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This dissertation investigates the phenomenon of inmates voluntarily forgoing
early release from prison via parole and instead spending the remainder of their time
behind bars. The study highlights how these individuals fare in the community in regards
to recidivism after their eventual release. This research allows for a first look into the
characteristics of this population, adds to the growing body of knowledge about parole
supervision, and illuminates for New Jersey policy makers the effects of allowing
inmates to refuse parole.

The investigation was accomplished through an analysis of archival data from the
New Jersey Department of Corrections (NJDOC) and the New Jersey State Parole Board
(NJSPB). Data were utilized to explore a cohort of previously incarcerated persons
returning to New Jersey communities in the year 2005. The analysis compared three
different groups within this cohort. Groups include: (1) those who are released from the
custody of the NJDOC before the expiration of their sentence via the discretion of the
NJSPB and are subjected to a period of parole, (2) those who are not released to parole
because of parole denial, and (3) those who are not released to parole supervision because
of a voluntary denial of parole consideration on the part of the inmate. The primary
outcome, recidivism, was measured in three ways: (1) rearrest, (2) reconviction, and (3)

reincarceration for new crimes.
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Results indicate that those who were paroled were less involved in post release
criminal activity when compared to the other two groups. However, those who
voluntarily spent the rest of their sentence in an incarcerated setting were not
significantly more involved in post release criminal activity than those who maxed out of
prison due to parole denial. Voluntary and involuntary max outs evidenced similar
characteristics in regards to several important variables used to predict recidivism. This
evidences that if the ability to decide to forgo parole consideration were taken away from
New Jersey inmates, it is unlikely that this population would be granted parole by the
releasing authorities of the NJSPB. Policy issues for both the NJSPB as well as the local

criminal justice system are discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This dissertation is designed to add to the growing body of knowledge about pa-
role supervision and to add insight into the effects of the decision making of individuals
returning from an incarcerated setting back to our communities. This study will focus on
the phenomenon of incarcerated individuals voluntarily forgoing early release through
parole and remaining imprisoned until the expiration of their sentence. This research will
focus on how these individuals fare in the community after their release.

In New Jersey, an incarcerated person can be released from a state prison via
several different mechanisms. Broadly, the individual can either be released from prison
with or without a period of parole supervision. Within these two broader categories, a
person can either be released to community supervision via a decision rendered by the
New Jersey State Parole Board (NJSPB), the person can be released to a mandatory term
of community supervision via a statutory function (e.g., the No Early Release Act for
violent offenders and Parole and Community Supervision for Life for sex offenders), they
can be released from prison at the expiration of their sentence as a function of a
discretionary denial of a parole period from the NJSPB, they can max out due to
statutorily defined parole ineligibility which is attached to their offense of conviction, or
the individual can choose to reject their own parole eligibility and leave prison at the
expiration of their sentence without a period of community supervision. These
individuals who voluntarily remain in prison until the expiration of their sentence, who
forgo an early release at the discretion of a Parole Board and subsequent community

supervision by the Division of Parole, are the primary focus of this study.



The primary outcome is recidivism. Two comparison groups are used.
Individuals who voluntarily max out their sentence in prison are contrasted with (1)
individuals who max out their sentence as a function of denial of a discretionary parole,
and (2) those who are released through discretionary parole. Individuals who are placed
on community supervision per a mandatory statutorily defined requirement and
individuals who max out due to parole ineligibility are not included in this study.
Recidivism is measured in three ways: (1) rearrest, (2) reconviction, and (3)
reincarceration for new crimes. Study units are considered at risk for recidivism between
the day of their release in 2005 to the date that recidivism data was gathered (January 25,
2009). This will allow for the analysis of approximately three years of follow-up data.
Technical violations of parole are not considered as recidivism because a technical parole
violation is not a viable outcome for either of the max out groups under exploration.
However, those that receive technical violations and are returned to custody, and as a
result, are no longer at risk of being rearrest, reconvicted, or reincarcerated for a new
crime had the time they spend “not at risk” accounted for. For these individuals both the
follow-up time and time to failure were reduced by the number of days spent back in

prison for the technical violation (Bales et al., 2005).



