o s t  limited w o m e n ' s  institutions. While small numbers have tended in m o s t  

states to restrict w o m e n  to a single institution, the result has been that 

women with both m i s d e m e a n a n t  and felon status, and w i t h  a wid e  range of s e n­

tence lengths, ages and "formal" c l a s s i fication and o f f ense types have of t e n  

\ housed together in m i n i m u m  security cottag e - t y p e  facilities w i t hout the 

e xpensive and u n n e c e s s a r y  h i g h - cecurity installations a s s o c i a t e d  in many persons'



minds w i t h  m a l e  facilities.

The ja i l / p r i s o n  c o m b i nation in A laska have tended to p r e v e n t  this t r a d i­

tion fro m  being present in the state, and a p p a rently has led to an e i t h e r / o r  

di c o t o m y  of release or probation, or high secu r i t y  segregated settings. At 

present, the options of s hared f a c i l i t i e s  a n d  resources or m i n i m u m  security 

c a m p / c o t t a g e  environments op e n  to programs and community w o r k  and study 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  are limited. As a c o n s e q u e n c e  in Alaska, w omen, w i t h i n  a c o r r e c­

tional s y s t e m  spending a very high per capita amount on them, para d o x i c a l l y ,  

r e c e i v e  a disc r i m i n a t o r y  m i n i m u m  o f  services in high r e s t r ictive environments. 

However, the very uniqueness of t h e  situ a t i o n  and the immediate need to address 

the ques t i o n s  of p rogramming for the woman offender, wit h  the te r m i n a t i o n  of 

the lease for the Ridgeview facility a n d  the authorization f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  may 

be a posi t i v e  value.

T h e  d iversity in Alaska, as well as its still recent " s t atehood," means 

that plann i n g  and structures can still be in their formative stage. With a 

re l a t i v e l y  small correctional s y s t e m  and the absence of a long trad i t i o n  and 

m a j o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  reflecting a p a r t i c u l a r  correctional o r i e n t a t i o n ,  it may be 

p o s s i b l e  to lay the gro u n d w o r k  f or some very creative s t r u ctures and programs,

A. s l ight historical digression, based on d ocumentary e v i d e n c e  f r o m  some research 

I am completing, m a y  provide soi’e helpful insights into A l a s k a ' s  situation. 

Inter e s t i n g l y  enough, Alaska's p r e s e n t - d a y  dilemma s and choices reflect some of 

the same problems faced, from the 1780's to the 1830's , by the the n  still "o r g a­

nizing" states o f  the new U n i t e d  States, in the d evelopment of th e i r  own "criminal 

j u s t i c e  systems."

It is not so w idely known t h a t  o u r  present network of ja i l s  and prisons 

are p a r t i a l l y  the result of the f usion of two quite dist i n c t  " i n s t i t u t i o n s " —
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the p rison and the w o r k h o u s e — as the c o n s e q u e n c e  of early 19th c e n t u r y  tax** 

payers revolts 1 The situation s h o u l d  p r o vide p r e s e nt-day l egislators and 

administrators w i t h  some c o n s o l a t i o n  that their position is not unique. The 

local w o r k house, w h i c h  was retained in the m o v e m e n t  from colonial to stat e h o o d  

status, often p e r f o r m e d  three functions f o r  the surrounding towns o r  counties.

It p r o v i d e d  emp l o y m e n t  for the poo r  and d e p e n d e n t  in "public p r o j e c t s "  o r  

through c o n t r a c t  labor. In times o f  u n e m p l o y m e n t  or distress, the w o r k h o u s e  

was often the m a j o r  locus of a m i x t u r e  o f  "poor relief" e f f orts in the c o m m u n i t y  

and its services wer e  recognized as a p r e v e n t a t i v e  al t e r n a t i v e  to the p e t t y  

thievery or public disorders which m i g h t  oc c u r  if the p o r  were not "cared 

for." At the s a m e  time, it was also the facility wh e r e  thi poor, the s e rvants, 

and the apprentices, convicted of pro p e r t y ,  debt, or "public order" offe n s e s
t

m i g h t  "work-off" by servitude, their fines a n d / o r  restitution payments; w h i l e  

propertied members o f  the c ommunity who c o m m i t e d  the same offenses paid o ff 

t heir "debt" to the com m u n i t y  o r  t h e i r  v i c t i m  from their own resources, The 

same workhouses w e r e  often also the local jail, holding p e r s o n s  w a i ting for 

trial when courts w e r e  not in session. In this form, the w o r k h o u s e s  w e r e  open 

institutions, w i t h  no distinctions in regard to age, sex o r  b a c k g r o u n d s ,  and 

easily a c c e s s i b l e  to family and friends. The ordinary d a i l y  act i v i t i e s  a nd 

family c o n t a c t s  (in some cases e n t i r e  families were p r e sent in the w o r k h o u s e ] ,  

continued, w h i l e  food, drink, companionshi; and recreation w e r e  as u n r e s t r i c t e d  

as the poverty or plenty of the "inhabitants" of the w o rkhouse/jail co u l d  p r o­

vide.

