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OVERVIEW OF MATERIALS AVAILABI_E FROM THE SURVEY OF AMERICAN PR!SO~S AND JAILS 

On October 15, 1976, the Crime Control Act of 1976 was enacted into law. The Act included the following 
mandate: 

"The Institute shall, before September 30, 1977, survey existing and future needs in correctional 
facilities in the Nation and the adequacy of federal, state and local programs to meet such needs. 
Such survey shall specifically determine the effect of anticipated sentencing )'e10rms such as 
mandatory minimum sentences on such needs. In carrying out the provisions of this section, the 
Director of the Institute shall make maximum use of statistical and other related information of 
the Department of Labor, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, the Gener~1 Acr.ounting 
Office, federal, state and local criminal justice agenc:es and other appropriate public and private 
agencies." 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, within the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, was assigned the responsibility for executing the study. In order to respond to the 
statutory rl'quirement for a report to Congress no later than September ::l0, 1977, and to address the longer 
term research issues, a two-phased research project was developed, resulting in the following interim 
and finai reports: 

INTERIM REPORTS: 

Prison Population and Policy Choices, Volume f: Preliminary Report to Congress and Volume II: Technical 
Appendix, September, 1977. These volumes documen! the first four months of project activity. The major 
analyses conducted during that period are also summarized in the final report volumes. 

FINAL REPORTS: 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume I: Summary Findings and Policy Implications of a National Survey, 
presents in summary form the major findings of the study and implications for corrections policy. This 
volume serves both as a self-contained document for the policymaker and a foundation for the more detail­
ed presentation of results in Volumes II, III, IV and V. 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume II: Population Trends and Projections, presents a history of the size 
and composition of inmate populatioM at the federal, state and local levels of government, defines the 
models used to project future populations, discusses the significant limitaticns of those models, and 
presents state-by-state prOjection results. The accuracy of these prOjections is tested for the years for 
which actual inmate counts have become available. 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume III: Conditions and Costs of Confinement, discusses the physical con­
ditions and costs of the institutions surveyed, Including an important assessment of institutional 
capacities based on the application of standards promulgated by the Commission on Accreditation for 
Corrections, the Department of Justice and ot~er prison and jail standard-setting groups. 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume IV: Supplemental Repori'- Case Studies of New Legislation Govern­
ing SentenCing and Release, examines the impact of revisions in sentencing and release pOlicies on in­
mate population flows. The case studies include investigations of two determinate sentencing statutes, a 
mandatory sentencing law, paro!e release guidelines, and a Community Corrections Law. 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume V: Supplemental Report-Adult Pre-Release Facilities, discusses the 
physical conditions, staffing and costs of those institutions that house sentenced prisoners for less than 
24 hours a day. 
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" CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background for the Study of Inmate Population Movements 

As part of a larger study of American prisons and jails, this volume 
examine~ trends in the population of federal, state, and local corrections 
facilities. In response to the Crime Control Act of 1976 which provided for 
a survey

1
0f "existing and future needs in correctional facilities in the 

nation," we discuss both historical population flows and their implications 
for anticipated future correctional needs. 

Congressional concern was prompted primarily by the unprecedented 
growth in prison populations throughout the nation. with the exception of a 
period of disruption corresponding to World War II, prison populations had 
kept pace with civilian populations for most of this century. with compara­
tive suddenness, this historical stability seemed to collapse in the early 
1970's. When the Crime Control Act of 1976 was passed by Congress, the total 
number of persons confined in federa2 and state prisot.s was 40 percent higher 
than it had been five years earlier. 

Such unprecedented change was largely unanticipated by the state 
government agenci~s responsible in 1978 for housing the 307,384 men and 
women in prisons. Partly because the incteased demand caught planners 
by surprise, and partly because many legislatures were reluctant to be seen 
spending large amounts of money on "criminals" in an era of state and munic­
ipal fiscal restraint, resources did not grow to meet the increased demand 
for prison space. In particular, in the five years from 1972 to 1977 new 
state prison construction or remod~ling resulted in about 23,000 beds being 
added to the total rated capacity. The growth in PQpulation over the same 
period was over four times as great--92,528 inmates.~ Without greater 
spending, the slack could only be absorbed by successive reductions in the 
quality of life for prisoners. Of all interest groups, prisoners could 
exert the least political power to resist deteriorating conditions, and 
therefore they suffered more severely. 

By the time of. the Preliminary Report to Congress (1977), conditions 
in many state prisons had reached such shocking levels that federal courts in 
12 states had ruled that conditions of confin4::rent in the entire system or in 
a major institution were such as to constitute violations of rights guaranteed 
by the Eighth Amendment. Since the publication of that report, the courts 
have interceded in seven more states and 12 states face pending court 
challenges. 

In planning remedial action, two questions emerge as critical: 

• Is the population explosion transient or permanent? and 



• Can the growth trends be reversed by policy, or is accommodation 
of ever-increClsing numbers of inmates inevitable? 

With these questions in mind, planners need to consider the time 
intervals involved in building and using prisons. Fiv~ years are likely to 
pass between th; decision to construct a prison and t,he date of the first 
inmate's entry. As we have seen., much can happen in five years1 in the 
five years just passed, the prisons changed from a state of slight under­
occupancy to one of grave overcro~ding. It was th~refore reasonable to ask 
whether the population "crunch" would persist long enough to justify new 
construction. 

At a more fundamental lev,el was the question whether building was the 
only way--or even an effective way--to meet the population problem. It had 
been suggested, most notably by Wri1liam Nagel in his ~Statement on Behalf of 
a Moratorium on Prison Constructi.on," that the internal dynamics of the 
corrections system made it nearl~r inevitable that pr ison space--no matter how 
abundant--would always be used, and that building more inst~tutions simply 
meant incarcerating an ever larger share of the population. At its most 
extreme, this theory implied that projections of population growth, to the 
extent that they were believed and acted upon, had every chance of being 
right, not because of their methodological soundness, but simply as self-ful­
filling prophecy. As we shall see in this volume, statisticians in several 
states were turning out just such projections of explosive growth1 extensive 
building programs were, in fact, underwaY1 and there was widespread expecta­
tion of unabated future growth. 

No consensus could be discern0d in the logic on which these projec­
tions were to be based. Sunbelt atates pointed to the economic development 
of the 1970's, with its attendant growth in population and infrastructure, 
the arrival of new social groups, and the increase in crime associated with 
higher activity levels, more victims, and greater mobility. Other regions 
cited higher unemployment, loss of legitimate job opportunities, and de~elic­
tion of neighborhoods to explain their increase in prison population. 

Cr iminal justice practitioners observed changes in the atmosphere of 
courts ar~ l~gislative houses. Harsher penalties were being mandated to 
control alleged disparities in sentencing and release Pgactices and to impose 
minimum periods of incarceration for specific offenses~ The ability of 
courts and prosecutors to clear their backlogs might have improved with the 
introduction of sophisticated electronic data processing systems and ~xpanded 
manpower resources s~pported by LEAA. As both conservatives and liberals 
cast doubt on the legitimacy of the rehabilitative ideal, more punitive 
sentences were sought by prosecutors. 

Fundamental changes in sentencing practice attracted a broad base 
of popular support: since publication of our Preliminary Report to Congress, 
the number of states with determinate sentencing has grown from tW90(Maine 
and California) to five (adding Indiana, Illinois and New Mexico). 
Legislative advocates, planners and criminal justice researchers within 
those states produced vastly different predictions about the consequences 
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of proposed legislation. In Illinois, for example, different groups--all 
su,pporters of determinate sentencing--variously claimed that it would 
have no net impact on population, that it would reduce it, and that it 
would imprison rdOre criminals. Shortly after enactment of the legislation, 
public concern was aroused by the impending release of a group of inmates 
who had already served more time than required by the determinate sentences 
set by the new law. As of this writing, it is still not clear which 
predictions, if any, about the net effects of aeterminate sentencing in 
Illinois will be fulfilled. 

From this brief review, we recognize the need to address at least 
the following issues in considering the future course of prison population 
flows: economic dislocations of inflation and unemployment, building plans, 
legislation reallocating discretionary practices, and fundamental changes 
in sentencing practices. 

1.2 Scope of This Volume 

Conclusions in this volume are drawn from a statistical description 
of inmate populations: how many people are incarcerated, who are they, and 
why are they there? We look first at the recent history of incarceration, 
tracing the succession of growth and decline which has marked the last 50 
years of state prison populations, culminating in the era of rapid growth 
which characterized the 1970's. Regional components of this trend are 
presented showing the dominant role Southern prison systems played in accel­
erating the overall growth of prison populations. 

As we trace the variability in these inmate counts, n~tural questions 
arise about its possible sources. The links between crime and punishment are 
commonly assumed to be rigid, but our data show them to be strongly condi­
tioned by local normative policy. Offenses which can cause imprisonment in 
one state may be treated with fines or probation in another, and may not be 
criminal at all in a third. Definitions of criminality may change from time 
to time with the passage of new laws, or with judicial rUlings on the consti­
tutionality of existing statut~s. 

Even two offenders convicted: of the same offense a'.t the same time and 
place may be sentenced differently because of their person,al character istics 
(first offender, employed, female), as a result of more or less effective 
plea negotiation, or because they are sentenced by different judges. Males, 
blacks, and young adults are all overrepresented at all levels of incarcera­
tion. In the next chapter we also trace shifts in the demographic composition 
of the inmate population and briefly examine their relationship to the 
civilian population. In reviewing projection methods in Chapter 3, we 
return to this theme as a possible means of estimating the future effects 
of maturation of the baby boom on prison populations. 

Any projections of inmate populations, such as those presented in 
the latter part of this volume (Chapter 4), depend either implicitly or 
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explicitly on a set of causal assumptions about the forces influencing 
future movements of prisoners. While the historical data do not support 
strong causal inferences, they can provide a valuable touchstone against 
which to test projection assumptions. We can think of a projection model 
as a set of assumptions about consistency over time. Some specified rela­
tionship among variables in the system is stipulated to remain constant 
throughout the projection period, and actual numerical projections are then 
deduced as a consequence of the model's assumptions. As a fundamental 
premise, it seems safe to claim that any relationship which has changed over 
the recent past cannot be supposed suddenly to become fixed during the pe.riod 
our projections happen to span. Thus, historical statistics can serve to 
remove potential models from consideration. Models which failed to hold in 
the past are unlikely to hold in the future. 

Unfortunately, the converse need not be true. In Chapter 3 it is 
shown thalt certain sets of assumptions about future constancy in the move­
ment of prisoners and the growth of prison populations are inherently 
contradictory. Thus, we know with mathematical certainty that some rela­
tionships among statistical series which have prevailed in ~~e recent past 
will nevertheless be violated at some point in the future. Yet, while 
.mathematical reasoning tells us that something must chanqe, it does not 
identify which of the conflicting assumptions will be violated, when, or by 
how much. Reflecting this uncertainty, Chapter 4 presents three series of 
numerical projections, each corresponding to a different set of assumptions 
about which past relationship will remain in force until 1983. 

1.3 Sources of Uncertainty 

Having identified sets of assumptions which were not falsified by 
historical data and which were internally consistent, the next task was to 
conver.t these assumptions into usable rmmerical conclusions about future 
prison populations. This task was complicated by uncertainties introduced 
both in the modeling process and in the data themselves. One of the most 
conspicuous sources of errot was the ambiguity of the term "inmate." In 
many states, jurisdiction may fall to one level of government, while custody 
is at another. This is particularly true where state prisoners are housed in 
county jails because of space limitations on the state level. Conversely, in 
exceptional circumstances state prisons may hold unsentenced inmates or 
misdemeanants who would generally be under local jur isdiction. The defini­
tional anomalies have the most serious consequences for projections when they 
are changed either in a few isolated states or' in the entire data base. 

Because the definition of inmate depends on the uniform application 
of counting rules among qtate systems, reported numbers themselves are 
subject t.o revision as errors al:e discovered in the applicat.ion of rules, 
or aIEl the rules are retroactively changed to conform to new standards. In 
1979, eleven states revised their 1977 reports,yo National Prisoner Statistics 
by amounts ranging from 42 to 2,626 prison~rs. Changes of this maqnitude 
call into question not only the numerical ... ccuracy of the baseline from 
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which projections are drawn, but also the conceptual validity of the projec­
tion models. There is no guarantee that legitimate generalizations about a 
series unQer one aefinition remain true when a different d~finition (and, 
hence, a different population) is substituted. 

Quite apart from measurement error, there is a genuine random 
component to prison and jail popul·ations. Even under a rigidly determinis­
tic sentencing and release policy, individual aHivals atld departures are 
stochastic eVfmts with some degree of inherer,:Hy ~npredictable flUctuation 
above and bel,ow average levels. In Chapter:: 4 the experience of previous 
projections is used to provide estimates of the distributi6n and magnitude 
of this random error. For each projection method the absolute errors 
increase with increasing institutional. population, but the ir/crease is less 
than proportional to size, so that r.~lative error is smallest for the large 
states. No one projection method is uniformly best for all states, and 
over~!l ~~~formance depends on which error criterion is ~~osen( different 
method.s seem best suited for different purposes. 

A final and fundaI!\~ntally dtfferent source of un('~ertainty is presented 
by the intervention of c.:r~lninal justice policy. From time to time one of 
society's decision"':makers will introduce a fundament.al change in the rules of 
the game, potentially invalidating the entire set of model assumptions. New 
crimes may be defined by legislation~ Formerly criminal acts may be decrimin­
alized, or the penalt.ies may be raised or lowered. Major changes in prosecu­
tional, judicial, or parole policy may increase or decr.ease rates Of intake 
or release, or lengthen or shorten average periods of confinement. Such 
changes can take the future of a state's prison or jail population (or both, 
since the two may interact) entirely beyond the realm of statistical analysis 
of the kind wa employ here. Ultimately, it is these pOlicies of the criminal 
justice system which determine future prison populations, and not any set of 
mathematical numerical trends. The projections in this volume can only be 
seen as consequences of past policies as reflected in historical data. To 
the extent that they portray a threatening future, they 1nay play some role in 
changing policies and thus lead to their own falsification. 
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2. 

Chapter 1: NOTES 

P.L. 94-503, Section 402(c) of. the Crime Control Act of 1973, 2S 

amended. The text of the Congressional mandat~ which was enacted into 
law on October 15, 1976 is cited in the Preface, see also Congressional 
Record, ~uly 22~ 1~76, S512228. 

U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) ~ National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 
(NCJISS), Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 
1971, 1972, and 1973, National Prisoner Statistics (NPS) Bulletin No. 
SD-NPS-PSF-1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, May 
1975), and U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners in 
State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1976, NPS Bulletin 
SC-NPS-PSF-4 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
February, 1978). All historical data in this volume, unless otherwise 
stated, are drawn from the NPS for the appropriate year(s). (See Note 
2(a) through (g) of Chapter 2.) These data are also reported in U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the united States, 
Colonial Times to 1970, Bicentennial Edition, Part I (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975): Series H1135-1140. 

3. Figure refers to total p~isoners under jurisdiction of state and federal 
correctional authorities (U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, NPS 
Advance Report, Bulletin No. SD-NPS-PSF-6A (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, May 1979). 

4. Estimated from annual directories of the American Correctional Associ­
ation. 

5. NPS reports 174,470 prisoners in custody on December 31, 1972 (NPS 
Bulletin No. SD-NPS-PSF-l, May 1975) and 266,998 prisoners under the 
jurisdiction of state correctional authorities on December 31, 1977 
(NPS Advance Repor't, Bulletin No. SD-NPS-PSF-6A, May 1979). 

6. ij·ee Volume III, Chapter 2 for a full listing of reported court orders. 

7. Estimate turnished by Carter, Goble and Roberts, of South Carolina, a 
project subcontractor involved in architectural consulting to correc­
tions agencies. 

8. William Nagel, A Statement on Behalf of a Moratorium on Prison Con­
struction (Philadelphia: The American Foundation, Inc., 1976). 

9. Se~ Volume IV for a detailed report on changing sentencing and release 
practicE~. See also Overview of State and Local Sentencing Guidelines 
Activity, The American University Criminal Courts Technical Assistance 
Project (Washington, D.C., March 1979). 
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10. Revised criminal codes in a fiumber of other states bear some resem­
blance to these determinate sentencing laws by establishing presumptive 
sentencing schemes, but the release decision still rests with parole 
authorities. See, for instance, Arizona's new criminal code effective 
October, 1978 (Arizona Rev. Stats. 13-901). 

11. Each state's NPS data are reported twice for a given year: immediate­
ly after the end of the year, and again 12 months later. These data 
refer to the 1977 data reported U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, 
Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31 1977 NPS 
Bulletin No. SD-NPS-PSF-4 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Governm;nt printing 
Office, February 1979), and U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, 
Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on D~cember 31, 1978, 
j~vance Report, NPS Bulletin No. SL~NPS-PSF-6A (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, May 1979). 
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CHAPTER 2 
PRISON AND JAIL POPULATION MOVEMENTS 

The recent history of correctional populations reveals a dramatic 
increase in the numbers of state and fed~ral prisoners and comparative 
stability in the number of jail inmates. Over the last fifty years, prisons 
have experienced episodes of growth and contraction superficially quite 
similar to the largely unanticipated increase of the last decade. By 
examining this fifty-year period we hope to understand both the new elements 
in the experience of the 1970's and those that represent continuations of 
longstanding trends. 

TO provide background for subsequent discussions of projection 
methods, this chapter begins with a description of the data sources used 
for this study. The chapter also provides a detailed review of population 
trends at the federal, state, and local levels. FOr each level of govern­
ment, regional and demographic components ar.e discussed. 

In this volume, three levels of confinement systems are distinguished, 
operated by federal, state, and local units of goverr~ent, respectively. 
The federal Bureau of Prisons operates 38 prisons for the confinement of 
sentenced inmates. It also uses space in various state and local facilities 
for pre-trial detention and for confining some sentenced prisoners (general­
ly those serving comparatively short terms). Discussions of the federal 
prison population refer only to inmates of the 38 specific institutions, 
and not to inmates of other units who may be under the jurisdiction of the 
Bureau of Prisons. In most states, state prisons house principally sen­
tenced felons, i.e., those serving sentences of more than one year. There 
are some important exceptions to this rule. Six states (Alaska, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Vermont) in addition to the Dist~Lct of 
Columbia operate an integrated pr lson and jail system. All innates in 
these states are un~er state jurisdiction and are counted under the heading 
of state prisoners. 

These state and federal institutions are collectively designated 
prisons, to distinguish them from jails, which are usually county facilities 
for housing unsentenced pe.rsons and inmates serving short sentences (usually 
one year or less). The terminology is confused because some jurisdictions 
refer to county institutions as county prisons. In this study we have 
adopted the convention that all locally operated confinement units, regard­
less of their designation by the respective localities, will be tabulated as 
jails or local units of confinement. 
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~. i Data Sources 

The projections attempt to include all inmates of federal, state 
and local prisons, jails, and detention facilities authorized to hold 
inmates for longer than forty-eight hours. Our primary data sources for 
historic series on these populations are the National Prisoner Statistics 
(NPS) and National Jail Census, both of which aremaii surveys conducted by 
the Bureau of the Census on behalf of the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
(formerly the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service).2 
Our source for demographic data was the Survey of State and Federal Adult 
Correctional Facilities (PC-2), conducted by Abt Associates in 1978. This 
instrument was designed for institutions primarily holding inmates 24 hours a 
day. All 559 of these federal and state prisons provided information on the 
physical dimensions of the facilities as well as the number of inmates housed 
on March 31, 1978 by sex, age, race, and crime committed. 

The National Prisoner Statistics (NPS) have been collected annually, 
with minor interruptions, since 192G. They provide aggregate data at the 
state level for inmates in custody on December 31 of each year. From 1926 
through 1970 the year-end inmate count included all sentenced adult felons. 
On December 31, 1971, 1972 and 1973, the NPS data included juveniles, did not 
differentiate between felons and misdemeanants, and only counted adult and 
juvenile inmates who were sentenced for more than one year. Starting in 
1974, the NPS data also tabulated the number of men and women who are either 
unsentenced or sentenced for a year or less. Sin~~ ~hi~ latter category 
comprises only four percent of all state inmates, trends in the number of 
inmates with sentences over one year closely reflect the total inmate popula­
tion in most states, and in this report they, rather than the total number of 
inma tel;, will be used. 

Information on the inmates held in local jails is much less system­
atic. Until 1970, no national data of any kind were coll.ected on jails or 
their inmates. Three surveys have occurred since then. The 1970 Census of 
local jails partitions the population present on March 15 of that year by age 
and legal status and provides some basic information about the age, design 
capacity, and amenities of the facilities in which they are hOUSed. The next 
survey, conducted in 1972, was addressed primarily to the acquisition of more 
detailed data about the facility characteristics. 

The 1978 jail survey was subst.anti.ally more comprehensive, providing 
"average" week-day and week-end popuiations, and a detailed description

3
0f 

the age, sex, and legal status of inmates present on February 15, 1978. It 
also recorde.d housing configurations, staff present, and services offered. 

Although data on both prisons and jails are available for each 
institution surveyed, the analyses in this chapter are based on aggregation 
to the state level. In describing the population of .state prisons this 
aggregation is essential, because transfers among prisons are almost always 
at the discretion of corrections administrators, who generally distribute 
prisoners into available space so that vacancies are fully utilized. Move­
ments among institutions, therefore, do not lead directly to estimates of 
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state prison pc~~lations~ movements aggregated at the state level do. In 
the case of jails, such flexibility is usuaj,ly not avai1~ble, although 
frequently, reciprocal agreements allow inmates of one county to be housed 
in another under specified circumstances. County jail populations also 
reflect, at least partly, policies and programs operating at the county 
level, so that projections of the numbers of inmates by county is at least 
conceptually meaningful. However, nearly 3500 local institutions are 
covered by the Census definition. It was impractical either to prepare 
projections in such detail or to attempt to interplet the results in the 
context of a national study concerned more with general trends in confinement 
use. Therefore, all population figures, both for prisons and jails, are 
reported at the state level of aggregation. 

The incarceration rates which are reported at various points through­
out this volume are computed as 100,000 times the ratio of inmates (fed­
eral, state, or local, a$ the case may be) to the Bureau of the Census 
estimate of civilian population for July 1 of the corresponding year. 
Incarceration rates vary from state to state both because of differences in 
state sentencing and release policies and because of differences in account­
ing practices. For examplet states whose prison and jail systems are 
combined will show higher state incarceration rates than a state with the 
same incarceration policies but with locally operated jails. The rates will 
further vary depending on where states choose to count state prisoners held 
in local jails because of overcrowding of state prisons. 

Thus, the reader should view these rates with the understanding 
that part of the information they convey is arbitrary. Part of the infor­
mation is also inaccurate. States revise data provided to NPS to correct 
reporting errors and discrepancies in earller years. Such adjustments may 
affect as many as a dozen states, and are generally one to five percent of 
the total pr ison population. There may be other states for which adjust-­
ments should be made but are not. 

2 . 2 Overview of Federal, State and Local Population Trends 

On the reference dates of the surveys, there were 294,580 persons in 
:~eral and state prisons for ~entences over one year, and 153,162 in local 
Jalls and pre-release centers, almost 450,000 in total (see Appendix 
Table A.1). Most of these persons, 60 percent of the total, were held at 
~he state level, 34 percent were held at the local level, and 6 percent 
were held in federal facilities. 