Studying the voluntary max out population is important for several reasons. First,
there is no criminological research that highlights how this group fares upon reintegration
into the community. Studies of recidivism comparing those who are released to a period
of parole supervision to those who are not released to supervision are relatively few in
number both in national and local contexts. There is currently no empirical research that
investigates individuals who max out by their own volition versus those who max out as a
function of parole denial, and those who are released via discretionary parole in terms of
success within the communities to which they return.

Second, investigating how these individuals fare will provide empirical evidence

for New Jersey policy makers about the effects of allowing prison inmates to

forgo parole, and, by extension, will provide insight into the effects of releasing
individuals to parole supervision as a part of a step down approach to prisoner

reintegration. It is well recognized within the criminological literature that a

period of supervision can allow a reintegrating individual to have greater access to

community—based services and provides for a more structured approach to
reentry. Individuals who max out of prison and who are not under parole
supervision are not able to access as many community resources as those who go

through a period of parole.



Through the process of parole a parole officer aids returning ex-prisoners on their
caseloads to obtain gainful employment, secure housing, means of transportation
and obtain viable identification, and strengthen social relationships with their
families and loved ones. Simultaneously, the parole officer maintains public
safety through ensuring that the parolee maintains a law-abiding lifestyle. Those
who forgo the parole process, like all state prisoners, have been disconnected
from society and experience an extremely regimented lifestyle while incarcerated.
By allowing inmates to refuse parole, policy makers are precluding many
reintegrating offenders from social services that are available through parole and
are potentially putting public safety at risk by not supervising these individuals.
Essentially, those who max out of prison go from absolute incapacitation in an
absolutely controlled environment in prison one day to absolute freedom within
the community the next day. A step down approach through parole supervision
allows greater control within this process, can increase the reintegrating
population’s access to services they need to succeed within the community, and
can ensure greater public safety. This research allows for a first look into how
two different groups of people who leave our prisons without supervision fare in
the community. To this end, this study will provide the NJSPB and NJ policy
makers with useful information about the possible repercussions of allowing these
individuals to make such a choice. This research will provide empirical evidence
to larger policy discussions currently taking place in NJ about extending a period
of parole supervision to all previously incarcerated persons as a part of a step

down approach toward prisoner reintegration.



The following chapters present the area of study, the pertinent literature, the
design, results, and conclusions. Chapter 2, the Study Context, highlights the context in
which the study will take place, explaining the structure of the agency charged with the
responsibility to release and subsequently supervise returning ex-inmates, how the release
event from an incarcerated setting in New Jersey functions, and a brief description of the
populations that are reentering our communities. Chapter 3, the problem statement
chapter, further highlights the potential gravity of allowing prisoners to voluntarily forgo
supervision. This dissertation’s fourth chapter, the literature review and theoretical
framework section, goes into detail about how the correctional climate has changed over
the past quarter century, how this has affected the release population and parole
supervision, and what steps criminological research has identified as logical ways to
move forward. The theoretical framework uses both criminal lifestyles and rational
choice approaches in order to explain how and why the choice structure to voluntarily
max out of prison could be explained. In chapter 5, the methodology chapter, the
research questions and their attendant hypotheses as well as study methods are presented.
Results are presented in chapter 6 and are discussed in chapter 7. Chapter 8 presents

major conclusions.