Immediately a f t e r  the revolution, the early state l e g i s l a t u r e s  began to 

m o v e  to c o d i f y  or place 1n s t a t u t o r y  form those portions of the civil a nd 

criminal tradition wh i c h  they w i s h e d  to m o d i f y  or retain from E n g lish coimion
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and statutory law, At t h e  s a m e  time, in determining the penalties in the 

criminal law, there was a m o v e  on the part of key political, business and 

religious leaders to e x p e r i m e n t  w i t h  "reforms'1 in criminal p u n i s h m e n t  1n 

an effort to r e s tore "law and order" af t e r  the revolution in a fo r m  wh i c h  w as 

not fully l egitimated o r  acce p t e d  by a significant n umber of persons of v aried 

political, economic and religious backgrounds.

One of the m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  reforms, for future corrections, was the d e c i­

sion to substitute for capital pu n i s h m e n t  or banishment, i m p r i s o n m e n t  c f  the 

o f f e n d e r  in a lmost t o t a l l y  isol a t e d  solitary confinement, stri p p e d  of all b ut 

t he m i n i m u m  requi r e m e n t s  for physical and mental survival, As it was planned, 

when, as a result o f  the intense d eprivation of solitary imprisonment, there 

w a s  c l e a r  evidence of a "breaking o f  the will" and the p r e s e n c e  o f  "sincere 

repentence" w i t h i n  the prisoner, "counselors" or overseers a p p o i n t e d  by the 

legislatures from " p h i l a n t h r o p i c  societies" composed of m e m b e r s  drawn fr o m  the 

e c o n o m i c  and religious lea d e r s h i p  groups of the state, w e r e  to recommend the 

prisoner's release through a request f or a pardon to be g r a nted by the governor, 

This punishment, t h e y  a r g ued, w o u l d  be more "terror-provoking" for both the 

c o n d e m n e d  and for the p o t e n t i a l l y  law-rejecting public than a public e x e c u t i o n  

or banishment, w h i c h  of t e n  e voked sympathy for the condemned from the onlookers, 

and in some cases, public d i s o r d e r  w ithin the local community. C o n s equently, 

the initial legislative intent, exp r e s s e d  at the time o f  the erec t i o n  r *-he 

state prisons, was that they were to house prisoners w h o  un d e r  earlier 

statutes wo u l d  hav e  bee n  c o n v i c t e d  of offenses which c a r r i e d  a death sentence. 

However, the building a n d  m a i n t a i n i n g  o f  these institutions, w h c h  occured 

in mo s t  of the states, Involved w h a t  was considered in those days immense sums 

o f  m o ney--often a m a j o r  portion o f  the state budget!



As a result of a r a t h e r  c o m plex set o f  factors, in some of the states, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  Pennsylvania, M a s s a c h u s e t t s  and Mew York, w o r khouses and prisons 

w e r e  c o m b i n e d  and set up as centers of cont r a c t  labor. The state legislatures 

a r g u e d  that the local c o m m u n i t i e s  could not afford to s u p p o r t  the m u l t i p l i c a­

tion o f  local facilities to p e r f o r m  the three functions of the workhouse, 

w h e n  at the same time t he taxpayers had sunk their resources into wh a t  seemed 

an enormous Inv e s t m e n t  and c o n s t a n t  e x p e n s e — the state penitentiary. At the 

sa m e  time in the a p p l i c a t i o n  of the revised codes, the criminal offense of 

"vagrancy" was often a p p l i e d  to the status o f  "unemployed," w h i l e  the practices 

o f  g a thering from or using the "common lands" was affected by new civil 

d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  "private" property, w h i c h  resulted in additional definitions 

o f  w h a t  c o n s t ituted "theft." These r e - defined offe n s e s  m o v e d  some of the 

"poor and dependent" potential inhabitants of the w o r k h o u s e  into the category 

of "criminals," e l i g i b l e  for the new w o r k h o u s e/prisons.