As Figure 2.1 (and Appendix Table A.1) shows, since the early 1970's 
a very dramatic increase has taken place in the number of persons held in state 
aud federal prisons for sentences over one year. Between 1972-1978 this number 
increased by over ·98,000 persons, an increase of almost 50 percent. At 
the local level, jail populations increased during the same period by only 
eight percent. The increase in the rate of state and federal prisoners has 
far exceeded the growth rate of the civilian population. The national rate 
of incarceration at all levels of government (federal, state and local) 

11 
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Figure 2.1 
Inmate Populations and Incarceration Rates 
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chapter). 

12 

-------------------------------------------------------------~.~---------------~--------------~--

-
f 

increased from 164 to 207 per 100,000, an increase of 26 ?!rcent. The 
increase in the incarceration rate was especially shar.p at the state level, 
rising by 48 percent from 84 to 124 per 100,000 civilian population. What 
has most characterized the period between 1972 and 1978 has been the sudden­
ness of the upward turn in inmate population, in both absolute numbers and 
in rate of incarceration. Table 2.1 and Appendix Tables A.2 and A.3 present 
the state and regional distributions of incarceration rates for 1970, 1972, 
and 1978. 

2.3 Federal Prison Population Trends: 1930-1978 

Several interesting facts about federal prison trends emerge by 
comparing federal and state year-end correctional populations since 1930, 
shown in Figure 2.2. Trends in the federal system's population are general­
ly similar to those of the state prisons' population. Between 1943 and 1948, 
however, some differences appear in the direction of change. War appears 
to have opposite impacts on the two correctional systems. While many of 
the population at risk are fighting overseasr state populations decline 
until· 1945~ but in that year, the number of fed~ral prisoners reaches a 
peak for the decade. 

In the long period of growth in state prison populations lasting 
from 1944 to 1961, the year-end state inmate count rose by a net of 72 
percent over 1944. Over the same years, the federal prison population rose 
only 31 percent. In terms of incarceration ratel these differences repre­
sented an increase of 20 percent over 1944 (from 90 to 108 irunates per 
100,000 civilian population) for state incarcergtion, while the federal 
incarceration rate remained essentially stable. 

From 1962 to 1968, however., federal prison popul.ations decreased 
18 percent, as did stat.e populations by 14 percent. Thereafter, over the 
years encompassing the Vietnam War, the level of federal prison populations 
made up for this greater decline in the 1962-1968 period, increasing more 
rapidly than state pr ison populations. While the state populations remained 
roughly constant between 1969 and 197~ (and the rate of state incarceration 
actually dropped by about four percent, from 88 to 84 per 100,000), the 
federal prison population grew 11 percent, representing an increase in 
incarceration rate of eight percent, from 9.7 to 10.5 per 100,000. 

Federal prison populations continued their increase until 1977, 
when they reached an all-time high of 28,650, or 46 percent more than they 
had been in 1967. In 1977 an additional 3,438 prisoners who were either 
unsentenced or sentenced for a year or less were held in federal prisons. 
These had not been reported in the 1967 NPS bulletin, making the increase 
appear even more dramatic. In 1978, a slight abatement in the trend of 
federal prison growth occurred, with an eight percent decrease in the base 
number of prisoners with sentences over a year. During the entire period 
1930-1978, the number of federal prisoners increased 117 percent, compared 
with an increase in state prisoners of 133 percent. 
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Table 2.1 
State Prison and Local Jail Population and Incarceration Rates by State and Region, 1978 

(Excludes Federal Prison Population of 26,391) 

Region 
r.od 
SIIII 

Tol.' 
NORTHEAST 

Maine 
New Hampshire 
Vermont 
Massachusetts 
Rhode Island 
Connecticut 
New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

NORTH CENTRAL 
Ohio 
Indiana 
illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
No.IJJakota 
So. Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

SOUTH 
Delaware 
Maryland 
D.C. 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
No. Carolina 
So. Carolina 
Georgia 
Florida 
Kentucky 
7ennesse9 
Alabama 
Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

WEST 
Monlana 
Idaho 
Wyoming 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Washington 
Oregon 
Caillornio 
Alaska 
HawaII 

Clwlllin 
PopuI~11on 

Onn-.. ",,", 

216,600 
48,986 

1,081 
665 
487 

5,758 
928 

3,101 
17,720 

7,291 
11,753 

58,110 
10,720 
5,361 

11,201 
9,170 
4,681 
4,021 
2,905 
4,827 

641 
684 

1,557 
2,322 

69,797 
578 

4,105 
683 

5,023 
1,861 
S,472 
2,836 
5,015 
8,586 
3,455 
4,311 
3,705 
2,388 
2,157 
3,946 
2,614 

12,901 

39,71J.7 
775 

421 
2,662 
1,198 
2,346 
1,312 

657 
3,741 
2,449 

22,040 
367 
844 

Numbor 
Incl",,,.11d 
(% 01 TOIII, 

TOTAL 

421,351 (100%) 
64,274 (15%) 

302 
653 
337 

5,018 
524 

2,163 
31,125 
~,292 

14,260 

86,654 (21%) 
18,822 
6,803 

16,211 
20,629 

5,359 
3,394 
2,699 
8,486 

287 
782 

1,895 
3,287 

190,743 (45%) 
1,005 

11,125 
3,942 

12,114 
2,259 

15,445 
8,628 

19,152 
30,819 

5,539 
10,274 
9,083 
4,106 
3,863 

11,451 
5,524 

36,414 

77,680 (18%) 
996 

1,369 
704 

4,148 
2,187 
5,951 
1,584 
2,269 
6,930 
4,757 

45,758 
534 
493 

Number 
Incl",,,"11d 
Per 100,000 

CI.lllln 
Populillon 

195 
132 
83 
76 
69 
87 
56 
70 

175 
127 
121 

153 
176 
126 
145 
225 
114 
85 
93 

176 
45 

114 
122 
142 

273 
174 
271 
594 
241 
121 
282 
304 
362 
360 
160 
236 
245 
172 
179 
290 
196 
282 

195 
129 
156 
167 
156 
182 
254 
121 
345 
185 
194 
208 
136 
58 

Number 01 
Prllon 

Inmll .. 
(% 01 Tolll, 

STATE 

268,189 (100%) 
40,425 (15%) 

577 
283 
337 

2,811 
524 

2,163 
20,458 
5,419 
7,853 

60,246 (22%) 
13,357 
4,350 

10,430 
14,944 
3,433 
1,877 
2,035 
5,637 

169 
506 

1,219 
2,289 

128,108 (48%) 
1,005 
71952 
2,535 
7,682 
1,193 

1?,647 
6,990 

10,874 
20,573 
3,300 
5,835 
5,376 
2,679 
2,529 
7,409 
3,820 

25,419 

39,410 (15%) 
672 
830 
436 

2,467 
1,393 
3,450 

908 
1,357 
4,477 
2,885 

19,552 
490 
493 

PItton 
Inml' •• 

Por 100,000 
CI.lllln 

Populillon 

124 
83 
53 
33 
69 
49 
56 
70 

115 
74 
67 

104 
125 
81 
93 

163 
73 
47 
70 

117 
26 
74 
78 
99 

183 
174 
194 
362 
157 
64 

231 
246 
217 
240 

98 
135 
145 
112 
117 
188 
136 
197 

99 
87 
95 

103 
93 

116 
147 
69 

206 
120 
118 
89 

127 
53 

Number 01 
Jill 

Prilon,,, 
('I, 01 Tolll, 

LOCAL 

153,162 (100%) 
23,849 (16%) 

325 
370 

2,207 

10,667 
3,873 

407 

28,408 (18%) 
5,465 
2,453 
5,781 
5,665 
1,926 
1,517 

664 
2,849 

118 
276 
676 
996 

62,635 (41%) 

3,173 
1,40i 
4,232 
1,066 
2,789 
1,638 
8,278 

10,246 
2,149 
4,439 
3,707 
1,427 
1,334 
4,042 
1,704 

10,995 

36,270 (25, ,) 
324 
539 
268 

1,661 
794 

2.501 
676 
912 

2,453 
1,872 

26,206 
44 

Jill 
PriIO .. " 

P"l00,ooo 
Clwlllin 

Populillon 

71 
49 
30 
43 

36 

60 
53 
54 

49 
51 
45 
52 
62 
41 
36 
23 
59 
19 
40 
44 
43 

90 

77 
212 
84 
57 
51 
58 

165 
120 
62 

103 
100 
60 
62 

102 
60 
85 

96 
42 
61 
64 
63 
66 

107 
52 

139 
65 
76 

119 
11 

Sou_I: Data on state prisoners refer to prisoners senlenced more than one year as reported in U.S. Department 01 Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, 
Prisoners in Slate and Federal Institutions On December 31, 1978, NPS Bulletin SD·SPS·PSF-6A, Advance Reporl (Washinglon, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, May 1979). 

Data on civilian populations refer to estimates on July I, 1978 as reported in U.S. Department 01 Commerce, Bureau 01 the Cen· 
sus, Current Population Reports, Population EstimBtlis and Projections, Series P·25, No. 878 (Washington, D.C,: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Marci, 1980). 

Data on jail populations refer 10 prisoners present on February IS, 1978 as reported in U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, 
Census 01 Jails and Survey 01 Jail Inmates- t978, NPS Bulletin SD·NPS·J-6P (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Februar/1979) less 5,23l! state prisoners housed in local jailS (see NPS Bulletin SD·SPS·PSF-6A, Advance Report, listed above). 
The affect .. :l states Include: Alabama (1,342), Florida (59), Louisiana (1,190), Maryland (380), Massachusetts (ItO), Michigan (44), 
Mississippi (1,000), New York (269), South Carolina (724), and Tennessee (114). 
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Figure 2.2 
Growth of Inmate Populations in Federal and State Institutions 

1930-1978 
(1930 = 100) 
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Sources: Data for state and federal prisoners for the years 1930 through 1970 in Prisoners in Siele and Federallnslilulions for Adult 
Felons (see Note 2!a) of this chapter); data for the years 1971 through 11<,8 in Prisoners in Siale and Federallnslltullofls on 
December 31 for the appropriate year (see Note 2(b) through (g) of this chapter). 
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Federal Prisoner Characteristics 

Appendix Tables A.4 through ll •• 9 display federal and state pr i50n 
population on March 31, 1978 by offense type, race and ethnicity, age and 
sex. For federal prisoners, the distributions reported below rely on these 
daca supplemented by MOra detailed information on offense characteristics 
provided by the federal Bureau of Prisons for 1977. 

--Offense 

Crimes such as murder and burglary are usually prosecuted under 
state law, and may not involve a federal offense unless committed outside 
any state jurisdiction (for example, in the District of Columbia, on the 
high seas, or on goverr®ent reservations or territories). In 1977, roughl~ 
seven percent of federal prisoners were included in this category. Federal 
law is also violated when ordinary crimes are directed against victims with 
a special fed~ral st.atus, such as the postal service or a bank or other 
federally insured credit institution. Twenty-two percent of prisoners 
confined in 1977 were charged with robbery and burglary. Most of the 
offenses in' this group were bank robbery. Another 15 percent were charged 
with larceny or theft, primarily driving stol~n autos across state lines 
and postal theft. Violations of federal drug laws composed the largest 
single offense category in 1977, encompassing 26 percent of all federal 
inmates. Ten percent of the inmates committed white collar crimes such as 
counterfeiting, embezzlement, forgery, income tax evasion, or transporting 
forged or false securities. The number of immigration law violatc 7 s rose 
and fell with political t~des. In 1977 this group comprised four percent 
of the inmate population. The remaining 16 percent included a diverse 
array of offenses including assault, kidnapping, firearms, military court 
martial cases, escape or harboring a fugitive. Our survey data on offense 
characteristics are confined to the distribution of prisoners by "violent," 
"property," and "public order" or "other" offense classifications (see 
Appendix Tables A.4 and A.5). Twenty-nine percent of federal prisoners were 
found in the "violent" category, 24 percent were classified as property 
offenders and 47 percerlt as "public order" or "other," a category composed 
primarily of drug offender.s. 

--Race and Ethnicity 

On March 31, 1978, five of every nine federal ¥tisoners (56 percent) 
came f~om minority backgrounds. Thirty-seven perc~~t of the total were 
black, and 17 percent were Hisp~nlc (see Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7). This 
represents a substantial inerease in minority !-,cisoners compared to 1975, 
when only 31.5 percent of the total number of prisoners were minorities. 
The ethnic disparity was even more pronounced among women, of whom only 31 
percent were white Anglos, compared to 54 percent black and 14 percent 
Hispanic. Of the United States adult8 (over 18) population, 10 percent 
were black and 4.5 percent Hispanics. This means that the probability of 
federal incarceratio~ for blacks and Hispanics was over seven times that for 
non-minorities. 
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--.Age and Sex 

Because of the limited nature of federal crimes, federal prisoners 
tended to be somewhat older than inmates of state and local institutions (see 
APpen~i1( Tables A.8 and A.9), although still younger than the general popula­
tion. This effect is most clearly visible in the 12 percent of federal 
prisoners who are 45 years or older. Although this proportion is small 
compared to 44 percent of the United States adult population in this age 
bracket, it is much larger than the f:action of state prisoners over 45. On 
March 31, 1978, federal prisons housed 5,490 irllDates p,l percent) who were 18 
through 24, compared with the United States adult population of 19 percent 
who were 18 through 24. (Women 18 through 24 comprised 27 percent of all 
federal female prisoners in 1978~ men 18 through 24 comprised 21 percent of 
all federal male prisoners.) 

2.4 State Prison Population Trends: 1925-1978 

The national trend in state prisor. population displays five remark­
ably distin~t periods sin~p- 1930. As illustrated in Table 2.2, a slow but 
steady growth is interrupted by two periods of decline, of only five and 
seven years, respectively. 

These fluctuations coincide, for ti1e most part, with trends in the 
incarceration rate. The median incarceration rate of state prt80ns between 
1939 and 1970 ' .. as 98.8 per 100,000 of the civilian population. At the 
population peak of 1939, the state prison incarceration rate was 122 
per 100,000, while in 1970, following a seven-year period of decrease in 
incarceration rate, it was 87 per 100,000. 

Table 2.2 

Net Change in State Prison Populations, 1930-1978 

Net Change Average Annual Change 

Growth 1930-1939 +39% +3.7% 
Decline 1940-1944 -29% -6.5% 
Growth 1945-1961 +72% +3.2% 
Decline 1962-1968 -14% -2.2% 
Growth 1969-1978 +59% +4.8% 

• Slow 1969-1972 " +4% +0.9% 
• Rapid 1973-1978 • +54% +7.4% 

Sources: This table is based on prisoners under state authority with sen­
tences of a year or longer, and, counted on December 31 of each 
year. Data for 1930-1970 in NPS Bulletin No. 47 (see Note 2(a) 
of this chapter). Data for 1971-1978 in NPS Bulletins for appro­
priate year (see Note 2(b) through (g) of this chapter). 



The last period, beginning in 1969, can be separated into two 
phases: relative constancy (1969-72) and rapid growth (1973-1978). The 
increases of the most recent phase account for nearly all of the change 
since 1968. This prison population rise is different from any previous 
period of increase for three reasons: First, the number of prisoners 
increased more rapidly during the mid-1970's than in any previous period 
except the three years from the end of 1936 to 1939, when the number of 
state prisoners increased at an average annual rate of 7.8 percent. Sig­
nificantly, that period was followed by the most rapid state prison popula­
tion decrease in the last fifty years. Second, the following section 
will show that this increase in the mid-1970's was substantially dominated 
by one region of the country: the South. Of the 91,786 prisoners added to 
the count of state prisoners between 1970 and 1978, 64 percent of the in­
crease occurred in the South. Finally, no other. period since 1940 compares 
with the 1970's in state prison incarceration rate. The rate was not above 
108 per 100,000 between 1941 and 1970, and its median was 98.6 per 100,000. 
The state prison incarceration rate has grown by 42 percent nationally 
since 1970, to a level of 124 persons per 100,000 in 1978 (see Appendix 
Table A.l). 

State Prisons: Regional Components of Population 

As illustrated in Figure 2.3, the geographical distribution of 
the U.S. prison population between 1939 and 1968 was quite stable. Until 
about 1956, no region varied in its percentage of the total by more than 
three or four percentage points. Some adjustments occurred thereafter, 
with a small decrease of the Northeast's share compensated by an increase 
in the West's portion. 

After 1968, the picture changed, and the South, which had held 
about 36 percent of the nation's prisoners at the state level, began to 
increase its shar~. By 1978, this region held 48 percent of all state 
prisoners in the U.S. It is the only region to show an increase in its 
share since 1969. Moreover, while the remainder of the nation increased 
its state prison population between 1970 and 1978 by 31 percent, the South 
has increased its number of state prison0rs by 84 percent. 

The magnitude of the South's impact on the recent national trend 
becomes clear in light of its incarceration rate. In 1950, the prison 
incarceration rate of the South, at 114 per 100,000, was 22 percent greater 
than the average of the other three regions. In 1960, the disparity had 
grown to 33 percent higher than the average of the other three regions. 
The South's increase in imprisonment continued to outpace the other three 
regions of the country that decade. By 1970 its incarceration rate was 41 
percent higher and by 1978 it was 93 percent higher than the average of the 
other three regions. 

By comparing the state prison populations between 1970-1978 (see 
Table 2.3), we observe that the South experienced a dramatic increase in 
both the numerical change in state prison population and the rate per 
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Figurf} 2.3 
Regional Distributions of Year End State Prison Populations 

as Proportion of Total 
1939-1978 

TOTAL POPULA TlON 
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Data for state prisoners for the years 1939 through 1970 in Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions for Adult Felons (see 
Note 2(a) of this chapter); data for the years 1971 through 1978 in Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31 
for the appropriate year (see Note 2(b\ through (g) of this chapter), 
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Table 2.3 

state Prison Population Change by Region between 1970 and 1978 

1978 Percentage 
1978 1970 Rtite 1978 Rate Change in Rate 

Percentage per 100,000 per 100,0.00 per 100,000 
1970 Pr ison 1978 Prison Change in Civilian Civilian Civilian 
Population Population Population Population Population Population 

Northeast 28,595 40,425 +41.4% 59 83 +41% 

North Central 41,941 60,246 +43.6% 74 104 +41% 

South 69,590 128,108 +84.1% 112 183 +63% 

west 36,277 39,410 + 8.6% 106 99 - 6.6% 

Total State 
Prison 176,403 268,189 +52.0% 87 124 +43% 
Population 

Sources: 1970 and 1978 prison population data from Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions (see Note 
2(a) and (g) of this chapter). Civilian population data from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau 
of the Census, Current Population Reports, p~pulation Estimates and Projections, Series P-25, 
No. 878 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, March 1980), Table 4, p. 9. 
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100,000. Although the remainder of the nation did not begin its increase 
until 1972, the South began in 1969 with a 1.6 percent increase in 1970, 
followed by a further 13 percent rise in 1971. The South is the only 
region to show increases every year since 1968. In 1970, the South had the 
largest prison population, and the highest prison incarceration rate of any 
region in the country. By 1978, the South significantly increased its lead 
in both areas: with an 84 percent increase in state prison population and a 
63 percent increase in its prison incarceration rate per 100,000 of the 
population. 

Between 1970 and 1978 only the west had a decrease in its prison 
incarce~ation ~ate per 100,000 of the civilian population, with a decrease 
of seven percent between 1970 and 1978. During the same period, the number 
of sentenced state prisoners in the West increased by only eight percent. 
Both northern regions mirrored the national average throughout the 1970's 
in state prison population increase, but by December 31, 1978, the number 
of persons per 100,000 in state prisons in the South was more than twice as 
great as the number in the Northeast, and 92 percent higher than the 
weighted average (by civilian population) for the other three regions. And 
as Table 2.4 shows, the South's disproportionate share of prisoners had 
risen by 1978 until it held 48 percent more inmates than its share of the 
civilian population would warrant. More noteworthy is the fact that in 
1978 the South held 58 percent more inmates than its share of serious (Part 
I) crime would warrant. 

State Prisoners Characteristics 

--Offense 

About 47 percent of all state prisoners incarcerated in 1978 have 
been convicted of violent crimes (see Appendix Table A.l1). In only 15 
states does the number of violent offenders rise above half the inmate 
count. Most of the remaining state prisoners (37 percent of the national 
total) were convicted of crimes against property, while a residual one in six 
prisoners (16 percent) is classified as a "public order" or "other" offender. 
About three-quarters of the public order offenses involve drugs, with the 
remainder being a miscellany with no obvious classification. 

Regions of the country are remarkably uniform in the extent to 
which prisons are used to house violent offenders. With 44 percent violent 
inmates, the South is only slightly below the Northeast (45 percent) and 
west (48 percent). Fifty-two percent of inmates in the North Central 
states were convicted of vic.lent crimes. The states themselves differ 
greatly, however, ranging from over 70 percent non-violent in New York, 
Nebraska, North Carolina, Arkansas, Montana, and Utah to under 40 percent 
in Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and Indiana. Figure 2.4 plots 
the range of the percent of violent offenders in forty-six state prison 
systems and the District of Columbia. (Connecticut, South Dakota, Delaware 
and Alabama data were unavailable.) The greatest diversity is found in the 
Northeast, the least dive(6ity, in the South. 
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Table 2.4 

Comparison of Prison Population with Civilian Population 
and with Reported Crime 

Ratio of Share of Prison population 
to Share of Civi~ian Population* 

~egion 

Northeast 

North Central 

South 

1960 

0.72 

0.92 

1.23 

1.14 

1970 

0.67 

0.85 

1.28 

1.21 

1978 

0.67 

0.84 

1.48 

0.80 west 

*A ratio of 1.00 means that a region's share of the 
total state prison population is equal to its share 
of the total civilian population. 

Ratio of Share of Prison Population 
to Share of Part I Reported Crime** 

Region 

Northeast 

North Central 

South 

1970 

0.65 

0.98 

1.45 

1978 

0.70 

0.93 

1.58 

0.61 west 0.88 

**A ratio of 1.00 means that a region~s share of the 
total state prison population is equal to its share 
of the total Part I reported crime. 

Sources: 1960 state prison and civilian population data from U.S. 
Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, Prisoners in 
State and Federal Institutions, 1960, NPS Bulletin No. 
27 (Wash., D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO), 
Sept. 1961) t 1970 state prison data from NPS Bulletin 
N~. 47 (see Note 2(a) of this chapter)~ 1978 state 
prison data from Survey of State and Federal Adult Cor­
rectional Facilities (PC-2), 1978, 1970 and 1978 civil­
ian population from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau 
of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population 
Estimates and projections, Series P-25, No. 878 (Wash., 
D.C.: GPO, Mar. 1980): and Part I Reported Crime from 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports--
1970 and 1978, Crime in the United States (Wash., D.C.: 
GPO, 1971 and 1979). 
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Compared to violent offenses, we cafi see in Figure 2.5 that the 
distribution of property offenses is less variable th~n the distribution of 
violent offenses in the Northeast and North Central states, but more vari­
able in the South and west. The distribution for property offenses ranges 
from less than 20 percent in Massachusetts and California to over 50 
percent in New York, Nebraska, Iowa, North Carolina, Ark&nsas, Oregon 
and Utah. 