Chapter 2: Study Context
The Structure of the New Jersey State Parole Board

Parole is a period of supervised release by which a state or county inmate is
provided the opportunity to serve the final portion of his or her sentence in the com-
munity rather than in an institution. Parolees are supervised by parole officers and are
placed under both general as well as special conditions of supervision. All parolees are
subject to general conditions of parole which include basic requirements to keep them
aligned with a law-abiding life (e.g., obeying all rules, laws, and ordinances, abstaining
from controlled substance use, reporting to a parole officer as instructed, obtaining ap-
proval for a change in address, etc.). Special conditions of parole can either be imposed
upon the parolee by the Board Panel at his or her release hearing on their parole eligibil-
ity date or can be imposed by the parolee’s parole officer in reaction to technical viola-
tions or if the parolee begins to become recalcitrant (e.g., imposing a curfew, refraining
from contact with a specific person or groups of people, attending a community program
or self help program, etc.).

The New Jersey State Parole Board is the lead reentry agency in New Jersey and
is responsible for making discretionary release decisions, and subsequently supervising,
over 7,000 individuals released from state prisons per year. Several thousand more
individuals max out of New Jersey prisons each year either through a denial of a parole
period or voluntary refusal of parole release. Additionally, the Board is responsible for
supervising all sexual and violent offenders released from state prisons who require
mandatory supervision under New Jersey’s Community and Parole Supervision for Life

statutes (particular to sex offenders) as well as New Jersey’s No Early Release Act. At



the time of the drafting of this dissertation, the Board supervised 15,743 people, 3,844 of
whom were mandated to supervision under the Community Supervision for Life statute,
540 under the Parole Supervision for Life statute, and 2,179 under the No Early Release
Act.

The Board currently consists of ten Associate Board Members and three Alternate
Associate Board Members who are appointed as needed for case processing. Board
members are charged with making final release decisions and are appointed by the
Governor of the State of New Jersey with the advice and consent of the New Jersey State
Senate. One Board Member is appointed by the Governor to serve as the Vice
Chairperson of the State Parole Board. Board members are appointed for six-year terms.
One Chairperson, one Executive Director, and one Deputy Executive Director, as well as
the Director of the Division of Parole lead the State Parole Board. The Chairperson is
appointed by the Governor of NJ while the Executive and Deputy Executive Directors as
well as the Director of the Division of Parole are appointed by the Chairperson.

The Chairperson is charged with overseeing all functions of the Board while the
Executive and Deputy Executive Directors are charged with oversight of the various
administrative and support staff entities within the Board. These entities include the
Release, Hearing, Fiscal, Information Technology, Appeals, and Legal Units, as well as
the Public Information Office, the Office of Professional Standards, and the Office of
Policy and Planning. The Director of the Division of Parole oversees the operations of
the Board’s sworn law enforcement staff. The sworn law enforcement staff members are
spread across the state working out of district offices and follow a typical law

enforcement hierarchy made up of Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants. Sworn staff are



charged with the supervision of parolees and must help guide the individual through the
reintegration process while simultaneously protecting public safety. The Board currently
employs 425 sworn staff and 296 civilian staff members.

The Release Process

Board members have the ultimate responsibility of making discretionary release
decisions while the sworn staff are charged with the monitoring of individual parolees
under The Parole Act of 1979 (NJSA 30:4-123.45, et. Seq.). This Act created a
presumption of parole for people who came before the Board Panel. This means that
before anything is communicated between the panel and the potential parolee and before
information pertaining to the potential parolee is reviewed by the panel, the inmate has a
legitimate expectation of release upon their date of parole eligibility. An inmate typically
becomes parole eligible after serving approximately one-third of the punitive term of
their sentence (minus commutation time, and not including inmates who are sentenced
under mandatory minimums).

The process by which a prison inmate is released on parole begins with an initial
hearing conducted by a hearing officer. This officer is a member of the civilian staff and
provides a preliminary review of an inmate’s appropriateness for parole release. Initial
hearings are conducted within the institution in which the inmate is housed. During this
hearing the officer begins to create an official record for the members of the Board Panel
who will eventually decide upon whether the individual is suitable for parole supervision.
A panel hearing follows the initial hearing. In the panel hearing, the actual decision is

made as to whether or not the inmate will be released to parole supervision. Panel



hearings are attended by two Associate Board Members and are either conducted in
person at the institution or via video teleconferencing from a satellite office.