A  continuing d e b a t e  a r o s e  as to w h e t h e r  the "new prisons" should be run 

as w o r k h o u s e s  or penitent i a r i e s ,  or both. In the wak e  of the constant debate 

on their purposes and continual changes in a d m inistrations and construction, 

w i t h  "conflicting arch i t e c t u r e s "  of soli t a r y  cells or c o n g regate areas, the 

n e w  prisons became centers of cons t a n t  unrest. Resentful prisoners, who 

e a r l i e r  wo u l d  have w o r k e d  o u t  their fines o r  r e s t i tution payments within the 

r e l a t i v e l y  free e n v i r o n m e n t  o f  the w o r khouse, found t h e m selves now sentenced 

to the solitude and d e p r i v a t i o n  o f  the prison for the condemned, combined and 

i d e n tified w i t h  v i o l e n t  persons m u t u a l l y  feared by both Inmates and guards.

As a co n s e q u e n c e  of t he p r isoners’open and covert r e s istence to these "new 

p risons" a nd their c h a n g i n g  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  policies, the prisoners' behavior 

o f t e n  reinforced the public view of their "dangerousnoss", and the need for
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and form of the “prison system" b e came a fact o f  life. At the same time, 

the concept o f  r estitution tended to be lost sight o f — since "condemned

WCT6
persons"/in no posi t i o n  to provide payments,

This m i x e d  heritage of prisons as places o f  "terror," as place s to "pay 

off ones debts," as "social service centers" as well as places for det a i n e e s  

before trial, has continued. Where res o u r c e s  and populations art. available, 

these " m u l t i - functions" are often d i s t i n g u i s h e d  by the use of ela b o r a t e  

"classification" systems, wit h  p r ovision for sepa r a t e  facilities and programs 

based on a w i d e  range of criteria and "reh a b i l i t a t i o n  needs" often u n r e l a t e d  

to the original o f f e n s e  or the s i tuation o f  the person involved. In ot h e r  

states and localities, w h e r e  resources or n u m bers are lacking, the m u l t i -  

functions a r e  still m e r g e d  in the single institution. Tradi t i o n a l l y  this 

has often been the cas e  for women, always r e l a t i v e l y  small in n u m b e r  and p r e­

dominantly from the given "minorities" of the time and place. A f t e r  ini t i a l l y  

sharing both the wor k h o u s e s  and the p e n i t e n t i a r i e s  wit h  the men, they wer e  

later, as w e r e  the children, separated and s e g r e g a t e d  "for their own p r o t e c t i o n . "  

In addition, the w o m e n  wer e  perceived as "more dif f i c u l t  to handle by any but 

their own sex" and "needing special care."

Alaska, as a "new" state, is now facing all of these d i l e m m a s - - w i t h  

limited resources, facilities a nd numbers, and wit h  diverse legal and "justice" 

traditions. But perhaps, wit h  the e x p e r i e n c e  o f  some of these historical r e a l i­

ties available, Alaska, in planning for c o r r e c t i o n s  within the state, m a y  

explore some a l t e r n a t i v e  choices.

R e c o n m e n d a t i o n s :

Within this context, the following suggestions, based on the field visits
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in Alaska, and e x p e r i e n c e  in other juris d i c t i o n s  concerned wit h  the same 

issues, m a y  be of help in formulating programs and policies affecting the 

division of c o r r e c t i o n s  as a whole, as well as m o r e  specifically for the 

woman o f f e n d e r  w h o  m a y  be equally or even mor e  affected by the broader o p e r a­

tions of the d i v i s i o n  than her m a l e  counterpart,

General Programs a n d  Policies:

1. D e v e l o p m e n t  of a liaison structure b e t ween the judiciary and the

division of c o r r e c t i o n s  to examine:

a. the potential consequences for the division of corrections 

o f  the implementation of the new criminal code.

b. the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of o r  impact on facilities and services of

a p a t tern of sentencing or a p a r t i c u l a r  sentence in a given 

j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  as well as the i mplementation of any 'ourt 

or d e r s  directed to the division.

c. the pro v i s i o n  for mo n i t e r i n g  of the division of c o r r e c t i o n ' s  

r e s p o n s e  to par t i c u l a r  judicial recommendations in sentencing; 

the f e a s i bility o f  certain requests for services or programs, 

a n d  the d e v e l opment of channels for the routine n o t ification of 

the j u d g e  w h e n  changes are mad e  in the status o f  prisoners 

s e n t e n c e d  in their court.