Table ::!.5 shows how the distribution of offense types changed 
during the five years of rapid pri;son population growth from 1973 to 1978 
(see also Appendix Table A.l1). In every region the percent of violent 
offenders went down. The decline was p~rticularly true in the Northeast 
where the proportion of violent prisoners dropped from 60 percent to 45 
percent. In the Northeast and Southern regions almost all of this decrease 

Table 2.5 

Type of Cr ime Committed by Prisoners (Percent of Column Total) 
Regions and U.S. ?:'c'tal 

1973 ana 1978 

North 
Northeast Central South West U.S TOTAL 

Violent Offenders 

1973 60 55 49 50 52 
1978 45 52 44 48 47 

Property Offenders 

1973 21 33 35 :lu 32 
1978 37 34 41 28 37 

Public Order or 
Other Offenders 

1973 19 12 15 20 16 
i978 18 14 15 24 16 

Sources; U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, 
Census of Prisoners in State Correctional Facilities, 1973, National 
Prisoner Statistics Special Report No. SD-NPS-SR-3 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, December 1976); and Survey 
of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilties (PC-2), 1978. 
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was offset by the increased imprisonment of property offenders. In the North 
Central and Western regions, offenses classed as "public order" or "other" 
increased their share of the total prison population. 

Proportionate distributions of offenses have changed markedly in 
the other regions as well. In the North Central states, the number of "public 
order" or "othrr" offender inmates increased by over 74 percent between 1973 
and 1978 growing from 12 percent to 14 percent of the total North Central 
inmate population. In the South, the number of property offenders increased 
more rapidly than the number of violent offenders, with the former contribu­
ting about 60 percent of the growth, canpared to 26 percent contr ibuted by 
violent offenders and 14 percent by "public order" or "other" offenders. In 
the West, both violent and property offenders dropped as a percentage of the 
total sentenced inmate population, with "public order" and "other" offenders 
increasing their share of the total fran 20 percent to 24 percent. 

--Race and Ethnicity 

Almost half (48 percent) of all 1978 state prisoners were black. 
Both the Northeast and the South held 54 percent black prisonersJ the North 
Central states held 49 percent and the y,stern states, 25 percent. (See 
Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7.) In 1974, the corresponding figures were: 
Northeast, 53 percent; South, 55 percentJ North Central, 44 percent; and 
West, 25 percent. Thus, only the North Central states have increased their 
percentages of black prisoners. In comparison to the federal Bureau of 
Prisons, state prisons hold f,~ Hispanic Americans: under six percent of 
state prisoners are Hispanic. The higher federal concentrations are 
attributable to immigration law violators, who form the largest single class 
of Hispanic prisoners. In fact, nearly 28 percent of all state and federal 
Hispanic prisoners were in federal pIison in 1978. 

The incarceration rate for blacks in 1978 (467.3 per 100,000) was 
almost eight times as high as that for whites (59 per 100,000). The racial 
disparity is greatest in the Northern states--14.2 times as high for blacks 
as whites in the Northeast, and 10.3 times in the North Central states. 
Measured in this way, the 1acia1 disparity in the South (5.5 times) and 
West (6.5) is only about'half as great as that in the North. 

Table 2.6 displays the incarceration rates pe~ 100,000 blacks and 
whites in each region. Rates for blacks do not differ nearly as much 
among regions as do the inter region rates for whites. The rates reported 
in this table should, however, be viewed with considerable caution for a 
number of reasons. Race and/or ethnicity are unknown for about ten percent 
of the state prisoners covered by the survey. Biases in the missing data 
could easily introduce a slight distortion in the incarceration rates. A 
more serious problem is created by the inaccuracy of the United States 
Census of Population. The 1970 Census seriously undercounted the number of 
blacks in the united States, and particularly, the number of young urban 
black males. Since these men have the highest incarceration rate of any 
demographic group in the country, their omission significantly affects the 
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dra7ial/;thl~iC distribution of incarceration rates. Estimates based on 
rlvers lcenses and other pub 1 , 

as high as twenty percent for bl~ckrecords suggest that the undercount may be 
rate fran 467 per 100 000 to 389 ~s'1~~i~~owould,reduce their incarceration 
white rate. Even all~w!ng the f 11 r ~ or slx-and-one-half tir.les the 
difference between the two racesurem:~~:l!:::i~!.SUCh an adjustment, the 

Table 2.6 

Incarceration Rate per 100,000 
by Race and Region 

Blacks Whites 

Northeast 430.3 30.3 
North Central 539.2 52.3 
South 

West 

Total 

Sources: 

455.2 83.3 
466.6 68.8 

---United States 467.3 59.3 

State black prison populations from Survey 
of State and Federal Correctional Facilities 
(PC-2)~ 1978. Civilian populations for 1978 
by reglon and race estimated from data in 
U.s. Bureau of the Census, Statisti.cal Ab­
stracts of the U.S.: 1979 (Wash., D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office): 29, 34. 

Demography and Incarceration rates 

large pr~~r~:~~O~!C~~a~::ai~u;:~=o~b~en~n!i~:wtphhat the comparatively 
been written on 'bl enomenon. Much has 
incarceration ra~:~l ~i~:a~~~: f~~ thhe difference between black and white 

1 s y as not developed any additional 
::~l~:~t~~!e::~:: the problem may be put in context by a brief review of 

, First, prisons are used only for certain types of crl'me 
convlcted of homicides rape b 1 • Persons 
more likely to be" , urg ary, robbery and drug offenses are much 

d lncarcerated than embezzlers, anti-trust violators 
~pee ers or d~unk drivers. Thus when we speak of black or white cri~i _ 

~!~a~~ ~!~n~~~~l!p:~l~~!n~~~:l~~k Of ~hilt~ incarce~ation ra~es, we m~:! 
cr mlna lty contrlbute to lncarceration. 
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For most crimes the race of the offender is not known because no 
one sees him (or her). Crimes of personal victimization (robbery, rape, 
and assault) provide a partial exception becaus: victim~ of these ~ff:n~es 
were asked to describe the offenders in the Natlon~l Crlme 13anel vlctlm~za­
tion survey. These descriptions are reported by Hlndelang on the basls 
of approximately 65,000 interviews conducted in 1974-1975. The survey 
found that 62 percent of all robbery victims said their offenders were 
black. In 1974 about 11 percent of the U.S. population was black, so that 
the rate of involvement in robbery for blacks is over five times as high as 
for whites. Rape victims said their assailants were black 39 percent of 
the time, and assault victims reported black assailants 30 percent of the 
time, for over-representations of slightly less than a factor of four and 
three, respectively. 

14These numbers may not be literally accurate descriptions of crimi­
nality since a victim's report is a composite of reality plus percep­
tion biases. For example, crime victims probably do not use exact:y the 
same definition of "black" that the Census employs for its tabulatlon of 
"Negroes." Moreover, there is evidence that black and white victim~ may 
have different interpretations of "assault." (Blacks may be more llkely to 
disregard minor assaults.) Finally, whether an act is construed as a crime 
depends on the victim's interpretation of the "offender's" intent. Inter­
racial judgments of such intent may be inaccurate. 

Regardless of whether there are biases in reporting crimes to 
survey interviewers, there are clearly biases in reporting them to the . 
police. More than half (52 percent) of the victims of black rapists sald 
they reported the crime to the poliy5 ' while onl~ 3~ perc:nt of those raped 
by whites filed an official report. Robbery vlctlms sald they ~eported 
62 percent of the black offenders, as opposed to 53 percent of whlte offen­
ders. The pattern is reversed for assaults: 48 percent of blacks and 57 
percent of whites are reported for aggravated assault, and 31 percent of 
blacks vs. 36 percent of whites for simple assault. Hindelang suggest~ that 
this reversal may be related to particular recall biases associated wlth 
assault, and particularly assault by persons known to t~e victim, whic~ a~e 
(a) less likely to be reported, and (b) more likely to lnvolve black VlctlmS 
and offenders. 

Police mayor may not be racially bi.ased in arrests. The propor­
tions of blacks among persons arrested for rape and robbery are nearly .the16 same as the respective proportions among offenders reported to the ~llce. 
For assault, the proportion of black arrests is disproportionat:ly hlgher. 
It is unclear whether this reflects bias on the part of the pollce or a 
different distribution of seriousness for assaults committed by black or 
white offenders. 

The prevalence of racial discrimination in prosecution, ~onvict~on, 
and sentencing has also been extensively debated, but data on thlS portlon 
of the criminal justice system are of such varying quality that the only 
useful empirical results come from isolated jurisdictions where information 
happened to be available. Probably the best known claim of discriminatory 
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apPlication.of the law concerns the disproportf9nate use of the death 
penalty agalnst blacks. In Furman vs. Georgia two justices noted the 
statistical evidence that capital punishment was discriminatorily applied. 
Although it can always be argued that the disproportion is not "really" 
discriminatory because some unmeasured (non-racial) factor distinguished 
the blacks sentenced to death from the whites not sentenced, it seems 
unlikely that the number of discriminatory sentences is really zero. The 
question of how large the number may be remains unanswered and is probably 
unanswerable with present data. 

Age and Sex 

In 1978, four-fifths (79.5 percent) of all prisoners in state prisons 
were under 35 years of age. While at least 44 states have some state prisoners 
younger than 18 (see Appendix Tables A.8 and A.9), only a few states have 
many such prisoners. New York, reporting 2,067 (10.9 percent) prisoners 
under 18, has 30 percent of all the under-18 state prisoners in the country. 
Missouri has the highest concentration of very young prisoners, with 576 
inmates under 18, or 11.1 percent of the total number of inmates for whom 
ages were known in 1978. 

Table 2.7 displays the age distributions by sex for each region. 
Age distributions vary only slightly, apart from some tendency for North 
Central states to have younger than average prisoners and Western prisoners 
to be slightly older. The Northeast has relatively more young (under 18) 
offenders than other regions, but only because of New York's population. 
Excluding New York, only 5.9 percent of Northeast prisoners are under 18. 

Female prisoners are only slightly older than male prisoners. One 
percent of the women are under eighteen, and, as with men, New York accounts 
for a large portion (39 percent) of all the very young prisoners. 

The absolute numbers of women to ~hom these statistics refer are 
extremely small. On the reference date of our survey, 10,315 women were 
reported as residents in state prisons and pre-release facilities, and 
usable age data were available for 8,785 or 85 percent of these women. 
Thus, whep we speak of categories which include one percent of the women, 
we are dealing with about 100 prisoners. With so small a base, changes 
which are insubstantial in absolute terms may seem large when expressed as 
percentages. 

2.5 Local Jail Population Trends 18 

Unfortunately, it is impossible to analyze jail trends for the past 
50 years because the data are smlply unavailable. As the previous section 
noted, beginning in 1968 prisons entered a period that appears to be critic­
ally different from earlier population movements, both in magnitude and 
regional pattern. A comparison of national jail trends as shown in Table 2.8 
reveals little dramatic change at the national level, but does show regional 
differences. 
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Table 2.7 

Percentage Distribution of Inmates by Age, Sex and Region 

Males 

Region Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 Over 44 
.- -1 

Northeast 9% 36% 38% 12% 5% 

North Central 4 46 32 11 7 

South 2 38 38 13 9 

West 0 33 44 15 8 

All States 3 38 38 13 8 

Federal Pr isons 20 44 22 13 

Females 

Region Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 Over 44 

Northeast 3% 35% ~2% 13% 7% 

North Central 41 40 12 6 

South 1 34 41 16 8 

West 0 34 45 14 7 

All States 1 36 42 14 7 

Federal Prisons 0 27 51 15 7 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities 
(PC-2) , 1978. 
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Table 2.8 

Local Jail Population Change by Region Between 1970 and 1978 

1970 Jail 
Population 

31,458 

29,209 

61,655 

38,541 

160,863 

1970-1978 
Change in Jail 

Population 

-7,230 

-757 

+5,789 

-271 

-2,469 

1978 Percentage 
Change in Jail 

Population 

-23% 

-3% 

+9% 

-1% 

-2% 

1970 
Rate per 

100,000 

64 

-52 

99 

112 

80 

1970-1978 
Change in Ra te 

per 100,000 

-15 

-3 

-2 

-16 

-7 

1978 Percentage 
Change in Rate 

per '100,000 

-23% 

-=6% 

-2% 

-14% 

- 9% 

Source: 1970 National Jail Census and Census of Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates, 1978 (see Note 2 (h) 
and (j) of this chapter). 

• 

, 



Based on the 45 jurisdictions24 for which there are census data, 
the net growth of the jail population of the United States between 1970 and 
1978 is negative--in 1978, there were 2,469 fewer persons in local jails 
than in 1970. Considering the qrowth in the U.S. population over these 
eight years, this population decline is accompanied by an apparent reduc­
tion in the jail incarceration rate of about seven persons per 100,000 
civilian population (from about 80 to 73 per 100,000 of the civilian 
population). However, the 1970 Census date (March 15) fell on a Sunday, 
and the 1978 Census date (February 15) on a Wednesday. Averaqe weekend 
jail populations are higher than weekday counts: in 1978, weekend jail 
populations were 11 percent higher than those of the weekday. Comparison 
of the two census figures therefore somewhat underestimates actual growth, 
probably by about ten percent. 

Local Jails: Regional Components of Population 

The Northeast region accounted for the majority of the jail popu­
lation decrease, with a loss of 7,230 inmates or 23 percent of its jail 
population. In contrast, the South showed an increase of 5,789 inmates, 
which resulted in a nine percent increase in its jail population. The 
greatest changes in the jail incarceration rate occurred in the Northeast, 
with a reduction of 23 percent, and in the West, with a decrease of 14 
percent. 

Although the national picture is one of stability, several strik­
ing exceptions can be found. The changes in most states are no larger than 
one would expect to find through chance alone, but in six Southern states 
quite dramatic growth has occurred. The growth in these states was substan­
tially offset by significant decreases in New York,. South Carolina and the 
District of Columbia. 

Table 2.9 presents the net effects of the six states showinq highly 
significant increases in jail population, compared to the net changes of 
the seven largest states (ranked by significance). As can be seen from 
the table, the seven largest states alone offset, in total losses, the 
gains of all states in which jail population growth was extreme. In fact, 
New York's decreases alone offset 89 percent of the highly significant 
increases found in other states. Without the reduction of 6,463 prisoners 
in New York's jaii population, the 1978 national figure would have repre­
sented an increase, rather than a decrease, when compared with the 1970 
national figure. 

The total impact of all "important" states--that is, large or 
"significant;" including South Carolina and the District of Columbia, which 
experienced reductions--on the national jail population in 1978 represents 
an overall decrease of 3,686 prisoners from the 1970 level. Char:es among 
the remaining states are distributed relatively evenly across region and 
state size, with respect to both magnitude and sign of change. As a result, 
their average change can be characterized as moderate qrowth. 
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Table 2.9 

Notable Changes in Local Jail Population 
at the State Level, 1970-1978 

"Significant" States B. Large States 

2. Losses All Effects 

2031 New York -6463 New York -6463 Mississippi 791 District of Columbia -1815 California -1466 Georgia 1552 South Carolina - 919 Illinois + 457 Louisiana 1193 
Tennessee 931 

Pennsylvania - 493 
Maryland 795 

Ohio - 455 
Texas + 235 
Michigan 60 

Net Gain +7293 Losses -9197 Net Change -8245 

Source: 1970 National Jail Census and Census of Jails and Survey of Jail 
Inmates, 1978 (see Note 2(h) and (j) of this chapter). 

Several factors account for trends in many of those states with 
large or "significant" changes: 

• Changes in the United States population 

, , , All of t~e "significant" gains occur red in the sunbelt, where 
clvlllan poPulat~ons were growing unusually rapidly, bringing other indica­
t~rs of , change wlth them. In the years from 1970 to 1978, the six states 
llst~d ln part A of ,Table 2.9 experienced a nE!t gain in civilian population 
of nlne ~rcent, whl.ch must be considered a p21rtial explanation of the 33 
percent l.Q.crease in these states' jail inmatef;. 

• COUl: t inter"/ention 

Th: highly significant increases sh2Wn by Southern jails in 1978 
were also lnfluenced by court intervention. At the time of the Census 
cou~t, f~ur of the six states that showed gains in jail population had 
thelr p~l~on sys~em under court orders stemming from suits citing overcrowd­
ing. Slmllar SUltS also were pending in the other two states, Georgia and 
Tennessee: ,AS a re~ult of these orders, state prisoners were transferred 
to local ]alls or slmply retained locally after sentencing. In Alabama in 
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March of 1978, for example, prison overcrowding had forced 2,759 state 
prisoners to be housed in Alabama's local jails. Within 18 months of the 
1976 decree, Birmingham's county jail alone saw a 102 percent population 
increase. Alabama's situation was not unique: case studies documented 
that in Mississippi in May 1977, 458 state prisoners were being held in 
local jails7 and in Louisiana in July 1978, there were about 210 state 
prisoners being held in Orleans Parish Prison alone. A2yotal of 7,048 
state prisoners were held locally on December 31.- 1977. 

Coult orders also affected at least one of the three jurisdictions 
showing significant reductions. In 1976, the District of Columbia jail 
came under court orders to reduce population to match its "rated capacity." 

• Jurisdictional shifts 

Changes in population frequently reflect shifts of persons from one 
administrative control to another, sometimes without any inmates changing 
their cells. For example, the reduction in South carol~2a is the result of 
the state takeover of the county prison system in 1973. 

• Reduction of the number of juveniles in jails 

A comparison of the 1970 and 1978 juvenile poPu2~tions held in 
jails shows a decrease from about 7,800 to about 1,600. 

• Jail "release valves" 

Jail populations, and particularly the pre-trial subgroup, are 
susceptible to various informal release mechanisms that are not applicable 
to prison populations. ~~e decreases in New York, and especially in New 
York City, where public <md pr ivate agencies foster a large range of 
alternatives to jail, may I)e partly attributed to efforts such as the 
vera-sponsored release programs, which provide several alternatives to 
money bail, release-on-recognizance, pre-trial release, 90 percent bond, 
etc. 

Our examination of several jurisdictions produced examples2~f jail 
officials taking new arrivals back to court for new ba~~ hearings, 
occasional concerted efforts to reduce court backlogs, and sheriffs' 
notifying judges on a daily or regu~gr basis of jail population in the hope 
that the judiciary would cooperate. These ad hoc programs tend to come 
into existence when jails are overcrowded, andlprobably regardless of metho2, 
may tend to be more effective than ongoing efforts to utilize alternatives. 

• Shifts from jail to prison 

Finally, jails, unlike prisons, can relieve crowding in two direc­
tions: both more lenient and harsher alternative dispositions are available, 
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so that more severe sanction policies may shift as many cases from jail to 
prison as from freedom to jail. Only the dispositions at the extremes of the 
severity spectrum ~8e necessarily affected by general increases or decreases in 
sentence severity. That is, given sufficient prison capacity, jails 
can always pass along those "extra" inmates who have received longer sentences, 
or quickly release those convicted of the least serious crimes. Shifts in 
sentencing policy may also work to avoid crowding in jails if the effect of 
the change is to substitute felony (prison) sentences for misdemeanor (jail). 

Jail Inmate Characteristics 

Little information is available about jail inmates because records 
are decentralized, turnover is rapid, there alre no uniform reporting stan­
dards, and individual sheriffs sometimes destroy or remove records at the 
end of their terms. Table 2.~0 conveys virtually all of the current infor­
mation about adult jail inmates which is available at the national level. 
As can be seen from the table, about half of jail inmates are awaiting 
arraignment or trial. One-third are serving sentences of less than one 
year. The rest are awaiting sentencing, serving more than one year, re-' 
turned for probation or parole violations, etc. 

Only a few states in the Northeast and South frequently use jails 
for long (over a year) sentences. One-third of the inmates in Massachusetts 
jail, for example, are listed as serving a year or more, and 18 percent of 
Pennsylvania's jail inmates are in this category. In the South, the lead­
ing states are Maryland (26 percent), Virginia (16 percent), Georgia (34 
percent), South Carolina (25 percent), Alabama (53 percent), Mississippi (31 
percent), and Louisiana (15 percent). with the exception of this state-to­
state variation in sentence length, there is no pattern of regional differ­
ences in the legal status of jail inmates. 

Women, who comprise six percent of the adults in jail, tend to serve 
shorter sentences than men and are more likely to be awaiting arraignment 
or trial. In the South and West, 15 percent of all adult women ar~ awaiting 
arraignment, compared with ten percent in the North Central states and four 
percent in the Northeast. 

In addition to the adults described above, 1,611 juveniles were 
reported as inmates of local jails. This represents about one percent of 
all inmates. Most of the juveniles are in the South (669) and the North 
Central states (515). 

2.6 Summary 

The last 50 years have been marked by episodes of growth in the 
state and federal prison populations, which have so far always been followed 
by shorter periods during which populations stabilized or decreased. The 
period of sustained growth which marked the mid-1970's has been relatively 
more rapid than most of the earlier growth periods, and has been increasingly 
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Legal Status 

Total 

Not yet arraigned 

Arraigned, 
awaiting trial 

Convicted, 
awaiting sentence 

Serving less than 
one year 

Serving more than 
one year* 

Probation or 
parole violators 

Other 

Table 2.10 

Percentage Distribution of the Leqal Status of Jail Inmate 
by Sex and Region -- February 15, 1978 

Total Northeast North Central South 
Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females 

100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 
(146,726) (9,233) (22,720) (1,124) (26,003) (1,669) (63,157) (3,344) 

9% 13% 3% 4% 7% 10% 12% 16% 

40 42 46 49 47 42 36 47 

5 4 4 6 5 5 5 

32 32 29 34 34 36 25 23 

10 5 11 5 1 1 17 5 

2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 

2 2 1 1 2 2 3 2 

west 
Males Females 

100% 101% 
(34,846) (3,096) 

8% 15% 

40 33 

,. 
::l 4 

43 39 

6 

2 2 

1 2 

*Includes convicted state inmates Whose transfer to state prisons is delayed due to overcrowding in state 
institutions. 

Source: Census of Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates, 1978 (see Note 2(j) of this chapter). 
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dominated by a single region. Southern incarceration rates and prison 
populations have increased significantly faster than the nation as a whole. 
Of the 91,786 inmates added to the count of state prisoners between 1970 
and 1978, over 63 percent live in the South. Figure 2.6 shows the diver­
gence of incarceration rates among the regions, and clearly indicates that 
the Southern prison population trend cannot be explained by the sunbelt's 
increase in total population: Southern pr isoners have increased much more 
rapidly than total populations, and in the west, which is also part of the 
sunbelt, incarceration rates actually declined. 

The kind of people imprisoned has also changed with the increase in 
numbers. If data from the 1978 survey can be compared with data on offenses 
collected in 1973, it appears that by far the largest share of growth is due 
to an increase in the nu~ber of prisoners sentenced for property and public 
order crime, with only a small fraction of the growth attributable to 
greater numbers of violent offenders. 

These facts underscore some of the major themes which must be 
considered in developing projection models. First, the experience of the 
last 50 years tells us that periods of growth (or decrease) do not continue 
forever in straight lines. Sooner or later, any simple extrapoI~tion is 
going to miss a major change. Second, different states and regions may 
follow different patterns, and national aggregate data are likely to 
obscure much of what occurs. 