In making release decisions Associate Board Members consider a myriad of
different factors, including, but not limited to: the inmate’s pre-incarceration and pre-
sentencing reports (completed by the Administrative Office of the Courts), his or her
history of prior offenses, the facts and circumstances of the offense for which the inmate
is presently serving time, the inmate’s conduct during incarceration including the
reception of disciplinary infractions and asterisk offenses while in custody, as well as in-
prison program participation. Reports from prison staff about the inmate’s social, mental,
and physical condition as well as input from crime victims and non-victims is also taken
into consideration when Associate Board Members are making release decisions.
Finally, an actuarial risk assessment is conducted just prior to the publication of the
inmates’ release package (this occurs no more than six months prior to a parole eligibility
date).

The risk assessment (typically the Level of Service Inventory-Revised) informs
Associate Board Members of the risk the inmate poses to the community upon release,
what areas should be concentrated upon during the reintegration process, and the
statistical likelihood that the individual will come into further contact with the criminal
justice system upon release from an incarcerated setting. Board members use this
information in order to fulfill their statutory obligation to release individuals who are 1)
likely to succeed upon parole release, and 2) have demonstrated an investment in their

rehabilitation.
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After the two-member parole panel has heard and considered the factors and
evidence relevant to the individual’s likelihood of success upon reintegration, a parole
decision is made. At this point in the process parole is either granted or denied. Those
who are granted parole are assigned both general and, where appropriate, special
conditions of parole and are assigned to the District Office that is closest to the address
they will be staying at within their parole plan. Parolees can also be assigned to virtual
offices such as Community Programs, Electronic Monitoring, or the Sex Offender
Management Unit.

The board panel assigns individuals who are denied parole a future eligibility
term. This term establishes the length of time that must transpire before the inmate can
be reconsidered for parole. Future eligibility terms typically range from eleven months to
three years depending upon the severity of the original crime as well as the time which
the board panel believes the inmate needs to ready him or herself to be successful upon
parole.

Table 1 shows release trends in NJ from 2000 to 2006. As presented in the table,
the total released population has been decreasing since the turn of the century with
14,719 people being released from prison in 2000 and 12,555 people being released in
2006. During this time period the rate of those released to parole supervision, both in
general and via discretionary release, have remained stable at around 60 percent of the
total releases. The rate of those that max out of prison unconditionally, without
community supervision has also remained stable from 2000 to 2006. The rate of those
who voluntarily max out of prison has also remained stable representing approximately

40 percent of the max out population and 14 percent of the total population for each year.
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In 2001 (the first year in which this data was available) only 1,069 or 20.4 percent of the
total max out population maxed out of prison per their own volition. However, the
NJSPB did not begin to collect data about voluntary max outs until May 8, 2001. In 2006
1,835 people maxed out of prison voluntarily. As highlighted within this table, inmates
voluntarily forgoing parole supervision and opting to spend the remainder of their
sentences behind bars has been a relatively stable phenomenon from 2000 to 2006.

Parole supervision provides released inmates with rehabilitative opportunities in
their home communities in addition to providing safety to community members. Parole
officers connect parolees with employment opportunities, substance abuse programming,
housing, counseling, vocational and educational training, etc. Inmates can also be
released from prison at the expiration of their sentence and not have to undergo a period
of community supervision through the parole process. These individuals are not subject
to informed discretionary release decisions by the parole panel. These inmates can either
max out their sentence as a function of a denial of parole by the panel or they can opt out
of parole supervision per their own volition. Max out cases are afforded none of the
reintegration opportunities or guidance provided to parolees. However, they can access
several community-based programs that are similar to those resources that are exclusively
available to the parole population. Furthermore, these individuals are not subjected to
parole compliance. This precludes max outs from being returned to prison via a technical

violation of parole.