2. C o n t i n u e d  legislative examin a t i o n  of the p o s s i bility of d e c r i m i n a l i z­

ing, w i t h o u t  legalizing, drug abuse and p r o s cribed sexual behavior wh i c h  does 

not Involve c o e r c i o n ,  wi t h  a s e n s i tivity to va r i a t i o n s  in local c o mmunity 

standards. T h e s e  legisl a t i v e  changes could Include mand a t e d  health and social 

services, but w i t h o u t  the use of the criminal sanction, and the services



and facilities of the division o f  correction,

3. Development of "client service" arrangements with state health and 

social services, education and emp l o y m e n t  agencies which w o u l d  p r o vide in 

their budgets and staff time for 2 mor e  specialized services w h i c h  persons 

"commited to the care of the stats" have a r^ght to obtain, but which, for 

small numbers and specia l i z e d  needs, the division o f  c o r r e c t i o n s  finds d i f f i­

cult to provide effectively and efficiently. This Is p a r t i c u l a r l y  the case 

when, with rising costs, these needs are in "competition" wi t h  the more critical 

obligation o f  the division of corrections to provide the basic necessities of 

a deq u a t e  food, shelter and physical protection. A t  the same time, p a r t i c u l a r  

state services mi g h t  be placed at a given facility, as a governmental location 

in the community, to be ma d e  avai l a b l e  to other clients 1n the local area.

For example, in the Illinois correctional system, the m i n i m u m - s e c u r i t y  facility 

at Vienna provides space for the local vocational-technical college, shared 

by both the Inmates and the ad u l t  population of the educational district in 

a mutua l l y  s a tisfactory jrrangement. It might be noted that the Institution 

is placed in a predonr.lantly w h i t e  rural southern Illinois county, while a 

significant number of the Inmates are from black and S p a n i s h - s p e a k i n g  up­

state urban backgrounds, For a period the Institution included both men and 

a relatively small number of wo m e n  inmates. The d emand for the w o m en's 

housing unit, w h i c h  could a c c o m o d a t e  a larger n umber of m e n  from the rapidly 

increasing mal e  population in the system, led to their withdrawal from the 

Institution.

4. Internal policy formulation by the division o f  c o r r e c t i o n s  w i t h i n  

the fo’lowlng a reas-which m a y  require some legislative o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  code 

changes as well:



D evelopment of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  policies in r egard to security 

levels, e l i g i b i l i t y  for study, w o r k  and coimiunity service release, 

and furlough status, wh i c h  reflect the f l e x i b i l i t y  and creativity 

possible with Alaska's w i d e l y  diverse and r e l a t i v e l y  small p o p u­

lation. There 1s little need for the use of s y s t e m - w i d e  standards 

d e veloped in o t h e r  j u r i s d ictions, based on o f f e n s e - t y p e  and time- 

in-sentence status, wh i c h  are often j u s t i f i e d  by statistical 

probab i l i t y  studies derived from large populations and i n a ppro­

pria t e l y  a p p lied to individual cases or d i s s i m i l a r  correctional 

environments. It is p a r t i c u l a r l y  u n n e c e s s a r y  in Alaska, given the 

small number of resources and a mo r e  personal knowledge of the 

offender, to be locked into a rigid c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system. 

M o d i f i c a t i o n  of e x i s t i n g  policies in all facilities regarding 

segregation or "sight and sound" restrictions based on the age or 

sex of detainees or offenders, in order to p r o vide for sharing of 

facility programs, services and "common" areas. Wh i l e  ensuring 

the degree of privacy and personal p r o t ection which 1s the r e s p o n­

sibility of any correctional s ystem for aJJ[ persons, modification 

o f  this policy makes possible the shared use of facilities without

(1) the e x c e s s i v e  cost o f  total d uplication o f  staff, space and 

program, or

(2) placing j u v e n i l e s  and women as "minorities" In a "competitive" 

situation w i t h  males for limited visiting, recreational or 

program space; or

(3) total restriction, 1n some instances, o f  j u veniles and women 

to h i g h l y  inappropriate, essent i a l l y  m a x i m u m  s e c u r i t y  solitary
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confinement.