Third, the extent to which prisons are used to punish public order 
offenders is heavily influenced by criminal justice policy. The increased 
share of these offenders in the prisons may indicate changes in the exercise 
of discretion which have affected both the number and composition of the 
correctional system population. These shifts of policy will emerge as 
among the most important factors in understanding changes in prison popula­
tions, and substantially influence not only how projections should be done, 
but how they should be used. In particular, we emphasize that the projec­
tions which follow do not attempt to predict what prison populations "will" 
do. They only illustrate what may occur if the policies which have pre­
vailed in the recent past are continued for five more years, given various 
sets of assumptions about how key determinants of the prison populations 
will interact. 
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Figure 2.6 
S'tate and Local Incarceration Rates per 100,000 

of the Civilian Population by Region -1978 

West North Central Northeast 

Sources: Incarceration rates calculated from civilian population data in U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports, Population Estimates and Projections, Series P-25, NQ. 878 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, March 1980), Table 4, p. 9; state prisoner data in Prisoners ir; State and Federallnstitu­
tions on Decemver 31, 1978 (see Note 2(g) of this chapter); and jail inmate data from Census of Jails and Survey of 
Jail Inmates (see Note 2(j) of this chapter). 
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Chapter 2: NOTES 

1. Prior to 1978, the Summary of Sentenced Population Movement (NPS-1) 
survey form counted all inmates under state custody (housed in state 
adult correctional facilities), without regard to jurisdiction. 
The 1978 form, however, based its count on all inmat~s under state 
jurisdiction, regardless of where the inmates are housed. Custody 
information in the 1978 form is solicited only in one supplementary 
question. For reasons not yet completely understood, the jurisdiction­
al count is usually higher than the custody count. Where the u.S. 
Bureau of the Census counts 306,602 inmates under the jurisdiction of 
federal and state authorities on December 31, 1978, it counts only 
295,229 inmates using a custody definition for the count. Approximate­
ly 4,000 inmates held in local jails because of overcrowding are 
counted under state jurisdiction, but not custody. However, this 
accounts for only part of the discrepancy. For illustrative purposes, 
the jurisdictional and custody counts for the seven integrated prison 
and jail systems are provided below: 

Jurisdiction Custody 
Count Count 

Total 10,223 9,664 

Alaska 712 555 
Connecticut 3,489 3,420 
Delaware 1,325 1,130 
Washington, D.C. 2,844 2,844 
Hawaii 725 629 
Rhode Island 664 649 
Vermont 464 437 

This change in the basis of counting inmates made our projection task 
more difficult; we suspect it will continue to do so in the future. 
This is particularly unfortunate because the custody basis of the 
count that has been used in the past is much more relevant to the 
current standards discussion than is the jurisdictional definition. 
We have found it much more important to know where the inmates are 
located rather than who is ultimately responsible for them. For 
both reasons, the ct;qt.;'ii.\.l~,t~>Dn ~f.air established time series and the 
S!'~t1t~r telauancy of' itnowirlg where inmates are actually housed -- we 
encourage the Department of Justice to continue the collection and 
reporting of inmate counts based on custody. 

2. Unless otherwise noted, federal and state data for this chapter are 
fran: 

(a) U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, Prisoners in State 
and Federal Institutions for A.dult Felo.ns, National Pr isoner 
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Statistics (NPS) Bulletin No. 47 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, April 1972). 

(b) U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion (LEAA), National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 
Set'vice (NCJISS), Pr isoners in State and Federal Institutions on 
December 31, 1971, 1972, and 1973, National Prisoner Statistics 
(NPS) Bulletin No. SD-NPS-PSF-l (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, June 1975). 

(c) U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners in State and 
Federal Institutions on December 31, 1974, NPS Bulletin No. SD-NPS­
PSF-2 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, June 
1976) • 

(d) U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners in State and 
Federal Institutions on December 31, 1975, NPS Bulletin No. SD-NPS­
PSF-3 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 
1977) • 

(e) U.S. Department of Justice, LEJlA, NCJISS, Prisoners in State and 
Federal Institutions on December 31, 1976, NPS Bulletin No. SD-NPS­
PSF-4 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 
1978) • 

(f) U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners in State and 
Federal Institutions on December 31, 1977, NPS Bulletin No. SD-NPS­
PSF-5 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 
1979) • 

(g) U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners in State and 
Federal Institutions on December 31, 1978, Aiivance Report, NPS 
Bulletin No. SD-NPS-PSF-6A (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, May 1979). 

(h) u.S~ Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, 1970 National Jail Census, 
Statistics Center Report SO-l (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, February 1971). 

(i) U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, The Nation's Jails, A 
report on the census of jails from 1972 Survey of Inmates of Local 
Jails, Report No. SD-J-4 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print­
ing Office, May 1975). 

(j) U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Census of Jails and Survey 
of Jail Inmates, 1978, Preliminary Report, NPS Bulletin No. SD-NPS-J-6P 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 1979). 

See Volume III, Chapter 2 and Appendices A and B for a fuller dis­
cussion of these 1978 jail survey findings. 
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4. Inmates were counted either on December 31 of each year (for state 
and federal pr isons) or on a date arbitrar ily chosen by the Bureau of 
the Census (for local jails). Note that the daily counts fluctuate 
from day to day, especially over weekends, and that they do not reflect 
the total number of people passing through an institution in any given 
year or month. 

5. NPS Bulletin No. SD-NPS-J-6P, supra Note 2(j), reported 158,394 jail 
inmates as of February 1978. Our data total here is 5,232 less, so 
that those inmates who were under state jurisdiction and counted in the 
state counts but housed in local jails would not be reported twice. As 
reported in NPS Bulletin SD-NPS-PSF-6a, supra Note 2 (q), the states 
affected are: Alabama (1,342), Florida (59), Louisiana (1,190)i 
Maryland (380), Massachusetts (110), Michigan (44), Mississippi (1,000), 
New York (269), South Carolina (724), and Tennessee (114). 

6. Unpublished tables provided by the Bureau of Prisons. 

7. The questionnaire classified murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, and similar crimes as "violent"1 and it listed burglary, larceny 
or theft, motor vehicle theft, etc., as "property" crimes. 

8. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract 
of the united States: 1979 (Washi;lgton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printirg 
Office, 1979): 32-33. 

9. Ibid., pp. 29-30. 

10. Supra Note 2(a). 

11. U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, Profiles of State Prison Inmates: 
Sociodemographic Findings from the 1974 Survey of Inmates of State 
Correctional Facilities (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government printing 
Office, 1979). 

12. Our data from the 1978 Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional 
Facili ties (PC-2) plus an estimate for Califorll'lia which did not provide 
data for this variable. The NPS Special Report cited in footnote 11 
above provided the same percentage for 1974. 

13. Michael J. Hindelang, "Race and Involvement in Common Law Personal 
Crimes," American Sociological Review 43 (February 1978): 93-109. 

14. Roger McNeely and Carl Pope, "Race and Involvement in Common Law 
Personal Crime: A Response to Hindelang," Review of Black Political 
Economy 8 (Summer 1978). 

15. Supra Note 13. 

16. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United 
States (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975): 
191, quoted in Hindelang, ibid. 
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17. 408 U.S. 238 (1972). 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Jail statistics in this section are based on actual number of inmates 
housed in local jails regardless of jurisdictional authority. 

Of the 50 states, the six states that administer jail populations are 
excluded (Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware: Hawaii, Rhode Island, and 
Vermont). None are large enough that inclusion would affect the 
general trends observed in this discussion. In 1977, t~ese states 
held at most 1,893 persons who were unsentenced or serv1~ ~entences 
under one year. This represents 1.2 percent of the total Ja11 popula-
tion. 

See review of impact of court intervention on custodial population 
'movements in Volume III, Appendix A-1. 

21. Supra Note 2(f). 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

This conclusion is drawn from the Annual Report of the Board .of 
Corrections for the period July 1, 1973 to June 30, 1974, pr1nted 
under the direction of the South Carolina State Budget and Control 
Board. 

This was probably related to changes in reporting procedures used by 
local agencies. It may also in part be a consequence of implementa­
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
Juvenile data are from the National Jail Censusu 1970, and from 
preliminary data from the 1978 National Jail Census. 

Dade County, Florida~ Milwaukee County, Wiscon,sin~ and Wayne County, 

Michigan. 

wayne County, Michigan. 

Harris County, Texas. 

U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NILECJ, Instead of Jail (5 v~lu~eS), 
by ~o~a J. Calvin et al. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Pr1ntlng 
Office, 1977). 

Zimring interprets unpublished data of Zeisal (in Anatom~ of Criminal 
Justice, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, forthcom1ng) to 
imply that many individuals now receiving prison sentences would 
otherwise go to jail. 

42 

CHAPTER 3 
LOGIC OF PROJECTIONS 

3.1 Meaning of Projections 

The terms "projection,· ·prediction," and "forecast," often are 
used interchangeably to refer to any statements about the future. Webster's 
definitions reveal a nuance which corresponds to an important philosophical 
distinction among the terms. Forecasts are "estimates of future happenings 
or conditions." A prediction is "something declared in advance." Under 
these definitions, forecasts and predictions are true if and only if they 
are fulfilled. Their validity is not compromised because they may be based 
on turtle shells, planetary movements, or satellite photographs, so long as 
the future events match the forecast. 

Projection is contrastingly defined as "an estimate of future 
possibilities based on a current trend." Two elements of this definition 
should be highlighted. First, most possibilities are not realized, so that 
a projection which genuinely captures the range of future possibilities 
can be only partially fulfilled. Second, projections explicitly rely on 
current trends~ if states depart from these trends the projection cannot 
be tested for validity. Projections, as we use the term in this report, 
are essentially statements about the past and about sets of assumptions 
relating past and future. Changing these assumptions changes the resulting 
projections. 

In the preceding chapter we presented historical trends in the 
population of federal, state, and local correctional institutions. In this 
chapter, we examine a range of assumptions about how these past trends 
might relate to future possibilities. As with the trends th~mselves, these 
projection assumptions can only be evaluated as they apply to the past. 
Those assumptions which were unable to provide an adequate explanation 
of the recent past were rejected as unlikely to provide much guidance for 
the future. The converse was not necessad.lY true~ formerly valid relation­
ships could break down at any time. 

The number of such hypothesized relationships was bewilderingly 
large. As we undertook the task of "examining the projection assumptions 
which might be applicable, we tended to speak of the ·unexplained rise in. 
prison population." Actually, explanations (all formulated after the fact) 
were not lacking. If anything, we suffered an embarrassment of riches. 
Causes ranging from the maturing baby boom to the economic dislocations of 
inflation and unemployment were advanced. Experienced observers pointed to 
tougher attitudes among criminal justice practitioners: judges, they 
said, were handing out longer sentences and more of them~ prosecutors were 
striking harder bargains~ offenders were committing and being arrested for 
mor.e serious crimes, which carried higher penalties~ parole boards were 
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granting releases more cautiously and returning technical violators more 
quickly. LEAA assistance to courts and prosecutors may have cleared 
longstanding case backlogs and enabled prosecut.ors' screening programs to 
identify and concentrate on the most serious and well-founded cases, 
leading to higher conviction and imprisonment rates. All told, there were 
probably enough ex post facto hypothesized ~auses to account for the 
obser.ved trends several times over. 

Moreover, there was every indication that yet more forces would 
come into play. Legislation reallocating sentencing discretion in various 
ways was being considered by the U.S. Congress and by more than half of the 
state legislatures. Proposed changes ranged from the proscription of plea 
bargaining (Alaska) to mandatory minimum sentences (Florida), parole 
guidelines (Oregon), or the elimination of parole discretion in the release 
decision (California). Most of these proposals were seen as potentially 
increasing the numbers of people in prison, and as certainly eliminating at 
least part of the traditional mechanisms whereby these ~umbers have been 
informally regulated. 

3.2 Previous Rssaarch 

Numerous projections of inmate populations have been prepared for 
federa1 1 state, and local jurisdictions. The Congressional Research 
Service prepared a series of projections for the federal Bureau of 
Prisons in connection with a 1974 appropriation debate. The projections 
relied on a correlation between unemployment and prison intake, and on a 
series of unemployment predictions which prophesied an immediate decrease 
in unemployment, followed by stabilization at four perc~nt. On this basis, 
the projections anticipated only limited growths in population. Events 
demonstrated the hazards of this projection method, as both unemployment 
and the federal prison population proceeded to increase beyond all recent 
precedent. 

In 1976 the National. Planning Association2 prepared a series 
of projected manpower needs for each component of the criminal justice 
system, u91'1':.9' an econometric two-'stage least squares model. The number of 
pr ison inmC:\",:,I~s appeared as an intermediate variable in the corrections 
sector of d,~_~ model, and as a funct.ion of the number of arrests and levels 
of employment in the prosecution, defense, and corrections sectors of the 
model. Althou9h the report was released in November 1976, the most recent 
prisoner statistics used were from 1974. The model projected a gradual 
increase in the prison population over a ten-year forecast period. Like 
the CRS projections, the NPA projected maximum has already been exceeded. 

At the state level, a much wider. variety of projection methods have 
been explored. For the most part, pro~ection of prison populations has 
been a preliminary step in projecting the year's operatinq budget for state 
prison systems. Depending on the degree of controversy associated with the 
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budgeting process, any number of projections from zero growth and up may be 
prepared. ,AS background material for this project, each state department­
of correctlons was asked for copies of any projections they had done. Half 
the states supplied materials in response to this request. 

The 25 states who did not respond presumably represent several 
distinct classes. Some may have prepared projections which were not 
obtained simply because our survey response was incomplete. Others may 
have projected populations for internal use but were reluctant to distri­
bute the results for policy reasons. Most cases, however, are probably 
like that of the New England state that laconically responded, "we take 
what the courts send us." 

. While planners tend to be more aware of reasons for making projec-
tlons, some fairly cogent reasons against them can also be advanced, and 
may have motivated those states who avoided publi.shed population projec­
tions. Th~ first of these is simply the conceptual and te(~hnical difficulty 
of preparlng a credible projection. Particularly in a small state, a large 
percentage of the total population is subject to essentially random varia­
tion for which projection would be meaningless. It may be argued that the 
non-random portion of the popUlation variation, to the extent that it 
~epresents,the results of decisions taken outside the corrections system, 
'_~ ~ot ~ub]ect to review or prediction by corrections, and that ,published 
prO]ectlons are therefore seen as either inappropriate or infeasible. 
Finally, budgeting procedures may leave little room for consideration of 
expected future populations in the negotiating process. La,st year's 
~udget, the degree of public concern over prison conditions, willingness to 
lncrease spending, and support for competing programs may all exercise 
greater control over the budget than a projection of the number of inmates 
Since many prison costs are virtually independent of the number of prisone;s, 
and others dem~ns~rate fairly low sensitivity, such seeming motivations may 
reflect a reallstlc assessment of needs and allocation procedure. With an 
audience which may be unaware of or unsympathetic to the complexity of the 
relationship between costs and numbers of prisoners, corrections adminis­
trato~s are understandably reluctant to release information which they may 
percelve as potentially harmful or misleading. 

Among those jurisdictions which provided at least one projection, 
there was no consensus of either approach or interpretation. States chose 
various ways to reflect the dependence of correctional futures on decisions 
made els~where in the criminal justice system. About half (12 in the sample 
of 25) e~ther made no mention of the issue, or assumed that whatever policy 
was to be pursued would be automatically consistent with their choice of 
projection methods. Some considered the possible effects of changed 
policies, and either included a disclaimer stipulating that all bets were 
off if any policies were switched, or asserted that the projection corre­
sponded to the "most likely" policy configuration. Others went on to point 
o~t that they had explicitly rejected the notion of alternative possibili­
tles because of the need to prepare a budget which could not reflect 
contingencies. 
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In six states, projections were prepared which acknowledged the 
links between sentence/release policy and prison populations. This general­
ly took the form of published "high" and "low" projections, without specifi­
cation of which behaviors in particular contributed to the high or low 
levels of incarceration. In two instances, however, the projections 
explicitly considered the possibility of significantly expanded diversion 
programs, assuming that the pa'rticipants in these programs would otherwise 
have been part of the prison population. 

Four states employed two or more alternative statistical methods, 
including linear regression, simulation of intake and release rates, and 
estimates based on the fraction of population (or population at risk) 
incarcerated. While such multiple methodologies were supported by refer­
ence to the generally inchoate state of the projection art, there was 
little guidance to help the reader decide which of the methods most closely 
approximated the situation in the state. Unlike the states in which policy 
alternatives exist, there were no attempts to provide any indication of the 
possible correspondence between policy and the mathematics of future prison 
populations. 

In the following sections, three broad classes of projection tech­
niques--leading indicators, extrapolation and simulation of intake and 
release--are discussed, examining the experience of states using such 
methods, theoretical and statistical considerations, and experience gained 
in the course of this project. 

3.3 Leading Indicators 

Like the federal study described above, one group of state projec­
tions relies on identifying one or more external variables which are 
claimed to bear some relation to future prison populations. Examples of 
leading indicators include: population, unemployment, and crime. Detailed 
reviews of some of these studies are provided in the Appendix. Here we 
summarize the methodological issues raised by this approach. 

Population (Age-at-Risk, Race and Total population) 

Population is generally defined to refer to subgroups stratified on 
race and/or age. The projections are invariably based on the assumption 
that imprisonment rates will remain constant within strata throughout the 
future of the projection period, often despite evidence that the rates have 
not remained constant in the very district for which the projection is 
being prepared. A popular hypothesis relates the most recent growth in 
prison populations to the fact that the fraction of the u.s. population in 
the most incarceration-prone ages (just over 18) grew significantly during 
the 1970's. Because the post-war baby boom has only happened once, the 
relationship between it and the prison population is not really a statistical 
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question. We can, however, ask how age-at-risk has performed as a predictor 
of prison populations in the past, and in particular, how it compares to 
other correlated 'time series, such as a simple straight-line fit or the 
total population of the state. We tested these models in two exploratory 
studies using the 20- to 29-year-old segment of the total population and the 
20- to 29-year-old black population as candidate leading indicators in selected 
states where detailed data were available. Both studies had disappointing 
results. Over the comparatively short time span of the last decade the 
changes in prison population have been too rapid and abrupt to fit ~ny 
simple function of the demographic distribution. Since 1960, the ratio of 
inmates to population at ~isk declined steadily in Iowa, increased in South 
Carolina, and fluctuated in Illinois. Using the post-war Iowa time series, 
a statistically significant correlation between the number of inmates and 
the population at risk is found. Unfortunately, for both variables the 
simple correlations are negative. If a regression model is used to' remove 
the common effect of a simple linear growth trend from the two series, the 
correlations vanish. Moreover, the imprisonment rates are statistically 
less stable than the prison pop~lations.per see The coefficient of varia-
tion of the rates is roughly tWlce as hlgh as for the number of inmates.

j 

Only the series of papers by Blumstein and his coauthors4 provide 
an explicit test of the hypothesis that a constant fraction of the popula­
tion is imprisoned. Blumstein's population statistics refer to the total 
resident civilian population without the customary refinement to distin­
guish the greater risk of incarceration faced by young black males. Over 
the period covered by Blumstein's data (1929-1974), the incarceration rate 
neither increases nor decreases systematically. This trendlessness is 
of particular interest in light of the sustained growth during much of this 
period of the putatively high-risk population subgroup. Blumstein relates 
this trendlessness to a cogcept of stability of punishment first formalized 
by Emile Durkheim in 1895, which posited a societally determined level 
of tolerance for deviance. Under this model, a constant fraction of the 
population would be singled out and labeled as unacceptably deviant, 
largely independent of the actual behavior of the group. This view of 
incarceration is fundamentally different from the more direct population 
linkage assumed by the at-risk projectioriists, who presumably rely on a 
chain of causation leading from demographic characteristics to criminal 
behavior to criminal sanctions. To the extent that national time series 
can distinguish between these two models, Blumstein'S results appear to 
support Durkheim's social stability model over the more commonly used risk 
models. 

. Several important characteristics of the data are not adequately 
explalned by the stability formulation. At least twice in history the 
incarceration rate has begun to rise far above the supposedly stable level. 
The first time the rise was interrupted by World War II. The second began 
in 1972, just as Blumstein's data were ending. These fluctuations appear 
significantly larger than one would expect if annual incarceration rates 
were simply normally distributed around some constant stable value. 
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Even more difficult to explain is the fact that few individual 
state incarceration rates show the same pattern of stability as the nation­
al average data. Since social deviance is defined by state law and its 
sanctions imposed by state courts, one would expect state level data to 
provide stronger support for the stability model than do national aggregates. 
Instead, it appears that the stable national rates are derived from mutual 
(and possibly fortuitous) cancellation of conflicting non-stable state 
systems. 

Unemployment and Crime 

Unemployment has been shown to be c~rrelated with crime amon~ 
individuals. Studies of released prisoners and pre-trial releasees 
have found that unemployed persons are significantly more likely to be 
rearrested than are their working counterparts. Census tragts reportinq 
high unemployment rates also tend to have high crime rates. Theoretical 
analyses of criminal motivation provide various possible explanations for 
these correlations, based on simple economic rationality (for some people 
crime may pay more than legitimate labor) and relative deprivation (when 
legitimate avenues are closed, only illegitimate ones remain). It is also 
possible that the correlations are due in part to the way unemployment is 
defined. People who work full time selling drugs or emptying banks are not 
likely to respond "pusher,n or "robber" when asked their occupation. They 
are rather more apt to say they are unemployed, contributing to a correla­
tion between crime and unemployment, but without the usual causal interpre­
tation. 

For unemployment to be a useful leading indicator of prison popu­
lations, the correlations of interest are those which show a consistent 
relationship over tim'e, rather than over individuals. Figure 3.1 shows the 
raw time series of serious crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, agqravated 
assault, burglary, and auto theft), and unemployment (percent of civilian 
labor force). The two are not si.gnificantly correlated (r = .23, n = 22, 
p > .2). Most of the correlation is produced by the 8.5 percent unemploy­
,ment rate of 1975. without thi.s year, r = .06, n = 21, P > .4. A similar 
lack of correlation exists when the specific components of the unemployment 
index are considered. Over the same historical period, there are siqnificant 
correlations between the unemployment rate for non-white males (as opposed to 
the total population) and the rates of burglary and robbery. However, since 
the correlations are negative, they are almost assuredly spurious. There 
were decreases in non-white unemployment over the period and increases in 
crime, but it is most unlikely that the two are causally linked. 

That this almost certainly spurious correlation is nominally 
statistically significant teaches us an important l~~son about interpreta­
tion of correlated time series. The significance tests for correlations 
assume (among other things) that the errors of successive observations are 
uncorrelated. Since both variables had clear trends over the period 
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tested the true errors may well violate this assumption, causing a false 
conclusion of significance to be drawn. The influence of correlated 
residuals may be a factor when we proceed to examine the relationship 
between crime and prison population. 