Table 1: New Jersey Release Trends 2000-2006

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Released Population 14,719 14,781 13,136 12,600 12,934 12,277 12,555
Released to Parole 8,940 9,535 8,469 7,973 8,342 7,693 7,963
Supervision (percent (60.7) (64.5) (64.5) (63.3) (64.5) (62.7) (63.4)
of Released

Population)

Discretionary Paroles 8,488 9,102 8,015 7,545 7,948 7,257 7,528
(percent of Released (57.7) (61.6) (61.0) (59.9) (61.5) (59.1) (60.0)
Population)

All Max outs 5,779 5,246 4,667 4,627 4,592 4,584 4,592
(percent of Released (39.3) (35.5) (35.5) (36.7) (35.5) (37.3) (36.6)
Population)

Voluntary Max outs -- 1,069 1,761 1,765 1,887 1,835 1,835
(Percent of Max out (20.4) (37.7) (38.1) (41.1) (40.0) (40.0)

Population)

12
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Chapter 3: Problem Statement

As previously noted, little to nothing is known about inmates who voluntarily
max out of prison. As highlighted in Table 1, the proportion of the max out population
that is voluntary has been relatively stable since 2001. Voluntary max outs represent
approximately 40 percent of the max out population and approximately 14 percent of the
total released population each year, yet little to nothing is known about this group of
reintegrating ex-offenders. Because these inmates choose to max out their prison
sentences it is impossible for the New Jersey State Parole Board to release these
individuals to community supervision. As a result this group makes themselves
impossible to parole and stay in prison for longer periods of time. These prolonged
prison stays are more costly to the state when compared to parole supervision and cause
these individuals to have a prolonged exposure to the prison setting. Furthermore, it is
impossible to connect these individuals with community resources through the parole
process, to aid them in finding viable employment, to ensure that they have a sound plan
for reentry, and, most importantly, to surveille them within the community to protect
public safety.

When inmates max out of prison, a step-down approach is precluded. A person
can go from a high security prison setting, living a regimented lifestyle for years with
absolute supervision, to total and absolute freedom within the community with no
supervision in a matter of hours. It is not clear whether the DOC targets this population
for reentry programs after it is discovered that they will max out. If the DOC were to
target these individuals it would aid in better preparing them for life outside of the prison

walls since this population would be precluded from receiving reentry programs through
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parole. What is known is that when inmates voluntarily max out of prison it is
impossible for state powers to ensure a continuity of care model towards reintegration.
The programs that an individual participated in within a prison setting cannot be
continued when the person is out of prison unless that individual chooses to continue
them. Whether they can afford to participate in such programs (parole will not fund their
participation), and whether they can find such programs (there are few community
resources to guide people to these sorts of programs) is questionable. Allowing inmates
to make the choice to max out their prison sentence and forgo the parole release process
and subsequent parole supervision potentially jeopardizes public safety as well as the
likelihood that the individual will be successful upon reintegrating due to a lack of

structure and community resources to aid the person in their reentry.
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Chapter 4: Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

This chapter illustrates the historical antecedents and current state of corrections
in both national and local contexts through a review of pertinent criminological literature.
The opening section reviews the magnitude and extent of the contemporary problems
within the nation’s prison systems and how these issues then affect our communities
when prisoners are released. This section takes a macro-oriented perspective towards
how and why these problems came to be, how the incapacitation and retributive models
affected crime rates, and the need for new directions in release policies. The second
section discusses parole supervision nationally as well is in the local context of New
Jersey. This chapter concludes with a presentation of the theoretical underpinnings
behind the voluntary max out phenomenon through the utilization of criminal lifestyles
and rational choice approaches.
The Prison Boom

The United States’ institutional corrections system, both at federal and state
levels, is currently in a state of turmoil. By imprisoning more people per capita than any
other country in the Western world, America stands alone in the policies it enacts in order
to prevent crime and punish criminals (Tonry, 2004a). Every year more than 600,000
individuals, slightly more than 1,600 per day, leave an incarcerated setting (federal and
state prisons, local jails, and juvenile facilities) and attempt to reintegrate into our
communities (Petersilia, 2003; Petersilia, 2001; Petersilia, 2000; Tonry, 2001; Travis,
2005). According to the most recent national level data available through the Bureau of
Justice Statistics (2007), federal and state correctional authorities had jurisdiction over