The 1977 report on t he status of wo m e n  in A l a s k a  noted the practical c o n s e­

quences in A l aska of t h e  contin u a t i o n  of present "sight and sound"' restrictions, 

M a n y  of these poli c i e s  r e garding segregation by sex or age developed in systems 

w h e r e  large n u m b e r  o f  inmates did not ma k e  the d uplication of services based 

on a variety of " c l a s s i f i c a t i o n "  criteria p r o h i b i t i v e l y  e x pensive or e x c e s s i v e l y  

restrictive, or w h e r e  "holding" inmates in s o l i d a r y  c o n f i n e m e n t  was the defined 

function of the c o rrectional system.

c. S y s t e m a t i c  p l a n n i n g  for increased a v a i l a b i l i t y  of telephone c o n t a c t

as well as visitii.d space and time in or d e r  to o ffset the greater

d istances b e t w e e n  facilities, family memb e r s ,  and home residence 

than ex i s t  in m o r e  "compact" jurisdictions. Tel e p h o n e  contact,

in partic u l a r ,  can lessen anxiety rega r d i n g  family, employment, 

etc., w h i c h  o t h e r w i s e  can lead to increased secu r i t y  risks a nd/or 

medical problems.

d. D e v e l o p m e n t  o f  in-service staff programs to cont i n u e  the emphasis

of the d i v i s i o n  o f  corrections on personnel education, but also to 

provide o p p o r t u n i t i e s  to examine, react to and m o d i f y  suggested 

changes in p o l i c y  1n the division. At the same time, a variety of 

public reso u r c e s  should be used to d e v e l o p  public c o n s ideration o f  

correctional policies. The e x cellent e x a m p l e  of the Eagle River 

and R i d g e v i e w  a d v i s o r y  committees, and the state wi d e  correctional 

issues c o n f e r e n c e  should provide r e sources for the systematic 

d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  volunteers, church and c o m m u n i t y  organi z a t i o n  c o n­

tacts and a c o o p e r a t i v e  r e lationship with the mass media and the public 

press. C h a n g e s  in policy and programs should also be a ccompanied
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by planning to p r o vide st a f f  choice of positions and programs which 

reflect m o s t  a d e q u a t e l y  their own orient a t i o n  to correctional needs.

The diverse res p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of the division of corrections should 

be supportive of a range o f  skills and perspectives. Changes in 

policy in regard to the us* of s hared resources requires a c o n s i d e r a­

tion of the hiring and j cb responsibilities for both men and womer. 

employees in aVl_ °f the facilities and positions o f  the division.

The range of c o u r t  decisions involving both job d i s c r i mination and 

privacy Issues m a y  m a k e  this a d i f f i c u l t  area, b ut ont which should 

be s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  implemented.

Policy and Programs for the Woman O f f e n d e r ;

The following series of comments and r e c ommendations are addressed to the 

issues directly a f f e c t i n g  the wo m a n  offe n d e r  and are o r d e r e d  in relation to 

d ecison points along the s y s t e m  o f  criminal j u s tice in Alaska.

1, A  judical c o n f e r e n c e  is needed to c o n s i d e r  the d i r e c t  implications of 

the new criminal cod e  for the woman offender. In o t h e r  j u r i s d ictions, a 

decre a s e  in the d i s c / e t l o n a r y  power of the judges or the adoption of a policy of 

sentence equalization, has led to an increasing pro p o r t i o n  of wo m e n  offenders 

sentenced and comm i t e d  to prison terms than was the case in the more recent 

decades before the latest revisions of the criminal codes. Since, with the 

noted exception of m l n o r l t y - m e m b e r s h i p  women, there has been tendency more 

f r e q uently to release o r  place w o m e n  on p r o b a t i o n a r y  status, the introduction 

of the new code may hav e  a m o r e  s ignificant e f f e c t  on w o m e n  than men. It 1s 

critical that these poss i b l e  c o n sequences be examined by both the judges and 

the division of c o r rections, r a t h e r  than have a s i g n i f i c a n t  change 1n the 

number o f  women conmited, w i t h o u t  preliminary budgetory, personnel and diver-



s ion p r o g r a m / f a c i l i t y  planning occuring,

2. It appears, from the i n t e r ' i e w  data, that probation is w i d e l y  and 

well use d  for the woman o f f e n d e r  in Alaska, M o s t  of the wo m e n  for w h o m  it is 

a p p r o p r i a t e  are being or have been p laced on probation, If policy changes in 

this area a re considered, they m i g h t  involve g r e ater use of court su p e r v i s i o n  

of r e s t i t u t i o n  arrangements, and a decr e a s e  in direct probation supervision. 

R e - a r r e s t  m i g h t  be defined as the basis for revocation of probation, w i t h o u t  

the use of p r o b a t i o n a r y  su p e r v i s i o n  e xcept for cases where the nature of the 

terms o f  p r o b a t i o n  m a k e  it appropriate. These cases might well involve the use 

of personnel in alcohol, drug, mental health, employment or family c o u n s e l i n g  

s t a t e  o r  c o m m u n i t y  agencies, as well as personnel within the division of 

c o r r e c t i o n s  itself.