Crime in the United States, as measured by the FBI's index of seven 
major violent and property offenses reported to the police, reached a tempo­
rary peak in 1976. During the preceding years of increasing crime, increas­
ing numbers of inmates had been added to state and federal prisons. In the 
years after the peak in crime rate, prisons in about half the states began 
to experience small declines in the rate of new intake from courts, wh~ch 
according to our projections and preliminary data should be reflected ln 
abatement, and perhaps reversal, in the growth of their incarcerated 
populations. 

It is natural to ask whether these two events were related, and if 
so, in what way. A naive analyst might assume that more criminals in 
prison must mean fewer on the streets, and hence less crime. The more 
conventional approach simply assumes that the increased volume of cases 
would be transmitted through police, prosecution, and the courts, directly 
to prison (perhaps with some attenuation along the way). There is no 
question that over the last few years the two time series have moved 
together. It is, however, possible that the relationship was more coinci­
dental than causal. 

The overwhelming majority of crime in the UCR part I index is 
larceny (of varying severity, as the definition shifted from year ~o year). 
Since larceny is rarely prosecuted as a felony, the number of posslble 
prison sentences generated by index crimes is much smaller than the total 
number of crimes. Moreover, since no more than one in five of the reported 
offenses ever results in arrest, to say nothing of a conviction on the 
original charge, the slack between crimes committed and crimes punished by 
imprisonment was large enough to absorb large :luctuations,in case,volume 
without necessarily having any influence on prlson populatlons. Flnally, 
since arrest statistics suggest that perhaps as many as half of all crimes 
are committed by juveniles, many of the offenders who were caught,would never 
make it to the adult correctional institutions which were the subJect of our 
study. 

Table 3.1 shows the aggregate correlation between offenses reported 
to the police (UCR part I crimes) and changes in prison populations in each 
of the six years before and after the crime rates were reported. Computed 
at the state level in a combined longitudinal and cross sectional analysis r 

summations are across all states, covering 20 years of crime and population 
data. The correlations are not significantly different from zero. In fact, 
the largest of them reflects a shared variance of at most three percent. 
These two results can be reconciled only if one acknowledges that while each 
individual sees a single process leading from crime through arrest and con­
viction to imprisonment, different individuals may be treated differently. 
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Probabilities of conviction given arrest for a specific crime, or of 
incarceration given conviction change with time, so that no simple linear 
relation between aggregate crime and imprisonment exists. 

Despite the absence of a temporal relationship between crime and 
unemployment, there is a significant correlation between unemployment and 
prison commitments (r = .57, n = .22, P < .S1). Other studies have 0~8erved 
this same correlation on the national level and for specific states. 
The explanations which are presented for these results are clearly inconsis­
tent with the lack of any intervening correlations involving crimes actually 
committed. While no empirically validated explanation of this effect has 
yet been published, the results leave ample room for speculation. Judges 
may prefer to grant probation to employed defendants. Social moods may 
shift toward law and order in har.d times. Public order offenses such as 
drug possession or sale are not reflected in the serious crime index used 
above, since they are not ordinarily reported to the police. If these acts 
increase in times of unemployment, they might provide a partial explanation 
of the findings. It is also distinctly possible that the correlation 
between unemployment and prison intake could be entirely spuriQus. Both 
variables could reflect broad changes in sorne un~easured third characteris­
tic of society yet to be identified. Both prison and economic variables 
tend to be autoregressive (last year's values are correlated with this 
year's). This is likely to induce correlation among the residuals of the 
regression between the two series, so that correlations may be artifactually 
inflated. Thus, while there seems to be some relationship between unemploy­
ment and prison intake, caution seems appropriate in adopting any interpre­
tive view. 

Table 3.1 

Relationship Between Crime and Prison population 

Current population Current Crime 
Years Lagged Lagged Lagged Lagged 
of Lag Crime Population Crime Population 

0 .08 1.00 1.00 .08 

.12 .22 37 .02 

2 .18 .01 .06 -.11 

3 .11 .05 .03 -.12 

4 - .18 .15 .28 .00 

5 .09 -.01 .42 .07 

6 .15 .03 .39 .00 
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In Table 3.2 we look at the correlations between the number of 
persons unemployed in each state and year and changes in prison populations. 
In this analysis we find no significant relationships which would support 
the use of unemployment as a leading indicator of prison populations. If 
we were looking at only one coefficient at a time, the .597 correlation 
between current unemployment and the change in prison populations three 
years ago would be statistically significantly different from zero. How­
ever, because it is only one of 14 correlations considered, and because 
no plausible relationship in this direction has been suggested, we are 
reluctant to attribute the effect to more than chance. 

Table 3.2 

Relationship Between Unemployment and Prison Population 

Years 
of Lag 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Current population 
Lagged Unemployment 

-.001 
.012 

-.188 
-.019 
-.018 

.118 

.031 

Current Unemployment 
Lagged Population 

-.001 
.008 
• 009 
.597 
.131 

-.239 
-0020 

As a practical matter, the authors who adopted unemployment as a 
leading indicator appear to have fared poorly because unemployment is not 
much easier to project than prison intake. Recent projections have invari­
ably proved optimistic, and generally are no more than conjectural after 
the second year. The results were a series of low population projections 
for the years that actually experienced the fastest growth in history. 
Both the state and federal projections using unemployment to project intake 
subsequently used intake to project releases (Congressional Research Ser­
vice, Georgia) or population (Colorado). In the CRS projec~ion of federal 
prisoners, releases are estimated at 1.3 times last year's 1ntake minus 
6177. Because in the model intake increases with unemployment and releases 
increase faster than intake, this has the bizarre result of causing prison 
populations to decline sooner and more steeply for high levels of unemploy­
ment than for low levels. In the CRS model for states, releases grow mere 
slowly than intake, so that prison populations at least increase with 
increasing unemployment. In the Colorado version of the model, population 
is assumed to be a linear function of intake, intake is a linear function 
of unemployment, and unemployment i~ projected to be nearly constant, with 
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the result that the prison population itself is projected to be constant. 
It is important to note that these projected growth patterns are not find­
ings. They are inevitable consequences of the modeling assumptions, and 
would not be altered by data. 

Capacity and Population 

. A relationship between population and facility capacity has been 
suggested by proponents of a construction moratorium, most notably William 
Nagel who has provided numerous illustrations of the notion that building 
more institutions may s~mply mean incarcerating an ever greater share of 
the population: 

"Probably the best institution that we visited in America was the 
new, handsom: one, the Purdy Treatment Center for Women, at Gig 
Harbor, WashIngton. In our view, both its architecture and its 
leadership are inspired. Before it was opened, however, only 
69 women were imprisoned in the state of Washington. In less than 
two years of its opening, the population ft Purdy has soared to 
153, very close to its capacity of 170."1 

Because of its clear policy implications, we included construction 
of new prison space in our list of possible leading indicators. Although 
in7orpor~ted in the same data base as other potential leading indicators, 
thIS var1able was conceptually of a different kind than the others • 
Implicit in all economic, demographic, and crime-related models was the 
notion that illegal behavior was an essential element in incarceration and 
that the corrections systems were responding in some invariant way to ~he 
stimulus of these individual actions. Admitting a role for capacity 
implied a view of the system directly counter to this reactive model. Here 
institutional actions were seen as determinant, with building decisions 
based on factors quite apart from the needs of existing populations. If 
there ~as an~ assumption about individual criminal activity, it was that 
potentIal pr1soners were always available in surplus, and could be incar­
cerated at will by a system with sufficient space to hold them. 

The practical implications of these two conflicting views of the 
pr?cess are considerable. If the natural phenomenon approach (demography, 
crIme, and th7 economy) were valid, reactive planning might be justified, 
and the questIons of building become essentially tactical rather than 
strategic. Under this model, the ideal corrections system would be one 
whic~ had space avai~able when needed, where the needs were generated 
outSIde the corrections system, although that system might be able to 
anticipate those trends. 

If the opposite model held, and capacity changes were echoed in the 
number of inmates, a substantial new burden would be imposed on corrections 
planners, whose actions would now become potentially proactive rather than 
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reactive. Under this model, construction would be justified only by a 
belief that steps to increase the number of prison inmates were appropriate, 
a belief which could only be predicted on some underlying assessm~nt of the 
purposes of incarceration and the ability of prisons to achieve those pur­
poses. As we have seen, no consensus on these deep issues exists, and a 
linking of construction to population growth would transfer all the turmoil 
of the debate about purposes directly to the planner's arena. 

We can display the relationships which might be hypothesized among 
these variables in the following diagram: 

Pop'llation 
ac. Risk 

I 
I 
I 

-;-

Unemployment 

Path of Hypothesized Relationships Among 
Leading Indicators of Prison population 

) 

,-

Reported 
Offenses 

..... "'( 

./ ---"" -------

) 
Felony 

Indictments 

indicates hypothesized linkage 

indicates alternative hypothesis 

) 

Prison 
Construction 

1 
Pr ison 

Population 

Our actual analysis cannot proceed directly on this simple path diagram 
because the linkages are not expected to be instantaneous. We need an 
analytic method which takes account of the time implicitly underlying each of 
these variables. Accordingly, the following regression format was used: 

where Y
t 

= hypothesized result of process and 

X
t 

= hypothesized leading indicator of Y. 

In estimating the a's and bls, results from all states with available data 
were pooled. Correlations were estimated for t = 1955, ••• , 1977, using as 
many lag terms as were available (i.e., first year lags begin in 1956, second 
year lags in 1957, and so on). Although the theoretical model includes 
infinite lags, in practice they were limited to six years. Correlations were 
examined for st3bility over time and among geographic regions of the country. 
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Significance tests were based on the F ratio generated by analysis of 
covariance: 

2 If RXY = the squared multiple correlation associated with 

k k 
Y

t 
= ao + E a. Y

t 
. + E b. X t . + £ 

i=1 1 -1 i=l 1 -1 

2 and RYY = the square multiple correlation for 

k 
Yt = a + E a. y . + £ 

0 i=1 1 t-~ 

(~y - ~)/(k + 1 ) 
then F = 2 (1-RXY)/(S x y-2k) 

where s = number of states 
y = number of years 
k = number of lag terms 

Because prison populations are substantially correlated from year to year-­
for the very good reason that most inmates remain incarcerated for morE~ 
than a year--the usual regression assumption about non-autocorrelated 
residuals is unlikely to hold. To eliminate this problem, all var iablEis 
are transformed to their first differences (i.e.: signed change from on.e 
year ago) and all tests are based on these differenced series. 

Although the foregoing discussion raised doubts about the theorlet­
ical and methodological value of models based on crime and unemployment" 
the time series of these variables for each state were included in the data 
base for these computations, and the parameters relating capacity to popu­
lation were estimated both includ~ng and excluding effects of crime and 
unemployment. We are unable to dt ect substantial significant relationships 
between these and their hypothesiz d consequences which would justify our 
use of the variables as a basis for projection. This does not rule out the 
possibility that such relationships may actually exist. It simply means 
that in the sometimes noisy and possibly mis-specified test in which our 
model seeks such relationships it was impossible to detect them. 

Only in examining the relationship between capacity and population 
do we have what appear to be clear-cut statistically significant results. 
We find that changes in capacity are significantly related to changes in 
population. This much was generally known before our study began. What is 
new is the temporal relationship of these effects. There is no relationship 
between future capacities and present populations. We can saY-with 99 per­
cent confidence that building to house existing populations represents less 
than one space for every 30 inmates. All regression terms in the equation 
predicting capacity on the basis of population are near zero, and all have 
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standard errors so small that the probability of their reaching substantial 
levels (where "substantial" means on the order of one space per inmate) 

vanishes. 

We also find no relationship between capacity change and population 
change in the same year or with a one-year lag. However, the picture 
changes abruptly at lags of two or more years. For these we find a signifi­
cant (p < .001) and substantial (approximately one inmate per unit of space) 
effect of past capacity changes on future populations. Taking all the 
coefficients into consideration, our results say that on the average: 

• capacities do not appear to be changed more often in 
crowded conditions than at other times~ 

• additions are filled to rated capacity by the second 
year after opening additional space~ 

• within five years the occupancy of the new space averages 
130 percent of rated capacity. 

We do know that some states in some years showed less responsive behavior, 
while others showed more. It should be emphasized that these are aggregate 
historical statistical trends, and not rigid rules governing the behavior 

of every state. 

Other Leading Indicators 

Observers of correctional practice have pointed to a number of 
other st.ructural changes in the criminal jusr~ce system which may be 
related to changes in the prison population. 

--Reporttng Rates 

Dar' on citizen reporting of crime have only recently become 
available, so that historical trend analyses are impossible. The 
probability that a crime covered by the survey would come to the attention 
of the police has risen slightly, from 28 percent of all crimes in 1973 to 
32 percent in 1976. Table 3.3 shows the data on reporting rates for major 
crimes included in the victimizat;.on survey. Only assault shows any 
significant change in reporting rate over the years. Since assault cases 
make up a relatively small fraction of the prison population, it seems 
unlikely that any meaningful portion of the growth in prison populations 
from 1973 to 1976 can be traced to changes in citizen reporting behavior. 
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--Criminal Justice Policy 

, Policy at various levels of the criminal justice system is refle ted 
ln a se~ies of,statistical indicators. We can begin to quantify jUdicia~ 
sentenclng ~llCY by looking at the probability of a prison sentence for 
persons convlcted of specified crimes, and at the distribution of lengths 
of such sentences. Similarly, prosecutorial policy is partially defined by 
the , probability of indictment given arrest and the rate of conviction given 
indlctment. Each of these indicators is influenced by the behavior of 
multiple actors, and is only a partial measure of the policy of any of its 
participants. ,T~ken 7ogeth~r, however, they provide measures of the key 
events a~d ~eclslons ln an lndividual offender's path through the system 
The,key lnd:cators which might serve as measures of the links between • 
pollCy and lncarceration include: arrests, indictments, felony convictions 
sen~ences and intake to prison, parole hearings, release on parole or at ' 
explration of sentence and length of time served. 

, Many of these indicators cannot be tested because data are uniformly 
unavallable (crimes committed) or available only in isolated and incompar­
a~le forms (persons arrest~d, length of prison sentences, parole hearings 
tlme ser~ed~. In individual states where detailed data were obtained, ou; 
results lndlcated that of the remaining variables, those at the end of the 
continuum offered the least hope of providing systemic leading indicators 

Table 3.3 

Percent of Victimizations Reported to the Police 
1973-1976 

All Crimes Rape Robbery Burglary Assault 

1973 28% 44% 51% 46% 43% 

1974 30.3~ 51.8% 53.6% 47.8% 44.7% 

1975 31.6% 56.3% 53.3% 48.6% 45.2% 

1976 32.2% 52.7% 53.3% 48.1% 47.5% 

(approximate 
standard er ror) 2.4% 12,6% 5.0% 2.2% 3.1% 

Source: U.S. Depa~tment o~ ~ustice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
ti~n, Natlona~ ~rlm7nal.Justice Information and Statistics Service, 
Crlminal Victlm1zat1on 1n the United States: 1973 through 1976~ 
No. SD-NCP-N-4 (December 1976), No. SD-NCS-N-6 (December 1977), 
No. SD-NCS-N-7 (December 1977), and No. SD-NCS-N-9; Washington 
D.C.: Government Printing Office. ' 
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for two reasons. First, variables farthest downstream seemed least suscep­
tible to change in the cases we examined. Time served in both New York and 
Florida showed no indication of any increase or decrease during the time of 
most rapid growth in the early 1970·s. Sentences to prison increased, but 
less rapidly than indictments, and these in turn changed less than arrests. 
Leaving aside empirical questions, the further consideration remained that 
late changes might be too far downstream to provide leading indicators of 
any practical utility. Thus, for example, even if the release func:ion had 
been changing in New York, we would have seen the results in ~e prlson 
population at approximately the same time the change occurred ln th~ 
release series itself, making it of little practical value as a leading 
indicator. 

While this suggests that events preceding sentencing might show . 
the greatest promise as leading indicators, in practice it proved imposslble 
to gather sufficient consistent information to provide an adequate te~t of 
their utility. State records Oil indictments, for instance, are erratlc and 
each reflects different charging ana record keeping policies. T~erefore, the 
pooling of states, necessary to accumulate enough evidence for vlgorous 
testing, became logically questionable. 

--Court Workload 

The 1970's also marked a period when courts we.re said by some to 
become both more efficient (partly due to an influx of federal f~nds to .. 
support increased automation and better management) and more strlct. Q~ancl­
tative data on either the efficiency or the leniency of courts proved ~lItual-' 
ly impossible to collect from most states. We a.re thu.s unable to conflr~ 
or deny the proposition that changes in court processi~ per se were behlnd 
th<> moveme11ts in pr ison population. We will indicate 1n the next chapter 
th;t PI ison intake has recently appeared more i.nfluential in the siz~ of. 
prison populations than has the length of time served. courts~ as the.flrst 
gatekeeper in the chain leading to intake, clearly could exerClse a maJor 
controlling influence on prison population. 

d 'ed14 c'pecific inst.ances Imere the role of the courts has been stu 1 

indicate'"'that the courts serve a complex role, delaying and smoot~ing t~e 
impact of changes earlier in the. system. They are not, ho~~~er, lmperv~ous 
to external changes, and increases in prosecution are eventually transmltted 
to the corrections system. 

3.4 linear Extrapolation 

The Florida Departm'ent. of Off:ender Rehabili tat ior~ 15. survey:d s~a te 
cor rections departments and found thart of 32 states. publishu19 pr.0Jectlons, 
two-thirds (21) based their ,projections on simple llnear regresSlon. ~s 
most commonly used, linear extrapolat.ion is a special case of the leadlng 
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indicator approach, where the leading indicator is Simply years since 1900. 
As the historical discussion of Chapter 2 indicated, the u.S. prison popula­
tion is marked by long episodes of increase or decrease. As long as the 
projection period is wholly contained by one of these episodes, linear 
extrapolation works perfectly well. The problem is that it provides no 
hint of when a change in growth will occur, or of how large such a change 
might be. 

Our chronology identifies about six episodes of sustained increase 
or decrease in the last 50 years, which means the average length of an 
episode is eight or nine years. Linear extrapolations done in the last 
year or first two years of an episode will be falsified in one year. Thus, 
short-term (one-year) extrapolations will at best indicate the right direc­
tion two-thirds of the time. Intermediate-term (five-year) projections 
which rely on linear extrapolation would have called the right direction 11 
of the last 50 years (22%). 

3.5 Simulation of Intake and Release 

Six of the states responding to Florida's survey employed simulation 
models in preparing their projectionfG Such models were also used by the 
Canadian Federal Corrections System, the D.C. Department or Corrections, 17 
and by Abt Associates in a previous report for this project. 8 Simulation 
as a technique allows free reign to the model-builder's ability to incorpo­
rate any available facts or assumptions about the system. Since modeling 
assumptions differ vastly, our lumping of all simulations under a single 
heading is a major oversimplification of a diverse body of literature. The 
plausibility of results from a simulation exercise depends directly on the 
assumptions built into t.he model, and only minimally on the specific formal­
ism in which those asswRptions are expressed. Unfortunately, most of the 
literature goes minimally beyond announcing a formalism, and perhaps demon­
strating that its parameters can be estimated in a test jurisdiction. 
Little information is available on the fidelity with which modeling assump­
tions reflect local realities, or on the stability of the estimated para­
meters. Since each projection method is in reality only a package of 
assumptions and a logical formalism for working out the consequences of 
those assumptions, these general purpose models included only general 
purpose assumptions. Corrections systems do, of course, share some proper­
ties with the general class of all possible systems, so that some of these 
general purpose modeling assumptions were applicable. 

The recent history of custodial corrections has, however, provided 
dramatic evidence that much of what is important about prisons and jails 
lies in the specifics of the system, not in its gener.al properties. By 
definition, general properties of the system were true both in 1968 and in 
1978. Much of the concern over corrections problems, and much of the 
uncertainty which these projections were to address, sprang from what were 
seen to be possible fundamental changes in the properties of the system 
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between those two years. General purpose models were unable to provide the 
kind of specific information required to assess this change. 

This study's experience with general models indicated that while 
they can serve a significant heuristic purpose, models specifically formu­
lated to reflect the particular featur.es of corrections systems were able 
to provide substantially more credible results. The dynamic modeling 
exercise conducted for our Preliminary Report to Congress was valuable as a 
means of classifying the r~lationships among key actors in the criminal 
justice process and focusing attention on the important control points in the 
movement of persons and information. As such, it provided us with signifi­
cant insight into which variables were most likely to show direct or indirect 
relationships to inmate populations or movements. Our experience in compar­
ing numerical results, however, indicated that for this purpose dynamic 
modeling performed at little better than a random level. Our attention in 
this report has therefore been concentrated on the properties of the correc­
tions system per se, with. less emphasis on the more general social and 
systemic factors which the dynamic model attempted to incorporate. 

3.6 Experience of States in Use of Projection Models 

In many respects it is unfair to the individual states to attempt 
to summarize the results of their projections under a single series of 
measu~es. The projections were intended to serve diverse purposes, were 
made to meet different standards of accuracy, and were based on data of 
\"idely varying scope and quality. Nevertheless, an examination of the kind 
of accuracy obtained with the methods generally in use served to place our. 
own first-year results in the context of previously available technology. 

Figure 3.2 displays the distributions of percent of error in the 
various one-year projections by state. Each diagram displays the upper and 
lower quartile points, median and extremes of the distribution of percent 
of discrepancy between the populations projected for December 31, 1977, and 
the numbers of inmates actually reported to the U.s. Bureau of the Census 
National Prison Statistics Program. 

Regression based projections were equally likely to over- or under­
estimate the actual population, usually by substantial amounts. None of 
the projections were within ten percent of the correct values. Half were 
off by amounts ranging from 16 to 30 percent. In the states using this 
method, the median change in population from 1976 to 1977 was eight percent, 
or only about half as large as the error of projection. Roughly stated, 
this means that where they were applied, regression methods provided 
substantially worse estimates of future populations than would have been 
giv~n by no projections at all. 

The next distribution in Figure 3.2 groups together those projec­
tions which expressed prison populations as a function of one or more 
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exogenous variables (leading indicators), most commonly total civilian 
population or population in a specified age bracket, but also unemployment 
rates, arrest rates, and parole revocations. Although the dispersal is 
smaller than in the preceding method, there is a bias of nearly ten percent 
underestimation, so that aggregate performance is only slightly better than 
the regression estimates, and at the extremes, equally erroneous. 

The third class of models, those which treat intake and release 
separately, have the smallest bias and dispersion of any of the commonly 
used state projection methods. While the median projection overestimated 
by about five percent, only a quarter of the states using this approach 
missed by more than ten percent. 

While this evidence is suggestive, because different methods were 
used by different states (and sample sizes were small), no true comparison 
of differential effectiveness is possible. A more adequate comparison of 
methods was afforded by comparing our own projections with actual data. The 
three methods used in those projections were again representative of leading 
indicators, extrapolation and simulated intake and release. The assumptions 
underlying these models and our tests of accuracy are reported in the next 
chapter. 
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4.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER 4 
DETAILED PROJECTIONS 

The question of policy rapidly emerged as a central issue in 
deciding what kinds of projection methods would be appropriate to assess 
the "future needs" of which the Congress had spoken in the Crime Control 
Act of 1976. If those needs were direct or indirect consequences of 
choices made in legislative or criminal justice system deliberations, what 
kinas of statements could appropriately be made about the likely course 
such deliberations might take, or the consequences of a specific course 
once chosen? If corrective mechanisms are activated to reduce populations 
once capacity reached critical levels, any projections made in ignorance of 
such mechanisms would be unlikely to give an accurate reflection of .actual 
events. On the other hand, pr6j·~tions which assumed the inevi tabUi ty of 
self-corrective policy adjustments are guaranteed never to anticipate 
future needs which might stem from the failure or inadequacy of the cor­
rective measure. Alternatively, rather than risk public censure, publie 
officials might choose to await litigation and court intervention to 
prescribe the. effective population and capacity ratios. 