1,570,861 prisoners at yearend 2006. Federal institutions accounted for 192,046
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prisoners while state institutions held the lion’s share with 1,377,815 prisoners. The total
number of prisoners across state and federal jurisdictions at yearend 2006 represents an
increase in this population by a factor of 2.8 percent since yearend 2005 (Sabol, Couture,
& Harrison, 2007). In New Jersey, a reported 27,371 individuals were incarcerated in
state prisons at yearend 2006 according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (Sabol,
Couture, and Harrison, 2007). While New Jersey’s state prison population changed by a
factor of —1.7 percent from yearend 2000 to yearend 2005, there was no percent change
in the total population from yearend 2005 to yearend 2006 (Sabol, Couture, and Harrison,
2007).

The magnitude of these figures are staggering; both national and local level prison
populations have been steadily increasing over the last 25 years. From incarcerating
approximately 300,000 state and federal inmates in 1980 to surpassing the one million
mark in 1994 to the most recent information estimating approximately 1.6 million
incarcerated persons in the United States’ correctional system, federal and state prison
populations have shown phenomenal growth (Liedka, Peihl, and Useem, 2006).
Currently the United States’ correctional systems release back into our communities
approximately double the total number it incarcerated in 1980.

This phenomenal growth rate is interesting because the imprisonment ideology
that began to take root in the 1980s was diametrically opposed to the ideologies espoused
just two decades earlier. In the 1960s through the mid 70s, the prison population fell
despite rising crime rates, and criminological theorists and researchers in both the United
States as well as in Europe supported the abolition of the penal system (Tonry, 2004a).

Criminological theories dominated the literature that showed, in the Mertonian tradition,
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that the criminal justice system itself can often cause the very crimes it was trying to
prevent through labeling offenders as recalcitrant or incorrigible, and that this label could
cause people to become criminal (i.e., realize a self-fulfilling prophecy); acting as a
criminal as a result of their criminal label (Becker, 1963; Tonry, 2004b). These
viewpoints were embraced in the public policy sector during this time period with the
proliferation of policies steeped in decriminalization, diversion, and
deinstitutionalization, paired with expansions of due process (Lilly, Cullen, and Ball,
2002).

The philosophical tide began to turn in the 1980s from the labeling, diversionary,
and rehabilitative perspective of the 60s and 70s to an incapacitation, deterrent, and
retributive perspective. During this time, punishment policies toughened, public
compassion for prisoners diminished, and prison conditions steadily worsened (Tonry,
2004b). Theories that suggested that crime could be reduced through imposing harsher
legal sanctions in order to alter the incentives for criminal behavior and through
incapacitation (i.e., the physical restraint of criminals) would lower crime began to take
root (Becker, 1968; Grasmick and Bryjak, 1980; Liedka, Peihl, and Useem, 2006; Nagin,
1998; Spelman, 1994; Wilson, 1983). These theories argued that an offender would be
less likely to commit a crime if the punishments outweighed the rewards gained through
the commission of the act, and they argued that if the offender were behind bars he or she
could not commit new crimes against society.

The rise in imprisonment witnessed over the last quarter century has had dramatic
direct fiscal consequences as well as collateral effects upon individual prisoners, their

families and communities, and the larger society as a whole. There is little argument that
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using prisons as the primary form of punishment has been a costly endeavor. In 1982,
directly before the prison boom, funding to institutional corrections totaled approximately
$8 billion (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2007). Today corrections funding exceeds $68
billion annually (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2007). On a local stage, New Jersey
appropriated $435.7 million to the Department of Corrections in FY90. This number has
ballooned to $974.5 million in fiscal year 2006 (Abelow et al., 2007). Figure 1 highlights
state appropriations to and expenditures of the DOC state account from fiscal year 1990
to fiscal year 2006. New Jersey budgets for fiscal year 2009 have appropriated over $1
billion in state funds to support the NJDOC. Figure 2 highlights state appropriations to
and expenditures of the NJ State Parole Board starting after its separation from the
NJDOC in fiscal year 2002.