3. As m e n t i o n e d  above, all det e n t i o n  facilities should cons i d e r  m o d i f y i n g  

" s ight and sound" restrictions to a s s u r e  the m a x i m u m  use of all areas, programs 

and s e r v i c e s  by both m en and w o m e n  deta i n e d  there. The present use of a m a g i s­

trate w i t h i n  or in close c o n tact v/ith the institution to lessen the nece s s a r y  

time of d e t e n t i o n  is an exce l l e n t  practice, and should be provided in every 

j u r i s d i c t i o n .  Jail personnel, b e c a u s e  of their close contact wi t h  a wid e  

range o f  persons, frequently in crisis situations, should be e x c e p t i o n a l l y  

well p r e p a r e d  to meet e m e r g encies w h i l e  remaining very sensitive to the r e a c­

tions w h i c h  m a y  oc c u r  in a jail setting. It is probably one of the mo s t  

d e m a n d i n g  pos i t i o n s  w i t h i n  the d ivision, and should be c o n sidered in that light 

both in p r e p a r a t i o n  for p lacement and in J ob classifications. In the d e v e l o p­

me n t  o f  the pre-trial facility in Anchorage, and 1n the m o d i f i c a t i o n  or 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  new facilities in ot h e r  parts o f  Alaska, the planning should 

r e q uire the use o f  space and m a t e r i a l s  in such a way that the m o s t  "normal" 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and accorcnodations are present, w i t h  adequate space for visiting,



counseling, recreation, religious services, exercise and dining, as well as 

provision for privacy and protection. P a r t i c u l a r  care should be taken to 

provide medical services, and for social services that can ensure iimiediate 

and a d e q u a t e  family contacts.

4, Planning should begin i mmediately for the development of conmunlty 

correctional c e n t e r s — o r  the extension o f  and close m o n itoring o f  present 

cont r a c t  half - w a y  h o u s e s — to provide three s e r vice functions:

a. re-entry houses for w o m e n  w h o  have been serving sentences in 

o t h e r  facilities and need to develop wor k  and comm u n i t y  contact 

in p reparation for release.

b. c e n t e r  for the serving of m i s d e m e a n a n t  sentences v/hich involve 

wor k  or community service u n d e r  supervision and/or residential 

restrictions.

c. m i n i m u m  security centers for women with felony convictions, w i t h  

work, study or c ommunity service status.

A c e n t e r  o r  centers o f  this type is p a r t i c u l a r l y  crucial for the A n chorage 

area and should be an integral part o f  any planning connected with the phasing 

out of the Rid g e v i e w  facility. The c e n t e r  might include rooms and services 

for both men and women, or involve sepa r a t e  residences, and accommodations 

also for children. An additional a l t e r n a t i v e  for women eligible for study 

release wo u l d  bo the use of one wing of female cottage at M c L a u g h l i n  Youth 

Center, w h i c h  is p r esently being restored. The provision for facilities for 

y o u t h  in o t h e r  parts o f  the state m a y  lessen the need for the full use of the 

M c L a u g h l i n  Center. The use of the resources of the institution for the y o u t h -  

fUi offenders, w i t h i n  an age range fairly close to the ages of the young



17

w o m e n  p r esently at M c L a u g h l i n  (or an o l d e r  woman whose pla c e m e n t  there ivould 

be appropriate), in close prox i m i t y  to the educational resources of the 

co m m u n i t y  college and the university, is a real advantage, In addition, 

co n t a c t  between the adoles c e n t s  at the youth c e n t e r  and women w h o  have had 

a mo r e  m a t u r e  e x p e rience w i t h  the criminal j u s t i c e  system m ay al s o  provide some 

ef f e c t i v e  and positive c o u n s e l i n g — as experience in other institutions has 

shown.