Corrections administrators face an unusually frustrating policy 
environment. Many, but not all, of the most critical decisions which bring 
prisoners into their custody and later release them, are beyond the direct 
control of institutional administrators. Fe,~ adminIstrators could legally 
refuse to house prisoners whom a judge has sentenced, or release prisoners 
against the wishes of the parole board. Thus, for the correctional plan­
ners who form a large segment of the audience for projections, the policies 
followed by judges, prosecutors, legislators, and parole boards are, in 
many cases, to be taken as externally fixed. Corrections planners cannot 
rely upon someone else's adaptive behavior to solve their housing problems. 

Accordingly, for this study, it was anticipated that the audience 
for prison population projections would also include influential members 
of those groups who did have some power to affect the levels of incarcera­
tion, and who formulated the very policies to which prisons were responding. 
For this audience, predictions of the decisions they would be making were 
clearly inappropriate. What was needed was, rather, some way to estimate 
the possible consequences of the alternatives under their consideration. 
The future course of prison populations had to be viewed neither as a 
deterministic natural phenomenon, nor as a statistical event whose out­
comes could be ranked according to probability, but as a set of alterna­
tive contingencies: "If ••• , then ••• " statements, where the "if" was 
directly supplied by the policymakers to whom the reports were directed. 
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Finally, spanning the interests of both of these groups of readers, 
and sharing characteristics with both, were the members of the u.s. Congress 
who had ordered the study. Although members of Congress do have responsi­
bility for the federal criminal code and prison system, they cannot expli­
citly control state and local criminal justice systems. Conqress does, 
however, wield tremendous influence through its appropriation of funds for 
assistance to stc ",e and local corrections, through LEAA assistance to other 
sectors of the criminal justice system, and as a policy and legislative 
model often emulated by state po1icymakers. 

To supply the information required by these diverse audiences 
necessitated fundamentally different analytic tools. In the Preliminary 
Report to Congress those methods where policies were explicitly modeled and 
assumed to be variable were referred to as "policy-informed" projections, 
to distinguish them from the so-called "policy-blind" models in which the 
assumptions about policies were only implicit, and no provision was made 
for altering the policies once their present levels were estimated from the 
data. The policy-blind and policy-informed models shared a number of 
characteristics. Both depended on the specifications of assumptions about 
the ways in which key variables in the system relate to one another. Both 
assigned numerical values to these relationships on the basis of past 
observations, either at an "initial" instant in time, or at a series of 
prior instants. Thus the statements which emerge from the models and which 
are presented as findings about the future, are more accurately seen as 
statements about past data viewed in the framework of more or less arbitrary 
assumptions about the future. It sh,0uld be noted that even the blindest of 
policy-blind models harbors as broad an array of assumptions as the rela­
tively complex simulation models that were employed to qenerate our po1icy­
informed projections. The crucial difference is that for policy-informed 
projections those assumptions are isolated and must be explicitly evaluated 
by the modeler, while for policy-blind models, assumptions are lumped and 
allowed to assume whatever values may be implied by the data. 

This chapter reviews the models presented in the Preliminary Report 
to Congress and compares the projected 1977 year-end populations with 
actual data for December 31, 1977. We turn then to our final analysis and 
present the projected federal and state inmate population levels from 1979 
through 1983. Repeating the previous validation process, projections for 
1978 are compared with actual data for December 31, 1978 in the concluding 
section. 

4.2 Phase I Projections 

Like some of the ear1i~r projections described in the preceding 
chapter, the Preliminary Report to Congress developed multiple series of 
projections for each of the 52 jurisdictions. The different methods used 
for these projections correspond to alternative sets of assumptions about 
the dominant forces influencing recent past and future trends in prison 
population. In the discussion of poicy-informed models, the Preliminary 
Repor t noted: 
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In a particular state, one loop may operate more strongly than 
another •••• A feedback loop dominates another loop when it 
operates more effectively: the behavior of the system reflects 
the operation of the dominant loop •••• Loop dominance presents 
policy and research problems. The dominated loop tends to be 
inactive: thus, it is easy to overlook its existence. The loop 
dominance can shift, however, producing unexpected results. 

The three projections reported for each jurisdiction cor~espond respective­
ly to dominance by capacity (leading indicators), intake (extrapolation), 
and time served (simulation of intake and release). In each case, substan­
tial simplifying assumptions were employed which could have contributed 
both to bias and to other error. In this discussion, "bias" will be used 
to refer to errors of a consistent direction. Unbiased errors are those 
which, given enough cases, would have an average of zero. 

It is worth listing several of those assumptions here as factors to 
be considered in comparing the projections with actual events. 

uniform Policy 

Inherent in the concept of the policy-blind projections was the 
assumption that no change that might occur in the state's policies would 
disturb the trend of prison intake and release previously set. We know 
this assQ~ption to have been false in the past. In almost every state we 
can identify one or two points in the past two decades when a dramatic 
statistical change occurred as'a result of changes in technical allocation 
of jurisdiction, as in transfers of custody among civil commitment, county 
jails, and state prisons--or in the severity with which some or all offenses 
are punished, e.g., drugs, guns, or violence. For purposes of the po1icy­
blind projections, however, the assumption was that no such event would 
occur during the six years covered by the projections. Equivalently, one 
might state this assumption as the belief that such char.ges might occur, 
but that their magnitude and direction were unknown, with increases and 
decreases equally probable, so that the best estimate of the expected total 
value of the changes was zero. 

Sentences Over One Year 

Because the series "prisoner with a sentence over one year" seemed 
to be the most consistently available measure, it was assumed to provide an 
adequate index of total populations. States differ in their definitions of 
who may be held in prison. Louisiana parish facilities, for example, can 
house inmates ror as long as five years, while South Carolina state prisons 
can take anyone with a sentence over 90 days. In most cases, however, the 
one year criterion distinguishes state from local jurisdictions. Twenty 
states had ten or fewer inmates who did not meet this criterion in 1976. 
The significant exceptions were the federal Bureau of Prisons, with 2,270 
"other" prisoners, many of whom were held as immigration law violators for 
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a period of about six months~ California, with 2,285 "other" prisoners 
serving indeterminate sentences~ Connecticut (1,318), where the jails are 
under state administration~ and North Carolina (1,420), where the state 
assumed control of a number of county prisons, with custody of trlleir 
inmates. All told, 11,462 persons, or 4.6 percent of all prisoners were 
excluded by the restriction to "prisoners with sentences over one year." 

No Change in Definition 

As state systems installed computers and otherwise moved to more 
sophisticated records systems, the number of prisoners counted in state 
custody underwent changes which were somet1,mes minor, sometimes major. 
Some of these adjustments represented changes in reporting policy, e.g., 
redefining when escaped prisoners would no longer be considered "inmates." 
Other changes were simple clerical or computational errors, ranging in 
severity from one inmate to one prison. While our survey attempted to 
eliminate as many of these sources of error as possible, discrepancies 
totaling 6,724 inmates still remained between the year-end population 
reported in June and the same figure reported to the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census the following year. In aggregate, this discrepancy represented 
about 2.5 percent of the total inmate population, but since over half the 
discrepancy was concentrated in one state (!llinois), a more representa­
tive measure of the error is about one percent. 

4,3 Phase I (Preliminary Report to Congress) Model Assumptions 

In addition to the general data assumptions outlined above, each of 
the three projection models in the Preliminary Report to Congress (Chapter 
IV) added a group of specific assumptions about which aspects of the data 
series were most relevant to future populations. The first projection was 
derived from the literature on the relationship between capacity and 
population. The second, a modified linear extrapolation, assumed the 
future discrepancy between intake and release would remain constant. The 
third assumed that intake would continue at current rates and that releases 
would lag intake by a specified amount. 

I. Capacity. Projection I presumed the existence of an equilib­
rium between costs of imprisonment and the gains society (as represented 
by criminal justice personnel) expected from further increases in incar­
ceration. The model further required the ~ssumption that no significant 
changes would occur in either the costs of incarceration or in public 
preferences for it. Specifically, since physical capacity seemed to be the 
most difficult cost component to adjust, the model was presented as one in 
which the degree of crowding now observed in the state and federal prisons 
would be neither relieved nor exacerbated by population adjustments. 

The model was further simplified to assume that ~ny additi~nal 
construction over the next five years would serle to replace, rather than 
expand, existing capacity. These assumptions were patently false. New 
prisons were under construction even as the projections were prepared. 
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Modular construction technology made the cost of building sign;ficantl 
lower for stat~s interested in large-scale egpansion of facilities. T~ler­
ance for crowd1ng may also have shifted slightly as state or federal courts 
pronounced some of the confinement conditions in some states intolerable 
or as prison authorities found additional accommodat1'ons for f ' ' 

a ew 1nmates. 

In fact, responses to our s 'nd' 
of over 62,000 beds in the 'I urvey 1 1cated plans for a net growth 

n~t10n s aggregate prison capacity between 1977 
and 1982, or approximately f1ve per.cent in each of the f1' , 

'od h' ve years 1n that 
p~r1 " T lS change alone is of approximately the same size as the total 
blas ln the Projection I population estimates for the first year. 

informat~~Sw!: ~~! to suggest that failur.e to incorporate the capacity 
f ' " only source of error in Projection I. Othe~ mechanisms 
1~~t~a1nta1nln? the co~stancy of incarceration have been posited which have 

, e to do wlth phys1cal space. Blumstein's papers discuss implicit 
socla~ and cUl~ural norms which specify the fraction of the population to 
be ,labeled de~lant ~t,any,moment. These presumably operate antecedent to 
any mere physlcal llmltatlons. Variable costs such as custod nd b' 
tence may be tak 't " ' y a su SlS-

~ " :n 1n 0 conslderatlon in sentencing or release decisions. 
POuslble changes ln all these forces were ignored in formulating Pro'ection 
I, and~ b~ca~se no,quantification of the impact of such factor~ is a~ail­
~ble, lt lS lmposslble to say how serious such omissions were much less to 
lsolate the consequences of any particular potential misspeci~ication. 

II. Flow. The ~ssumptions basic to Projection II can be presented 
in at least two alte~natlve forms: 

A) Rates of intake and release remain constant at their 
recent levels. 

B) Rates of intake continue to increase in line with 
recent trends, while release lags intake by a con­
stant amount. 

, A key ~ord in both of these formulatiyns is "recent." From the 
emerg~n? experlence in the case-study states, it has been observed that 
correct10nal systems,have been subjected to abrupt policy reversals trig­
gered by events ~utslde the correctional system, and thus are not predic­
table from,the tlme series of prison data alone. Where these external 
event~ domlna~ed the popUlation trends, pre-change time series were not 
only lneffect1ve in projecting future populations, but positively miSlead­ing. 

, projec;ion II therefore incorporated a simple test which attempted 
~o deflne the recent" period on the basis of the direction of yearly chan e 
1n the sentenced population. In states where this direction underwent a g 
change in the previous trend, only post-change years were considered. If 
t~ere was no ~rend change, all years since 1970 were used. Such a defini­
tl~n can :rr ln either direction. Because random variation can produce 
Shlfts WhlCh look like policy changes, the method could overidentify trend 
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changes resulting from shifts in policy, producing projections (a) based on 
too short a series, and (b) biased because the series included an endpoint 
where the expected value of the random component was non-zero. The method 
cOI,ld also fail to detect changes which were too recent, too gradual, or 
masked by too much random fluctuation. The errors in this case would be 
the re~erse of,the over-inclusive misclassificat:1.on, although bias would be 
less llkely, Slnce extreme points would not be involved. 

,The first version eM 0.1' this projection's assumptions implies a 
growth 1n average time served <lur ing each year in the projection period. 
Such a g~owth is not consistent with most of the data on duration of incar­
cer~tion whi,?h we were able to collect, the time served by persons relea'sed 
(Wh1Ch may chffer from the time which an entering cohort can expect to 
serve) has not increased Significantly in the states where we have data. 2 
':'he average time served is approx,imated by the ratio of population to 
1ntake. Over the period of time 1974-1976 this index changed only moderate­
ly, increasing from 20.5 months to 22 months (for. the median state)~ The 
~agnitude ~f the change was too small to account for the observed ~hanges 
1n populatlon,Cinn may in fact have been merely an artifact of the effect 
of increasing intake on the approxi.mation. The changes in intake, in 
contrast, were of sufficient magnitude to produce the observed population 
changes, and appeared to play a much more important role than changes in 
time served. This finding tends to cast doubt on the verisimilitude of 
both the constant intake-constant release formulation and the hypothesis 
that prison populations are growing as a result of longer sentences. 

No such inher,ent implausibility attaches t,o form (B) of the assump­
tion, but this version leave:s unresolved the question of' why a trend of 
intake growth should be expected to persist. That no good answer to tl1is 
que~tioQ is likely to emerge is suggested by the fact that even as the 
~~tojecticnB were being completed, this trend reversed itself in 20 of the 
52 jurisdictions. 

III. Sentence. A situation of unchanging time served and stabi-
1izin~ intake corresponds most nearly to the assumption of Projection III: 
that 1ntake would continue at the level of 1976, and that releases in 1977 
through 1982 would equal intake, lagged by the same amount by which 1976 
releases lagged prior yearsl intake. Because these lags were of the same 
approximate duration as an average prison term--two to three years in most 
cases--the projection method forced a constant population in the later 
years of the projection period. Such an equilibrium was entirely the 
consequence of the assumed model, and not necessarily implied by the data 
Empirical calculations only indicated the level of equilibrium which would 
be consistent with the assumptions and the length of time required to reach 
this level. 

The known defects of Projection Ill's assumptions are less severe 
than those of I and II. Aggregate flow measures were used in the calcula­
tions, combining intake from court with parole revocation and other forms 
of intake. It is unlikely that a single process drives both these move­
ments, and disaggregation might more accurately have represented the true 
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stat~ 6£ affairs. The disaggregated approach was rejected in our Prelirn­
ihary Report to Congress because of ambi.guities and inconsistencies in the 
ways states classified prisoner movements. For some states these details 
are now irretrievably lost for earlier. years. For others, appropriate 
series are now available for future use. 

Estimating the intake-release lag from 1976 releases also repre­
sents a simplification of reality. The releases of any year are a composite 
of short-t~lmers from recent cohorts and long-termers from earlier cohorts. 
As long as all th~ cohorts are of constant size, or continue to grow pro­
portionately, this year's lag should be a good estimate of next year's. 
These conditions, however, were violated by both fact and assumption. Past 
cohorts had been growing conspicuously. The assumption of Projection III 
was that th.is growth would come to an end, and that therefore the proportion 
of early to late cohorts wotlld be changing over the projection period. 
This inconsistency should be of minimal consequence. Once equilibrium is 
reached, the lag has no effect at all on the projections, and even a very 
poor estimate should not degrade the projections. Moreover, in the first 
year of the projection, when the lag is most critical, the error should be 
least. Thus the principal effect would be to shift the time at which the 
assumed equilibrium would be reached. 

~esting Accuracy 

Just as there are multiple purposes for preparing projections, 
there are multiple standards of accuracy by which they may be tested. In 
this report two principal measures are considered: (a) the percentage 
discrepancy between a particular state's ptbjected 1~77 year~end population, 
and (b) measures of the total aggregate error summed over all states. In 
the aggregate measures the unbiased errors largely cancel one another, so 
that we ar:e left with an estimate of the bias (over one year) inherent in 
the methods. For individual states, the systematic bias, while it contri­
butes to total error, will be augmented o.r possibly canceled by unbiased 
errors of equal or sometimes greater magnitude. The two measures thus 
complemen1~ one another. 

It should be noted that the comparisons done here give far less 
than a complete picture of the performance of any of the projection methods. 
The most glaring omission is one which cannot be remedied: performance over 
one year may be a very poor indicator of accuracy over the entire period of 
inter;est. Over the short.-term p the fact that people who go to prison can 
be expecteq to stay there places a premium on estimates based on the most 
recent population and intake data. About half the inmates counted in our 
1977 projections were physically present in the 1976 data. By the end of 
ftve years, however, only about ten percent of today's inmates will still 
be imprisoned (on their current charge, recidivism or revocation is another 
matter). Thus over the long term, trends--i.f there are any--become rela­
tively more imp,rtant, and today's data relatively less so. 

A second characteristic of these error measures concer.ns the effect 
of state size. In Vermont, with about 300 inmates, an error of 15 persons 

71 



shows up as a five percent discrepancy. Since errors of that size or more 
are easy to make, the small states tend to dominate in considerations of 
individual percentage errors. In the aggregate statistics the reverse is 
true: all of Vermont is less than two percent of Florida. Thus, one could 
project almost anything for the small states without materially affecting 
the overall aggregate error statistics. About one-third of the nation's 
prisoners are in Texas, California, New York, Florida, or the federal 
Bureau of Prisons. It is these largest jurisdictions -which are primarily 
reflected in the aggregate error figures. 

Validation Results 

Figure 4.1 shows ~. plot of actual and projected populations for 
each jurisdiction for 1977. The projection technique illustrated is for 
the intake/release model. The simple correlation, between projected and 
actual populations is .9899, which means that variance due to projection 
er~or is two percent of the total variance in the 52 population numbers. 
A linear regression of actual on projected populations gives 

P = .9995 A + 92 

where P = projected 1977 population, and 
A = actual population reported to NPS. 

These coefficients indicate that 

.' the systematic bias is almost totally independent 
of state size, and 

• it is less than 100 inmates per state. 

The intake/release projection yields a national aggregate for 1977 of 
283,258 prisoners with sentences over one year. The actual figure according 
to preliminary NPS data is 278,593. The difference--4,665--is two percent 
of the total. To put this difference in perspective~ the difference between 
the 1976 year-end populations reported in our July 1977 survey and the same 
information reported to NPS the following spring was 6,724. When ~~ese 
discrepancies were included in the regression equation, it became: 

P = .99A + 1.16D - 14 

where P and A are as before, and D is the discrepancy in 1976 data. 
The total variance due to projection error was cut in half, and the system­
atic bias virtually disappeared. Inspection of the raw data indicated that 
about half the net discrepancy in 1976 data was contributed by Illinois, 
which reported 13,262 prisoners on the Abt survey and 9,739 to NPS. The 
discrepancy seemed to be linked to problems with a new canputer. 

In the aggregate, the intake/release projection provides the most 
accurate estimates of the three models. The capacity model estimated a 
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total 1977 population of 270,031, an underestimate of f<1ightly more than 
three percent. The linear growth projection at 289,907 overestimates by 
about four and on~-half percent. 

with the exception of Illinois, the most conspicuous departure in 
Figur~ 4.1 is California, whose actual 1977 population was 17,338. Projec­
tions I, II, and III respectively estimated the population at '8,113, 
13,399, and 20,358. The lower figure reflects the result of the first 
year's ~Aperience under California's new determinate sentencing statute. 
Each of the three projections explicitly assumed that the fundamental rules 
of prisoner movement would continue as they had in the previous year. In 
California, this was known not to be the case, and as the dynamic modeling 
exercise pointed out, one could anticipate at least a temporary reduction 
in inmate numbers with the release of those already beyond their putative 
determinate terms. 

Comparable policy disruptions, not contemplated by the assumptions 
of the three projection series, occurred in states where federal courts 
imposed limits on the capacity of state institutions, most notably in 
Alabama and MiSSissippi. The dynamic modeling treatment of the court 
intervention scenario indicated a delayed but precipitous decrease in 
incarcerated populations, again consistent with the results observed in 
these states. Under the dynamic modeling assumptions, new construction to 
bring state capacities back to pre-intervention levels would not be avail­
able until the end of the forecast period or later. There is some evidence 
that this estimate may prove to be conservative, and that under pressure of 
increasing jail backlogs these states may be substantially expanding their 
facilities over the next three to five years. If their plans are met, 
these states might return to pre-intervention levels by 1982. 

When we turn to an examination of individual states, the superiority 
of the intake/release projection is no longer so overwhelming. Table 4.1 
indicates that in only 16 states was it the closest of the projections. 
In another 16, II (the flow model) did best. For 18 states the capacity­
based projection gave the smallest error. (A detailed listing of the 
states and thelr best projections is inclUded as Appendix B.) Table 4.1 
also shows that the relative sizes of the projections are not a guide to 
accuracy. Model II is'about as reliable when it gives the highest estimate 
as when another model (III) is higher. Regression tests give similar 
results. No linear combination of the three projection results provides a 
significant improvement over a single projection alone. This suggests that 
refinements are unlikely to come from statistical considerations alone. 

Table 4.2 attempts to draw upon two external facts-,-size and lo'Ca­
tion of the states--in assessing which prOjection is most accurate. As 
with Table 4.1, there is no clear indication that either of t.hese variables 
is related in any significant way to projection accuracy. A case-by-case 
analysis of the seven states for which projection errors were highest is 
instructive. Mississippi and Alabama were experiencing the effects of 
court intervention. Illinois' projection errors are explained almost 
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Table 4.1 

Average Absolute Errors and Number of Jurisdictions by Larger and Most Accurate Projection 

Projection II Projection III 
Exceeds Exceeds 

TOTAL Projection III Projection II 

Average Number Average Number Average Number 
Absolute of Absolute of Absolute of 

Best Projection Errors Jurisdictions Errors Jurisdictions Errors Jurisdictions 

TOTAL 195 52 220 32 154 20 

I Capacity-Based 286 20 348 11 210 9 

II Intake/Release 102 16 11 e 12 54 4 

III Ilinear Growth 173 16 200 9 139 7 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration~ National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Prison Population and Policy Choices, Volume 2: 
Technical Appendix, by Andrew Rutherford et ale (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, September 1977). 
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Relative 

TOTAL 

25 small states & D.C. 
25 large states 
Federal Prisons 

Northeast 
North Central 

(excluding Illinois) 
West 

(excluding California) 
South 

Note: Error is defined as 

Table 4.2 

Errors of 1977 projectiona 

Projection 

I II III ---
-2.09% 5.75% 1.43% 

-1.77% 6.0% 1.70% 
-2.25% 5.9% 1.24% 
-6.46% -5.7% -.66% 

5.40 12.62 7.17 
-1.86 10.34 5.43 

5.6 0.07 
-7.52 -0.27 -2.66 

-0.80 -4.33 
-1.82 5.33 0.09 

100 x Projection-Census (year-end 1977) 
NPS C~nsus (year-end 1977) 

Soux:ce: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforceme,nt Assistance Admin­
istration, National Institute of Law Enforcement and CrUninal 
Justice, Prison population and Policy Choices, Volume 2: 
Technical Appendix, by Andrew Rutherford et al., Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, September 1977. 

entirely by discrepancies in the raw data on which the projections were 
based. Three of the remaining states--Alaska, Vermont, and Wyoming--have 
populations of (respectively) 284, 279, and 401, so that errors of a slmall 
absolute number of inmates appear large when expressed as percentages. In 
P&nnsylvania, an executive order (1970) resulted in a substantial transfer 
of inmates fran local to state facilities. By one estUnate~ approximately 
1,800 persons may have been so transferred. This amount is more than 
enough to account for the difference between actual and projected popula­
tions. Finally, Figure 4.2 shows the distribution of projection errors in 
each of the fifty states for each proje~~ion method. Projections I and II 
have biases in approximately equal but opposite directions: projection Ill, 
while unbiased, has a slightly larger random dispersion. 
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Figure 4.2 
Distribution of Percent Errors of the 1977 Projections 
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Quarter 

Median 
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Quarter 

CapaCity-Based Flow Constant Sentence 

U.S. Department of ~u~tice, La~ Enfo~cement Assistance Administration, National Institute of Law 
Enforce~ent and Criminal Justice, Prtson Population and Policy Choices, Volume 2: Technic;al 
Appendix, by Andrew Rutherford et al. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office 
September 1977). ' 
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4.4 Phase II Projections 

The projections reported in this volume are derived from models 
substantially similar to those of Phase I, with two important refinements. 
The projection based on capacity employed the new information on construc­
tion plans which state departments of corrections supplied in response to 
our survey (Form PC-1). The model also reflects the two-year delayed 
impact of new construction on population which was estimated by the time 
series analysis of state prison populations and capacities. In estimating 
the rate of past population increase for the linear growth model we relied 
on telephone interviews with those states with the most dramatic apparent 
past growth to try to uncover possible changes in accounting practice which 
might have inflated reported population changes. A number of these were 
indeed identified, and the projections are based on data adjusted to 
obtain approximately consistent series. 