At a per inmate level, according to the Commissioner of the New Jersey
Department of Corrections testimony at the Fiscal Year 2008 New Jersey Senatorial State
Budgetary Hearings (Commissioner George W. Hayman: State House Annex, April 16,
2008), every person imprisoned in New Jersey costs the state $38,000 annually from the
DOC’s account alone and $47,000 annually once fringe accounts (monies that are
appropriated towards the corrections community but are not directly appropriated to the
corrections’ account) are factored in. While many of New Jersey’s inmates spend
considerably less than a year in state institutions (after jail credits, good time,
commutation time, etc. are factored in), the fiscal reality of investing in mass
incarceration both nationally and locally is harrowing.

Fiscal issues aside, imprisonment has many collateral and latent consequences

both for the individual as well as the collective society of which the individual is a part.
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Imprisonment dramatically affects the later lives of the previously imprisoned from
reducing subsequent income and employability to rescinding the individual’s right to vote
and receive public benefits in some states (Fagan and Freeman, 1999). Additionally,
imprisonment can have dramatic negative effects on both the physical and mental well
being of those who are imprisoned (Adams, 1992). Spouses, children, other loved ones,
and the larger community are also affected by an individual’s imprisonment. A man
and/or woman’s absence in the family can negatively impact both the family’s financial

and social stability.

— Appropriations
— Expenditures
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Larger communities are also affected because many of this nation’s incarcerated
people come from specific urban areas (Petersilia, 2003). This mass exodus of young
men from these communities can negatively affect community cohesion and economic
development of these areas. Clear’s (1998) work found that taking law breakers out of
communities had both positive and negative outcomes: the offenders were sent to prison
and incapacitated which de facto made the community less prone to crime, however, the
offenders also acted as social support networks for these communities. Many offenders
made positive contributions to their families in these disorganized areas and imprisoning
them weakened their social ties to the community and caused strain on their families.
These contentions are also found in Etzioni’s (1996) work which found that an over
reliance on external controls such as prisons weakened the capacity of communities to
exert their own self-management.

Ethnographic studies such as Sullivan’s (1989) research of young offenders found
that his subjects contributed to the financial well being of their families and others within

their neighborhoods. Maher’s (1991) research of crack-using mothers found that, despite
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being addicted to drugs, these mothers still put forth great efforts to provide parenting to
their children. Finally, in the tradition of labeling and criminal career theories, those who
go to prison can be negatively impacted to the point where it increases their likelihood of
further crime involvement. This runs counter to the crime reducing effects sought by
imprisoning people in the first place and further increases communal and individual level
costs (Blumstein et al., 1986).

Simultaneously, there is marked division about the utility of this approach in
regards to changing general and individual level behavior patterns as well as reducing
America’s crime rates. Despite the impact that this country’s great experiment with
imprisonment has had on both individuals and collective societal groups, there has been
little accumulation of empirical knowledge about the utility of this approach to
controlling crime, and, further, the research literature seems to be strongly divided on the
subject. While the logical underpinnings of embracing deterrent and incapacitation
theories towards crime reduction seem sound, it has been argued by several
criminologists that the country has witnessed relatively little impact on overall crime
rates as a result of mass incarceration (Donziger, 1996; Chambliss, 1999; Liedka, Peihl,
and Useem, 2006; Mauer, 1999). However, studies utilizing econometric modeling to
explore the prison/crime elasticity rate (percent reductions in crime as a function of
percent increases in prison populations) overwhelmingly found that increases in the
prison population signifi