5. Planning should begin immediately for a women's correctional i n s t i­

tution for Alaska, for w o m e n  w h o s e  sentences m a k e  open c o m m u n i t y  placement- 

inadvisable. In or d e r  to share and supplement existing r e sources and programs, 

the unit mi g h t  be placed at e i t h e r  the Eagle River or P almer correctional 

centers. At e ither location, the women's institution should be org a n i z a t i o n a l l y  

distinct, with clas s i f i c a t i o n  levels, programs a nd policies dev e l o p e d  which 

reflect the differing functions o f  the women's institution. However, both 

men and women's units should be adm i n i s t r a t i v e l y  coordinated, w i t h  the shared 

and common use of the exis t i n g  and expanded food, educational, work, r e c r e a­

tional, medical, and p r o gram area and services. The c h oice of e ither location 

w o u l d  require careful plan n i n g  and o r ganization and ext e n s i v e  In-service staff 

p r e p a ration and inmate cooperation, w i t h  policy de v e l o p m e n t  to ensure that the 

c h a nges would not endan g e r  or restrict the present functions and programs of 

e i t h e r  Palmer o r  Eagle River, but wo u l d  provide a greater n u m b e r  of services 

and resources for both men and women.

At Eagle River, one of the two pre-planned cottage locations coul^ be 

used for the women's unit. W h i l e  the present architectural plans include four 

"wings" in each cottage, each p r oviding housing for ten inmates, the plan could 

be m o d i f i e d  to re-design one of the wings for additional space for internal
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p r o g r a m  and admin i s t r a t i v e  use, w h i l e  one of the housing wings m i g h t  include 

un o b t r u s i v e  security p r o visions w h i c h  mi g h t  be needed to provide for the w i d e r  

range of c lassification levels in the women's unit,

The Eagle River service areas are a l r eady w e l l - d e s i g n e d  for supervision, 

and should not require the use of additional staff n or the d e v e l opment of 

restri c t i v e  policies. Based on field data from ot h e r  shared facilities, c o n­

sistent e nforcement of general p olicy regarding a p p r o p r i a t e  inmate and staff 

relationships has g enerally been found to be a su f f i c i e n t  guideline, p a r t i c u l a r­

ly w h e r e  there is p r ovision f or regular family contacts and a range of programs 

w i t h  c o mmunity groups to provide relational options.

However, there is al s o  a need for the Division of C o r r e ctions to expand 

the Eagle River facility for the use of a mal e  population, following its
f

original planning and construction. In addition, the c o n t i n u e d  informal 

specua l t i o n  and mor e  formal d i s c u s s i o n  of the poss i b l e  p l a c e m e n t  of women 

in the Eagle River facilitywitr.out clearly delineating procedures, time

tables or possible o r ganizational structures, has c r e a t e d  appre h e n s i o n s  on the

part o f  staff, inmates and persons concerned wit h  both Eagle River and R i d g e­

view, wh i c h  even with careful plan n i n g  and coordi n a t e d  e f f o r t  m a y  be d i fficult 

to allay. And, of course, its original architectural p l a n n i n g  did not a n t i­

cipat e  it possible shared use.

W h i l e  Its location Is f a r t h e r  from Anchorage, the use o f  the resources 

at P a l m e r  might provide a d e s i r a b l e  alternative to consider. In this case, 

the const r u c t i o n  o f  a needed s e r v i c e  area for programs, health, recreation, 

visiting, dining and educational purposes wo u l d  be m u t u a l l y  beneficial for 

b oth the men and the women, At the same time, an o rganizational separate but 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  co o r d i n a t e d  un i t  for housing and internal p r o g r a m  needs for
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a p p r o x i m a t e l y  twenty women could be d e s i g n e d  and constructed, using the resources 

of the present camp. Again, w i t h i n  the women's unit, careful planning could 

provide the r e sources for flexibility in c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and secu r i t y  needs, w i t h­

in the t r a d i t i o n a l l y  open environment o f  the P a l m e r  Camp. There mi g h t  als o  be 

instances w h e n  w o m e n  eligible for wo r k  release m i g h t  find the c a m p / f a r m  pla c e m e n t  

mor e  a p p r o p r i a t e  than the Anch o r a g e  c o m m u n i t y  correctional center. As at Eagle 

River, the educational and c o mmunity groups in t he Palmer area, as well as the 

Ridgeview's c i t i z e n  advisory comm i t t e e  s h o u l d  be involved in the p r o g r a m  c o m p o­

nents of the e x p a n d e d  facilities and is integral members oi the plan n i n g  process.

The c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of both P almer and Eagle River as a location for the 

women's -nit should provide some o p p o r t u n i t y  to cons i d e r  the positive a nd n e g a­

tive aspects of each location in regard to organizational structures, p r o g r a m  

resources, c o m m u n i t y  responsiveness, and the future flexible use or expa n s i o n  

o f  the facilities. E i t h e r  choice should involve the careful d e v e l o p m e n t  of 

policies r e g a r d i n g  health care, family c ontacts, c o ordination o f  d i ffering 

clas s i f i c a t i o n  levels, program and industries development, s t a f f  r e s p o n s i b i l i­

ties, etc., w h i c h  will be required in the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l y  mor e  complex shared 

facilities.