Projections of State Pris~n populations: 1979-1983 

Although all prison population projections anticipate some further 
growth in the nwnber of inmates in state custody, none call for continuation 
of the historically high rate of the mid-1970's. Projections I (capacity) 
and II (linear growth) are in near agreement over the five years from Decem­
ber 31, 1979 to December 31, 1983. Figure 4.3 shows the nu.mbers of inml:l.tes 
expected if the asswnptions of the three projection methods hold. OVer the 
five year period, Projection I estimates annual growth slightly under four 
percent based on planned new construction during the period 1976-l98l. 
Projection II, which extrapolates past growth in state inmate populations, 
is slightly faster, at five percent per year. 

Regional patterns of Projections I and :u show nearly ident,ical 
median growth rates for the two methods (Table 4.3}. The Northeast shows 
the lowest median growth rate (3.5 percent pet anl1Ulilj in both projections. 
The South is slightly higher (4.25 percent lfi Projection I, 4.75 percent in 
ProjecHon II). The western rate of 5.5 percent per year makes it the 
fastest growing component of Projection I, although this is slightly excec!d­
ed by the six percent ~nnual rate given by projection II for the North 
Central states. The projection based on capacity, however, shows a bimodal 
distributi,on in each region, whh states splitting into a class of bui.lders 
(roughly characterized by the upper quartile points) and non-builders 
(lower quartile points). The differences in projected growth between these 
two groups are extreme, with the lower quartile points under two percent 
per year in each region, and the upper points ranging from 4.5 percent to 
14.5 percent pet year. 

Figure 4.4 shows the complete distribution of projected five-year 
growth for each region according to Projection II. While regional diff..-ar­
Emces are apparent, it is also clear that the states within a region. differ 
from one another by more than the regions differ among themselves:. New 
York and Culiforni~ are shown in this display to be outliers compared to 
their respective ~egions. New York's growth rate is 80 percent higher than 
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Projected .state Prison Populations 

December 31, 1979-December 31,1983 

-----___ ~I~ake/Release 
---------------------

1981 

Sources: Prisoners in State and Foderallnstitutions on D b 31 f 
through (g) of Chapter 2 of this Volume)' 1979 th~~~m9h e1~"3' dort thte kyear,s 1975 through 1978 (see Note 2(d) 

, .", a a a en rom Appendix S. 

79 



--------~~--------------------~"=~------------------------------------------

Table 4.3 

Median Projected Five Year Growth. 
Rates for States By Region: 1978-1983 

Northeast 

South 

North Central 

west 

Projection I 
(capacity) 

18% 

23% 

22.5% 

31% 

Projection II 
(linear growth) 

19% 

26% 

34% 

30% 

Projection III 
(intake/release) 

o 

o 

-1% 

o 

the median for Northeastern states, while California is the only state in 
the West (or in the U.S.) for which Projection II shows a decrease in 
population. Projection I shows confirmatory results in both states. (New 
York: I = 4.3 percent per annum, II = 6 percent, California: I = .02 per­
cent, II = -.2 percent) 

The highest projected rat~s of growth in Figure 4.4 are those for 
Michigan, Illinois, Alabama, and South Odkota. Of these, South Dakota's 
should be considered least reliable. Because of that state's small size, 
random fluctuations playa disproportionately large role in the variance of 
prison populations, and Projection II may be simply extrapolating this 
randomness. Alabama's situation is also uncertain. The outcome in that 
case depends on actions taken as a result of the judgment against the state 
prison system for Eighth Amendment violations. At the end of 1979, 
thousands. of Alabama prisoners were being held in local jails because of 
judicially imposed limits on state prison capacity. That situation is 
onlikely to persist through 1983, although the direction of resolution is 
uncleat. The two midwestern states have no such special circumstances to 
cast doubt on their projections. Both have experienced large and sustained 
growth in thei~ prison populations over the last several years, and the 
assumptions of Projection II extrapolate this growth over the early part of 
the next decade. 

According to the asg~mptions of Projection III there will be very 
little net growth, and perhaps even a slight decrease in tJtal state prison 
populations over the ne~t five years. In most states, peaks in intake 
rates apj:3i;ar to have occur red two or three years ago, and as these peak 
cohorts complete their terms and become eligible for release, we may expect 
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to see absolute reductions in the levels of the prison population. More 
than half the states are projected to experience stable or. declining 
populations on ~e basis of th~ir current intake trends. 

Both in broad qualitative characteristics and in some of their 
numerical details, Projections II and III are generally consistent with the 
series published in the 1977 Preliminary Report to Congress, which were 
based on data from 197U-1976. Figures 1.3 and 5.1 from that report are 
reproduced here as Figures 4.5 and 4.6. The annual growth rate of the old 
Projection II is about one percent greater than that of the 1979 projection. 
Old Projection III called for slower growth in 1978 and 1979, followed by 
stability through the remainder of the projection period. This also is 
cOI,sistent with the revised version of Projection III based on two addi­
tional years of data. 

Only the capacity-based model gives projections qualitatively dif­
ferent from those of 1977. The early projection seriously underestimated 
the extent of planned future construction, and lacked the empirical founda­
tion contributed by our more recent research. with this conservative basis 
it estimated an immediate cessation to prison population growth, which (a) 
did not occur, and (b) was inconsistent with actual increases in existing 
and planned capacity. 

Even in state-by-state detail one can see consistency between the 
1977 and 1979 results. New York and California retain their respective high 
and low projected growth rates, and Illinois, Michigan and Ohio still contrib­
ute a major share of the North Central states' growth. 

United States Bureau of Prisons 

The federal Bureau of Prisons reports plans to open 5,000 new units 
of capacity in fiscal years 1978-1981. Combined with the 962 units of 
rated capacity added in 1976-1977, this adds 20 percent above the actual 
inmate count of December 31, 1978. Projection Method I, which is based on 
the observed correlation between changes in capacity and changes in popula­
tion, accordingly projects an annual increase of approximately four percent 
in federal inmate populations between 1979 and 1983. Projection II, which 
simply extrapolates historical population growth levels, yields a virtually 
identical projected growth rate. Since future prison construction plans 
may reflect just such an extrapolation, the agreement of the two results 
may not be wholly coincidental. 

Projection III relies on past intake statistics to estimate future 
releases. For the period preceding 1977, the federal Bureau of Prisons was 
unable to supply movement data consistent with National Prisoner Statistics 
definitions. Data for 1977 and 1978 are compatible with the definitions, 
but not with prior years' figures. The numerical results of Method III are 
dominated by this change in reporting basis, and convey no useful informa­
tion about actual population levels. Because no defensible correction for 
this effect appears available, only Series I and II are reported in Figure 
4.7. 
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1917 Projected Increase in Year End Prison Population 
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Following several years (1964-1972) of relatively modest capacity 
increases, the federal Bureau of Prisons began an active construction and 
acquisition program which introduced ten new federal institutions in five 
years. At the time of our survey in March 1978, these institutions held 
5,160 inmates. The peak of the building activity came in 1974 when three 
institutions, housing 2,146 inmates, were opened. The rate of increase in 
the federal prison population reached its highest level two years later, in 
1976, when 2,668 inmates were added. In 1977 the population continued to 
grow, but more slowly, and by 1978 the population had begun to decrease. 
Whe~~er this relationship will be repeated in the face of new construction 
(as out projections suggest) remains a matter of speculation. Thus far, 
NPS data for 1979 show a continued decrease in federal prison population 
which may signal the beginning of a declining trend that would break the 
apparent connection between capacity and poulation. 

Local Correctional Institutions 

The historical data presented in Chapter 2 of this volume indicate 
no trends of either increase or decrease in the number of jail inmates in 
most states. In every exception a direct transfer between state and local 
systems can be identified, most commonly triggered by Eighth ~~endment 
violations by the state department of corrections. Statistical projection 
methods offer little to the detection of such major transfers. Accordingly, 
the only projection of jail populations which the data appear to justify is 
that levels will fluctuate randomly around today's value. 

Whereas two to three years has been identified as the length of a 
prison generation, jail populations may circulate through the system in two 
or three months, or even weeks. The tutnover is so rapid that it is diffi­
cult even to obtain reliable data' on average lengths of stay. A result of 
this turnover is that jail populations are both socially and statistically 
much less stable than prison populations. For many jails, the change in 
population between Wednesday and Saturday is probably more significant than 
the change between 1978 and 1983. 

This is especially likely to be true in small jails. If we consider 
every arrival as a random event, then the Central Limit Theorem tells us 
that as the number of these events increases, their percentage variation 
will decrease. A very small jail, with an average daily population of one 
inmate, will frequently experience population increases or decreases of one 
hundred percent. For a jail with 600 inmates, such a fluctuation would be 
very unlikely. One model of the random changes in jail populations implies 
that the standard deviation of population would be approximately proportion­
al to the square root of the average daily population, so that a jail with 
400 inmates would have daily variations averag~ng about twice as large as 
one with 100, rather than four times as large. 

Jails differ from prisons in another important respect which may 
also influence the growth (or stability) of their populations. For most 
defendants, prison is the most severe sentencing option available. If 
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sentences become harsher and all defendants are shifted toward more severe 
punishments, the number of prison sentences must rise. Jails are different 
because they occupy an intermediate position in the spectrum: when the 
dis~ribution shifts toward harsher sanctions, some people move out of jail. 
Theu places may be taken by others moving up fran still lesl;!.er penalties, 
but whether the shift exceeds or falls short of the shift out depends on 
the distribution of offenders and the nature of the change in sanctions. 

Finally, the character of the jail as a residual institution 
affects the size and composition of its population. Jails house the 
occasional person who comes in contact with the criminal or juvenile 
justice system simply because no suitable alternative exists. Functions 
whic~ in one,j~ris~iction might be performed by a social service agency are 
prov1ded by ]a1ls 1n another. Thus, depending on local custom, jails may 
hold federal pl'isoners, military detainees, prisoners awaiting transfer to 
state facilities, runaway juveniles, drunks, material witnei:lses, persons in 
sa~ekeeping, and any number of other "residual" categories. This effect 
increases both the randanness and flexibil:i .. ty of jail populations, since 
one of the solutions available in times of crOWding is the diversion of one 
or several of these small, subpopulations to some other agency. In addition 
to these "residual" categories, pre-trial detainees (who constitute 40 
percent,of ~he jail population) represent a particularly volatile group 
whose S1ze ~s largely dictated by local variation in bail and non-monetarv 
release practices. .. 

Comparison of Projec~,ions with Actual Data 

Figure 4.8 displays the errors associated with each of the three 
projection methods in projecting state prison populations for December 31, 
1978 on the basis of 1977 NPS data. The scale of ~igure 4.8 is directly 
comparable to Figure ,L::. In their most basic characteristics the two 
figures differ only slightly. The dispersion of the 1978 projections is 
slightly smsller than that of: 1977, and the few outliers associated with 
extremely large errors in 1977 have been eliminated by screening selected 
states for major accounting c:hangl . whi -:h affected either their act,~al 
prison populations or those report i in the statistics. 

The most frequent such effects were those involving jurisdictional 
transfers between state and local levels of government. Where it was clear 
that some identifiable class of inmates had changed (e.g., state prisoners 
held in local jails) the projections were based on the nearest approximation 
which would be reconstructed to a consistently-defined series. All projec­
tions were finally reported on the basis of inmates actually in the physical 
custody of the states. The projected inmate populations are thus as nearly 
comparable to the capacity data reported in VolUme III of this series as it 
was possible to make them. 

Figure 4.8 also shows a slight reduction in the systematic bias of 
Projection Methods I (capacity) and II (linear growth). Elimination of 
this bias was possible due to more precise information about planned 
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capacity changes (I) and about the actual rates of population change from 
their lowest level to the present (II). 

From the info~ation now available, none of the three methods 
atands out as clearly superior. Both systematic and random errors eppear 
nearly equal for all methods. Of the random error, about 40 perce.nt is 
explicable by discrepancies in the 1977 counts reported to NPS by the 
states and later corrected. Some of the remaining 60 percent, as measured 
by analys1,s of variance of the l!!rrors, reflects the essential stochastic 
day-to-day variation of prison populations caused by random arrivals and 
departures. While we cannot distinguish this irreducible random component 
from pure modeling error by purely statistical means, a conservative 
estimat~ of the random fluctuation would be at least one percent of the 
total prison population. If this is so, then the models a~e sufficiently 
precise that in approximately half the states the modeling error.s are no 
greater than the ran4anvariatiofiiiJ and measurement errors in the data • 

Figure 4.9 displays a comFarison of actual prison populations on 
DeQernber 31, 1978 (vertical scale) and the same variable as projected by 
Model III. The chart SbOW9 no corcelat!on. Pet~en error and the size of the 
state. A more detail~d analyais of variance indicates no systematic rela­
tionshi,p for any of the three projection methods between errors and either 
the size of the state or its geographic location. In sum, analysis of these 
errors does not indicate further minor adjustments or refinements in the 
methods which ~~uld increase their precision over one-year intervals. 

Recall., however, that these methods are "policy blind." The fact 
that the resulting projections can be invalidated at any time by a shift in 
criminal justice policy .is clearly illustrated by the most recent reported 
change in federal prison populations. In 1977, the Attorney General 
annOUnced that the Department of Justice would concentrate its resources on 
the investigation and prosecution of white collar crime, narcotics viola­
tions, organized crime and official corruption. According to the Adminis­
trative Office of the U.S. Courts i this policy change has contributed to a 
substantial decline in the criminal caseload through the deferral of 
non-priority cases to state and 1(>oal authorities a~d more concentrated 
efforts to reach the main manufacturer and distributor of4illicit drugs 
with somewhat less emphasis on the small street operator. By 1979, 
declining arrests and cases filed appear to have been transmitted to the 
corrections system, asSfederal prison populations declined by 12 percent 
from 29,803 to 26,233. 
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Comparison of Actual Size of State Inmate Populations 
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Chapter 4: NOTES 

, for case studies of Florida, California, See Volume IV of this ser1es 
Indiana, Minnesota, and Oregon. 

New Hampshire", New Mexico, New York, South Dakota, ,North Dakota, 
Oregon, Rhode Island, utah, We~t Virginia and Wyom1ng. 

As Volume III, Chapter 3 will demonstrate, jails need capacity to :ver
f peak loads as well as base loads. This means that the average nurn

l 
~,o 

t 'ts (the difference between peak capacity and average popu a 10n) 
:~ilYb~n~ larger fraction of the total for small institutions than for 

large. 

Off1'ce of the U.S. Courts, 1979 Annual Report of the Administrative 
Director (Washington, D.C., 1979). 

u B Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Ad~inistr~tion, 
N~tiona1 Criminal Justice Information and Statistics SerV1ce, Pr1S0ners 
in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1979, Advance R:po~t, 
NPS Bulletin SD-NPS-PSF-7A (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Pr1nt1ng 
Office, May 1980). 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Projections and Social Policy 

In this report, our interest in projections is practical rather 
than academic. While speculation on the future size and composition of 
incarcerated populations is interesting for its own sake, the concern here 
is the policy and planning process. The analysis of what future correction­
al populations are going to be like is relevant only as part of the larger 
inquiry into what we (as a society) are going to do about it. In this 
context, three features of projections deserve particular attention: their 
difficulty, their potential dangers, and their potential utility. 

This volume has demonstrated at length that accurate projections of 
correctional populations, even for the short term, are exceedingly hard to 
formulate. The size and composition of these populations are determined by 
a very large number of decisions to be made under ponditions which are them­
selves impossible to specify completely. It is not too much to say that if 
a projection turned out to be very accurate, it would probably be by acci­
dent: too many of the basic causal links among decisions--for example, the 
relation between the decision to create new prison capacity and the decision 
to sentence offenders to prison--are imperfectly understood. 

We dwell on the point because it is central to an understanding of 
the potential dangers and benefits in projections as part of the policy and 
planning process. Although the dangers are related, two may be distin­
guished: the danger of false confidence and the danger of self-fulfilling 
prophecy. In the first case, an imperfect understanding of the uncertain­
ties in population projections may create either too much activity or not 
enough. If a high projection is given too much weight, it may lead to the 
creation of too much new capacity, i.e., more than the demand actually 
proves to require, and thus to the expenditure of large amounts of money 
which proves to be unnecessary. On the other hand, if a low projection is 
given too much weight, it may lead to an overly relaxed attitude, a failure 
to monitor indicators such as intake rates on a continuing basis, and thus 
a vulnerability to being taken badly by surprise as happened to most 
corrections departments in the mid-1970's. 

All of this would be bad enough if it were not for the possibility, 
indeed the likelihood, that the false confidence may become the self­
fulfilling prophecy. As described in this volume, there is evidence in at 
least some jurisdictions that the supply of prison space is among the 
factors that influence the demand for space rather than the layman's view 
that the process is reversed. Where this is the case, an unwarranted 
confidence in high population projections can prove accurate because there 
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are enough potential prisoners waiting in the wing that any newly created 
capacity "automatically" gets used. On the other hand, excessive confidence 
in low population projections may craate a different problem in such juris­
dictions: in pe~iods of sharply rising crime rates it may mean that society's 
desire to respond with proportionately more stringent incarceration will be 
thw;~rted because there will not be enough capacity to hold the offenders 
who belong there. There are many factors which may influence the number of 
prisoners a society wishes to hold. As planning is now done, the role of 
capacity may be to limit the extent to which these wishes can be realized. 

All of this is not to deny, however, that population projections do 
have their utility. When used sensibly, they can make at least three types 
of contribution. First, they can help the policymaker gain a fuller appre­
ciation of the forces which determine correctional populations, as well as 
an understanding of the points at which those forces are exerted. The 
analysis of projections in our preliminary report, for example, indicated 
the potential importance in many jurisdictions of the parole board as a 
population-control mechanism. It alerted the policymaker to the possibility 
that although certain forms of determinacy might serve some standards of 
justice and make correctional populations more predictable, they also might 
make the size of those populations harder to control. 

A secondary contribution of population projections is to give the 
policl~aker a better sense of the likely ranges within which the populations 
can be expected to move. Projections can demonstrate to officials the 
plausible consequences of continuing to make the kinds of decisions in the 
future which they have been making in the past, as well as potential effects 
of significant innovations. Finally, projections can indicate the organiz­
ing principles for the data which policymakers should monitor as a kind of 
warning system, alerting them to fluctuations in the correctional population. 

5.2 State and Loca~ Use of Projections 

Projections, both those resulting from studies such as this and 
those prepared by state de'partments of corrections and other local sources, 
routinely playa role in the decision of whether and how much to build. 
Reduced to simplest terms, two kinds of cases for construction appear to be 
made. The more common case compares a projected future population, whose 
size is usually extrapolated from observations of past population levels, 
t.O the nominally available capacity. When projected populations signifi­
cantly exceed currently available space, appropriations for additional 
construction are sought. In an alternate form of this logic! advocates may 
argue that additional space is tequired not for some hypothetical future 
population, but simply to provide more adequate housing for inmates already 
in the s~lstem. 

Misgivings about the validity of the logic motivating custodial 
expansion have been raised by a few opponents of construction, of whom the 

94 

---~------ • 

most notable spokesman was William G. Nagel. 

"The massive use of incarceration has not contributed and will 
not contribute significantly to the abatement ~f crime or to 
correction of the flaws in our social fabric." 

Control of Population Levels 

.projections, we have observed, can be dangerously self-fulfilling 
prophesles. Perhaps they serve the most admirable purpose when they are 
self-defeating. Sound projections bf prison populations can tell planners 
wha~ ~o a~oid ~nd ev~n sugge~t how to do it. Moreover, they can assess the 
ramlflcatlcns of varlOUS pollCY alternatives. Correctional administrators 
and. s!-atistical bureaus may .not always have direct power over the myr iad 
dec~slons ~hro~ghout the process to implement the changes that prison popu­
latlon proJectlons may suggest, but they can monitor indicators, assess 
consequences, and disseminate the informaton to other key policymakers. 

The concept of analyzing the "environmental" impact of policy 
7hoices relies on projections. The approach would help rectify the basic 
1mbalance of options and effects we noted above by systematically drawing 
attention to both levels--of people and space--as well as other system 
effects and necessary adjustments to the policy change. It is a truism 
that every improvement bears a price. Consideration of the experiences of 
state corrections systems in coping with sudden changes in their caseloads 
suggests ~hat if this price can be anticipated, or at least recognized 
early, adJustments for its equitable distribution are easier to make. In 
the absence of planning, burdens seem to fall disproportionately on the 
least powerful. 

The aggregate of policies which determine whom to incarcerate, and 
for how long, largely defines the range within which a state's incarceration 
~ate can fluctuate. Changes in sanction structures can have a profound 
lmpact on prison populations often resulting in unintended changes. A number 
of states have recently seen either formal or informal redefinitions of the 
degree of criminality associated with proscribed behavior. In New York the 
poss~ssion and sale of narcotics came under a new and much more stringent 
sectlon of the criminal code in 1973. While court ba~klogs postponed the 
first effects of this legislation for over two years, an accumulation of 
drug offenders serving nominal life sentences is now beginning to be 
evident in the latest population statistics. In 1979, before the full 
effects of the law were evident, the state amended portions of the statute 
affecting lesser offenders. It is still too early to determine the full 
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impact of this change. It is entirely possible t~at parole discr:tion will 
be employed to nullify completely any net populatlon effect. It lS also 
possible that the legislatively expressed desires, if f~ithfUllY followed, 
will result in a continued growth in the prison populatlon over many 
years. 