6. Finally, there may be some need to use o u t - o f - s t a t e  facilities wh e n  

special needs r e q u i r e  it. This m a y  involve s i t u ations where the actual r e s i­

dence or p o s t - r e l e a s e  placement will be o u t s i d e  the state, or w h e r e  the resources 

of a larger or s p e c i a l i s e d  institution m a y  be desirable. However, these p l a c e­

ments s hould be an exception, and long term sentences should never be e q u ated 

with the need for high security or isolation.

In the d e v e l o p m e n t  of a t i m e -table for the d evelopment of the correctional 

options for women, the planning and c o n s t r u c t i o n  times for the A n c h o r a g e  p r e­

trial d e tention facility, the comm u n i t y  correctional centers, and the w o m en's
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correctional unit at e ither Eagle River or P a l m e r  may not coinc i d e  w i t h  the 

phasing out of the multi-functional faci l i t y  for women at Ridgeview, As far 

as possible, the planning should provide for as little “temporary" housing 

and p l acement as possible. Tf necessary, pre-trail detention for the short 

period before the phasing in of the n e w p r e - t r a i l  faci l i t y  m i g h t  take place at 

the Anch o r a g e  Annex, but only with changes in "sight and sound" r e strictions 

that w o u l d  a ssure the full use of the adm i t t e d l y  limited resources of the 

facility and w i t h i n  the context of an exte n s i v e  in-service p r o gram at the 

detention c e n t e r  on s t a f f - i n m a t e — public relationships.

C o n c l u s i o n :

There is a tendency, built into the very n a ture of r e p o r t -writing and 

organizational planning, to obscure the very r e a lity w h i c h  it is supposed to 

render i n t elligible and hopefully make a little better. T he "reality," o f  

course, is that a great deal isn't very inte. 1 igible. We are a l l — on both 

"sides" of "the la w " — trying to m u d d l e  through, wit h  a fair level of good 

intentions, wit h  limited resources and structur e s ' t h a t  don't mak e  much 

sense but which w e  can't change easily, with d i ffering degrees of fatigue 

and faith, o p t i m i s m  and pessimism, and the need to have some hope. The 

"choices" still remain difficult, very little turns out to be "neat and c lean, 

and under s t a n d i n g  and c o m passion are probably the mos t  precious o f  human gi f t s  

There is real evid e n c e  of the latter's presence w i t h i n  "the system" in A l a s k a ,  

and that is prob a b l y  the mos t  critical factor in the "success" of the p l a n n i n g  

for women in co r r e c t i o n s  in the state.
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FORWARD

PEOPLE A R E  ABLE TO LIVE IN PEACE AND HARMONY 
ONLY SO LONG AS THEY RESPECT RIGHTS A N D  RES­
PONSIBILITIES THROUGH THE E N F O R C E M E N T  OF C E R­
TAIN RULES. IN A  RESTR I C T E D  COMMUNITY SUCH AS 
AN INSTITUTION, THERE IS EVEN A GREATER N EED 
FOR PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF AN INDIVIDUAL.
IT IS NECESSARY, THEREFORE, THAT EVERY INMATE 
BE REQUIRED TO OBSERVE A L L  RULES OF THE I N STIT­
UTION. FOR FAILURE TO DO SO, HE SHALL BE 
SUBJECT TO DIS CIPLINARY ACTIONS.

EACH INMATE SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR INFORMING 
H I M S E L F  CONCERNING THE RULES OF THE INSTITUTION. 
IGNORANCE O F  THE RULES SHALL N O T  BE ACCEPTED 
AS AN E XC USE FOR VIOLATION. EACH INMATE SH ALL 
READ CAREFU LLY THE INSTITUTION RULES AND R E G U L­
ATIONS PRESCR I B I N G  HIS DUTIES A N D  OBLIGATIONS AS 
AN INMATE. IF AN INMATE IS UNABLE TO READ, HE 
SHALL R E QUEST THAT A COUNSELOR O R  O F F I C E R  OF 
THE INSTITUTION READ AND EXPLAIN THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS TO HIM. WHEN AN INMATE IS IN DOUBT 
CONCERNING THE INTENT OF THE RULES, HE SHALL 
REQUEST AN E X P L A N A T I O N  FRO M A COUN SELOR OR 
OFFICER.

TED COREY
A S S I S T A N T  DIRECTOR