Other changes in cr~inalization/decriminalization can be less 
direct. statutes against commercial fraud, for example, are difficu~t.to 
enforce without sophisticated prosecutorial resources. A state provldlng 
funds for the prosecution of white collar cr~e, accompanied by a vigorous 
attempt to gain prison sentences for convicted offenders, might show such 
an indirect effect in incarcerated populations. 

The availability of alternatives to incarceration, both pre-trial 
and post-trial, has also been suggested as a possible influence on ~e use 
of prisons. Probation programs serve many offenders who resemble prlson 
and jail inmates in every respect of whic~ official cognizanc: may be 
taken. But for the alternative of probatlon, some of these mlght be 
expected to be incarcerated. On the other hand, eviden~e f~r the div:r­
sionary nature of some pre-trial intervention programs lS mlxed. It lS 
possible that the primary effect of such alternatives is rather a widening 
of the net of social control, and the inclusion within the system of 
defendants whose cases would otherwise have been dismissed or simply never 
prosecuted. 

Proactive Controls 

Any policy decision relating to the criminal justice syst.em that 
changes the status quo at any of its points potentially affects corr:c-. 
tional populations. If the policy change alters the pace, characterlstlcs, 
or distribution of offenders flowing through t.he cr iminal justice system, 
it can alter the balance between space and people. 

Theoretically, for a state to avoid developing "crisis" conditions 
in its correctional system, it need only provide adequate space to meet the 
consequences of its policies. However, two fundamental realities present a 
persistent problem for criminal justice policymaking because they consis­
tently encourage an imbalance between demand and supply. 

• 

• 

There are far more options that can be considered which can 
change space "demand"--the flow of prisoners into and out of 
prison--than those possible or plausible, to affect "supply"--or 
the quantity or quality of space. 

Proposed policies that affect space generally have that as 
their explicit purpose and so their impact is relativ~~y predic­
table ("$x million allocated to build or renovate ~ cells by FY 
'80."). 
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Proposals that can affect correctional popUlation levels are 
myriad, mayor may not be intentional, and may focus on any part of the 
criminal justice process, with unknowable impact. For example, an increase 
in the number of judgeships may affect dramatically, for a few years, the 
number of court commitments to prison by reducing case bacltlogs, although 
there has been no change in the pattern of offenders or procedures for 
handling them. (In such a case the impact assessed at the proposal stage 
of the legislation generally stops at the analysis of improved court 
workload.) 

In addition to changing the penalties for particular crimes, there 
are, as we have noted, proposals for across-the-board changes in sanction 
levels through determinate sentencing, mandatory minimum sentences, and 
sentencing or release guidelines. The precise implications of such legisla­
tion for prison populations depend largely on the fine-tuning of penalties 
which are imposed, which is the primary focus of Volume IV of this report. 

While the sentencing juncture is the most intuitively obvious place 
to expect influences on prison populations, earlier and later interventions 
in their implementation may also have their effects. Alaska, for examwle, 
formally restricted the extent of plea bargaining through legislation. 
Preliminary research suggests that there has so far been no effect of this 
legislation, its intent being largely circumvented by alternative means of 
accomplishing the same objective. In Arizona the issue of prison population 
\'las directly addressed by le~islation fixing a limi. t on the capacity of the 
state's correctional system. Similar control can be exercised indirect-
ly by adjustment of discretionary time granted for good behavior while in 
correctional institutions. 

Reactive Controls 

Surely one of the purposes of projections is to help decisionmakers 
avoid the necessity of reactive controls--legal or political constraints 
imposed to improve conditions in correctional facilities that have fallen 
below a tolerable level of adequacy. They are designed to affect pop~lation 
movement or capacity where, for various reasons, a correctional population 
has exceeded a jurisdiction's ability to maintain it adequately. Court 
intervention to limit prison or jail population or to enforce correctional 
standards is a primary example. Similarly, legislatures can impose popula­
tion ceilings or other measures to encourage observance of standards of 
adequacy • 

Sudden legal or political constraints on population or capacity 
require drastic and immediate measures by correctional administrators (and 
cooperation of parole boards and probably judges and district attorneys) to 
achieve compliance. Mechanisms already in place may be manipulated to 
reduce incarceration. In jails the options are numerOUS1 among those most 
frequently exercised are probation, jail credit, Own Recognizance Release 
and work release. For prisons, parole, good time and work release are all 
subject to similar. adjustment. Other ad hoc (or "reactive") measures may 
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be initiated, as in South Carelina, in which almost menthly adjustments ef 
eligibility fer early release as a Yeuthful Offender were calculated. 

The effect ef ceurt interventien en jail population trends was 
reviewed in Chapter 2. The enly six states ef the U.S. whese jail popula­
tiens shewed extreme increases between 1970 and 1978 (i.e., by at least 
twice the Standard Deviation ef their 1970 jail populatiens) were each 
respondents in c'ivil actiens to. redress cenditions ef their pr isen system 
(Alabama, Geergia, Leuisiana, Maryland, Miss;'ssippi, Tennessee). In most 
ef these states, jails swelled with prisen backups so. that the prisen 
systems ceuld attempt to. cemply with court erders. Ceurt interventien to. 
limit prisen populatien ceuld also. have indirect effects en jails as fer 
example, an increase in sentences to. jail in erder to. reduce the number ef 
sentences to. prisen. 

Because such efferts are extemporaneeus and designed to. affect, 
abruptly and significantly, the prisen populatien level that the criminal 
justi(.!e precess generates, they can destrey the accuracy ef any prejected 
trends calculated befere they eccur. 

Perhaps, hewever, such dramatic special events are net entirely 
unfereseeable. A sephisticated planner ma~r well cemprehend the consequen­
ces ef current criminal justice policies, the legislative temper to. fund 
maintenance er constructien, and their implicatiens en future correctienal. 
adequacy. planners may also. anticipate the level at which cenditiens of 
incarceratien will no. lenger be tolerable (er telerated), and perhaps ~Ven 
predict when that level will be reached. 

This raises the preblem of the influence ef projectiens en the 
phenemenon being prejected. One might hepe that a sufficiently reliable 
projectien weuld permit planners to. ebviate these intelerable cenditiens . 
before they became manifest. A prejectien which presupposed such cerrectlve 
actien might then have a better chance ef accuracy, but fail to. previde 
guidance en where ar.d hew that cerrective action sheuld be applied. A 
projectien shewing uhdesirable effects ef a policy is mest v~luable if it 
inferms a change in that pelicy, which may subsequently falslfy the prejec­
tien. 

For eur projectiens, then, we have enly censidered the impact ef 
current policies and processes in the criminal justice process. A compari­
son of the projected population level ef a given state populatien with the 
prefile of its current capacity and conditiens (Velume III) may provide a 
basis on which to. estimate the likeliheod ef court er legislative interven­
tioni ~r even the likeliheod ef preventive policy change. In the event that 
SUQn adaptatien is successful, eur projectiens will be wrong. 
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5.3 Implicat50ns of this Study for State and Local Projections 

Prisen populatiens are centrelled by the rate at which effenders 
enter and leave institutiens. These rates, in turn, reflect policy deci­
siens implemented varieusly at the lecal and state levels. Arrivals tend 
to. be lecally centrelled. 

Decisiens abeut pre-trial detentien and sentencing to. lecal jails 
are similarly decentralized. Release frem prisen, by centrast, cemes frem 
the parele board (generally appointed state efficials) and/er the granting 
ef time eff fer geod beqavier by prisen administraters (always at the state 
level) • 

In eur histerical examinatien ef the circumstances ef the popula­
tien increase o.f the 1970's we feund that shifts in the rate ef intake 
(lecal decisiens) accounted fer much ef the variance in prisen populatien 
levels, as epposed to. lenger time served. Our statistics suggested that 
the usual directien ef state level actiens was teward reductien ef variance. 
On the average, grewth in cerrectienal populatiens was more likely to occur 
in states where new prison space was available to abserb that growth. 

In developing our projectiens of prison and jail populations, we 
feund that the most credible results come from attempts to understand the 
parameters of these intake and release decisiens. As long as both function 
at constant and equal rates, one can expect a stable prison population. In 
most of the states we examined, however, one or more significant changes 
had occurred in these processes in the preceding decade. Thus, before we 
could begin to estimate the present rates of intake and release in a state, 
we had to determine which observations actually reflected the present level, 
as distinct from those reflecting previous policies which had subsequently 
been altered. 

It is difficult to provide specific guidance in making this determi­
nation. While statistical techniques are available for detecting disconti­
nuities in a time series, they require the ability to specify a model for 
the random compenent of the process. This is generally not feasible with 
criminal justice data, where quantitative theories are not well developed. 
The only approach with which we felt confident was a combination of explora­
tory analysis of the data and questioning of relevant observers who were 
close to the state's decision-making process. At least two classes of 
change emerged during this examination. The greatest statistical effects 
were often associated with changes in recordkeeping conventions, as when a 
group of institutions and their inmates would be transferred from one state 
agency to. another, or from local to state administration. Unadjusted 
prisoner movement statistics from periods preceding such changes can 
distort projections based on them to the point of absurdity. 

Substantive changes in sentencing policy are often more difficult 
to detect than these accounting changes. They are often diffused over 
longer intervals, and may affect less well-defined greups of offenders. No 
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general rule can be offered for dealing with these situations, since their 
characteristics differ in every state. 

In principle, such a rule change could come from any point in the 
cr .iminal justice system: a change In the criminal code, increased or 
decreased arrest rate, changes in prosecution or plea negotiation, the 
introduction of sentencing alternatives or shifts in sentencing philosophy, 
or changes in release policy. Our case gtudies indicate that shift's at 
some of these points are much more directly linked to prison populations 
than others. The ability (and desire) of one set of actors to countermand 
the policy changes of others varies with the place and with the issue. In 
our case studies of sentencing legislation we found that a literal readi~g 
of statutory provisions gave little guidance in explaining changes in 
prison populations because the discretionary latitude remaining in the 
system permitted pr.osecutors (and/or others) to implement the law with 
variable rigor. 

Monitoring Indicators 

A conclusion which clearly follows from the role of these changes 
in policy is that the correctional system is the wrong place to look for 
advance indicators of trends in incarceration. The chain of events which 
cUlminates in incaKceration is long and passes through the hands of many 
actors, whose discretion plays a role in determining who is incarcerated r 

where, and for how long. A comprehensive monitoring system would cluster 
indicators at each discretionary point in the hope that at least some of 
them would provide advance warning of changes in policy before they reached 
the corrections system. 

1. Crime. We somewhat arbitrarily begin our cluster of candi-
__ '.:i~ 

dates with offenses reported to the police. A more ambitious 
project might seek the social, cultural, and economic antece­
dents of actual criminal behavior. Understanding the sources 
of cr ime has drawn the attention of highly competent research-· 
era for several decades, without producing consensus on which 
variables play what role in the structure. If the development 
of a set of indicators for prison population were forced to 
wait until theoretical agreement could be reached on the 
causes of crime, the project might never begin. At present, 
it appears that information on the subsequent parts of the 
systa~ may have more saliency and immediacy than etiolggic 
indicators. 

As a practical matter the indicators of crime incidence have 
been largely predetermined by the precedent of the Uniform 
Crime Reports. The standard definitions for Part I crimes 
correspond to the violent and property offenses which make up 
the bulk of the state prison population. They are less 
useful for public order offenses, federal crimes, and the 
lesser offenses for which jail§ are used. One might seriously 
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?. 

question the usefulness of crime statistics as an indicatiol11 
of prison populations. The number of drug sales probably has 
little to do with the number of drug sales agents imprisoned, 
since official response to victimless crime depends primarily 
on the vigor of enforcement. 

The comprehensiveness of this cluster of measures might be 
enhanced by attempts to distinguish the character istics ot: 
sp,ecific offenses which make it most probable that the ofjEend­
er will be apprehended and imprisoned (e.g., the severity of 
the offense). An attempt to quantify the aspects of victim­
less crime which lead to incarceration might also prove 
valuable. Because these indicators have never been SystE~~ 
atically collected, no empirical test of their usefulnesf3 has 
been made. Until they are studied, we will not know whef:her 
they are useful. 

Police Practice. The offender first expe~iences the discre­
tionary power of the criminal justice system at the poin.t of 
arrest. Clearance rates range from apprgximately 16 percent 
for burglary to 76 percent for homicide. Any change in 
the clearance rate could send an increased volume of defend­
ants into the court system, who might then, in turn, in(!rease 
the volumes of conviction of crime and sentence. ClearclOce 
rates for major types of crime thus form one of the key 
indicators for this indicator cluster. 

A second important measure of police activity is the number of 
arrests for public order crimes and other misdemeanors. As 
noted above, police policy can substantially influence the 
case volume flowing into the system by a more or less vigorous 
attack on drug dealing and other v.ictimless crime. Knowing 
the timing of such changes may help anticipate their effect. 
For these indicators there is reason to believe that the level 
of detail is especially important for meaningful interpreta­
tion. The easy way to increase the quantity of arrests is to 
decrease their quality, picking up le6ser offenders (or 
innocent bystanders) for whom no valid caseelln be prepared~ 
Thus, a simple increase in the number of arrests may have a 
diluted impact further down the stream as prosecutors and 
judges screen out the marginal cases. 

Prosecution. Given the role of the prosecutor in screening 
charges brought in by l~w enforcement agents, the group of 
indicators which describe the decision of whether to prose­
cute, and on what charges, is central to the construction of a 
comprehensive monitoring study. If a pilot effort were to 
look at only one transition in an attempt to test the feasi­
bility of developing a set of indicators, the prosecution 
function would probably be the place to start. 
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A particularly important question to ask here is whetne( 
prosecutors simply transmit the effects of changes in crime 
and arrest r~tes, or whether they mode{ate their influence by 
reducing the rate of prosecutiontfl'len the volume of cases goes 
up (and conversely increase prosecutions during t~~s of low 
volume). Thus, the kinds of indicators one WQuld monitor are 
the rat:i,{\-l: of burglary (robbery, drugs, etc.) prosecutions to 
f~lcny arrests for the same crimes. S~condari1y, indicators 
which monitored plea negotiation practices, such as percent of 
convictions within zero, one, and two degrees of oriqina1 
charge might be infcrmative where available. 

About both these sets of indicators two questions must be 
asked., First, do they change in response to (or concanitantly 
with) changes in the incoming case10ad? Second, are there 
times when the prosecution policy char~ges abruptly without 
evident connection to an external stimulus? Understanding the 
first of these is important to estimating the future effects 
of changes in crime and arrest. The simple model which 
translates a 20 percent increase in arrests to a20 pet~ent 
increase in prison intake igncres the possib:J.~ functi.ona1 
relationships between workload and p~oductivity which these 
indicators are designed to moni~or. Because those relation­
ships may be abso1ute~y crucial, models which overlook them 
are potenti~11y seriously misleading. The second question 
addt"~sses the possibility that changes in incarceration policy 
may be initiated by the prosecutor and transmitted through the 
remainder of the system. 

In interpreting the~e changes it is important to remember that 
qualitative indicators can provide information which may be as 
important as the mor,~ traditional numerical measures. Con­
stJ,;uing a change in the plea negotiation rate as reflecting 
prosecutoria1 po1icy is much sounder if prosecutors or other 
observers also interpret it as such. Conversely, however, one 
should be wary of treating reported polley shifts as literal 
truth if t~~~ ~re not confirmed by data. 

4. Courts. The indicator groups named so far have not only 
followed a chronological path through the criminal justice 
system, but also. reflect increasing levels of comp1exit,y. 
Crimes can cn1y be ccunted and classified. When we mcvre to' 
the next stage (arrest) we begin to' 1cck at ratios of arrests 
to offenses reported. For prcsecutcrs we move cne step fur­
ther by examining the functional relationship between ratios 
(prosecution rates) and ccunts (wcrk10ad). For courts yet 
ancther factor becomes important: delay between prosecution 
and adjudication. Attempts to reduce delay may lead to a 
temporary increase in the number of sentenced offenders as 
backlogs are cleared by increased court activity. They might 
alternatively reduce the flow of offenders if cases are 
dismissed because of speedy trial provisions. 
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Backlogs are partly due to eases awaiting access to' limited 
court resources, partly to' the time litigants require to 
prepare their cases, complete discovery, file and respond to 
motion~ ~nd develop evidence, and partly to the efforts of 
some defenders t()k~60£1 their clients out of ccurt as long as 
possible. Wher"e court capacity limits the processing cf 
case$yt'ne effect of an influx of defendants may initially be 
only to increase the length of court delays without affecting 
the rate at which priscns receive additional priscners. Thus, 
the kinds of indicators which may appropriately be monitored 
include the distribution of time to trial (for different 
offenses) along with the usual transition ratios cf probability 
of conviction given offense charged, and probability cf priscn 
or jail sentence given conviction offense. Mcreover, the 
effect of court delays on jail population levels should be 
monitored, since longer waits for pre-trial detainees may mean 
more of them in jail on any given day. statistics on the 
handling of probation and parole violators may also. be ccl1ec­
ted as part of this grcup of indicators. 

5. Corrections. The pcpulation measures already collected by the 
National Prisoner Statistics provide about as much aggregate 
information as is likely to be available or useful on the 
national level. A fundamental thesis of this report is that 
the important gatekeepe~s and controllers cf institutional 
populations are outside the corrections system, rather than 
within it. What has nct been adequately monitored is the 
effect of the physical conditions cf conflnement. This 
int~racts most d.r.amat.iaally w~t1l populations when courts find 
corrections departments to be running institutions so crcwded 
or detetiorated as to be in violation of the Eighth Amendment, 
and order wholesale remcva1 of inmates from inadequate facili­
ties. Standards of decent confinement are becoming suf'':i­
cient1y well documented, through litigation and accreditation, 
that identification of likely court-order candidates may be 
possible through the ccllection cf facility data of the kind 
reported in Volume III of this series. Because capacity, 
whether judicially or physically defined, may limit the 
growth of popu1aticn, it is also important to continue to 
monitor constructicn plans. 

6. Parole. In discussing ccurts we specifically did not suggest 
that length of sentence be monitcred. In most states, and for 
most offenders, judges do not set time served: parole boards 
do. They mayor may not ~cnsider the judicially imposed 
sentence,. but they are bound by it only within broad limits. 
(An important e}tception to this generalization is provided by 
the few states with determinate sentencing laws, where parole 
discretion has been abc1ished or substantially weakened. See 
Volume IV of this series.) Thus, in monitoring trends at the 
release juncture the important questions are: 
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• Who exercises discretion over release? 

• On what basis are decisions made? (For example, is the 
type of offense a factor?) 

• How much flexibility' is available in setting t,he lengths of 
p~ison terms? and 

• What changes are occurring in the distributions of prison 
terms by offense? 

7. Recidivism. Defendants who have already been to prison once 
are likely to get special attention from sentencing judges. 
As the current population of inmates is released, the number 
of ex-offenders in the general population, and in the subgroup 
of criminal defendants, will increase. It is conceivable that 
such a change could lead to an echo of the 1970's prison 
population growth in the 1980's as current prison~rs come 
up for the next time around. Analysts might accordingly wish 
to monitor the size, behavior and treatment of the ex-offender 
population for its potential effects on future numbers of 
inmates. 

Discovering a shift in one of these transition ratios might tempt 
one to propagate the new ratio through the system and project a change in 
pr ison intake (or population) proportional to the change in the intermediate 
indicator. For example, if drug felony indictments fall from 20 percent of 
drug felony arrests to ten percent, one might conjecture that prison intake 
for these offenses would be halved. Approximately such a change occurred 
in New York state from 1970 to 1977. The result was not in accordance with 
the straightforward model. Several complicating factors intervened, includ­
ing a major revision of the state's criminal drug statutes. The net outcome 
was that more indictments resulted in convict. ions and more convictions 
resulted in sentences to prison or jail, so that intake to these institu­
tions for drug offenses changed but little. In genera1 6 we can be very 
confident that if a prosecutor increases or reduces the rate at which 
charges are filed, the marginal cases added or removed will ~ look like a 
random sample of all eases, and will not have the same probabilities of 
conviction or incarceration as would "average" cases. It may be possible 
to decide the direction of the difference (higher or lower) but it is 
highly unlikely that the amount can be specified with any empirical basis. 
Moreover, although one might hope to improve the accuracy of a numerical 
estimate by stratifying the case sample to select instances most nearly 
resembling the marginal cases, as a practical matte~ appropriate strati­
fiers are unlikely to be available. Subjective considerations of evidence 
quali ty, the personality of the defendant, and COJRmunity sentiment are 
likely to contribute to prosecutorial decisions. Stratificatic)n on alleged 
offense is unlikely to capture much of the variance due to these factors. 
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Changes in transition ratios may also influence the behavior of 
actors downstream in the system, who may respond to both workload volume 
and case quality by changing their own transition probabilities. A court 
which can only process 70 cases pp-r week per judge will continue to process 
about 70 cases even if filings double until either (a) more judges are 
added or (b) dispositions are made easier by an increase in negotiated 
pleats. Thus, identifying one discontinuity in a time series of transition 
probabilities is only a first step in understanding the nature and effects 
of a policy change. The analyst must return to the data to determine 
whether this change is neutralized, amplified, or simply transmitted 
through the next stage of the syst~n. 

These cautionary notes do not imply that the situation is completely 
hopeless. They should serve, however, to limit the range of generalization 
to which projection models are subjected, and to highlight the uncertainty 
which pr.operly attends any attempt to project the future behavior of sensi­
tive decisionmakers. One might despairingly conclude that since these 
considerations do not lead to single point projections, they cannot contri­
bute to corrections planning. On the contrary, it is essential to under­
stand the principle that prison populations, like many social indicators, 
are controlled by multiple independent decisionmakers, each of whom increases 
the uncertainty of projection. Two influences follow immediately from this 
conclusion. The first is that plans must maintain flexibility to cope with 
changing situations. A study of the movement of cases through the system 
can help quantify the range within which such changes may be expected to 
occur, and may provide one or two years' advance warning of the possible 
direction of major shifts. The second corollary has to do with the role 
of coordination among criminal justice agencies. One way both to anticipate 
future population fluctuations and to mitigate their adverse effects is to 
establish mechanisms whereby the policies of criminal justice actors can be 
monitored, and information on their possible effects fed back to both the 
decisionmakers themselves and to other agencies d~rectly bearing the conse­
quences of the decisions. Judges, for example, may wish to take account of 
the availability of jail space in setting bail amounts. Such adjustment 
will be both fairer and more accurate if every judge bases his or her 
decisions on the same information than if some judges maintain frequent 
informal contacts with jail masters while others rely only on annual 
reports or hearsay. 

5.4 Conclusion 

If one reviews the major innovations which have characterized the 
present decade of criminal justice programs, one underlying' f'eature which 
most share is the exercise of discretion. Court cases and guidelines have 
helped to define the discretionary roles of arresting officers, prosecutors 
and judges; diversion and screening programs have been instituted to formal­
ize and channel the discretion of these actors to allocate both community 
and criminal justice resources to selected defendants or offenders; patrol 

105 



allocation and enforcement strategies reflect either implicit or explicit 
exercises of discretion~ parole boards are developing new kinds of support­
ive services and new concepts of due process to improve their ability to 
make sound 'release decisions. There are two important factors which emerge 
from this brief catalog: first, that many of these innovations may have 
major, and not fully anticipated, effects on the incarcerated population of 
the united states~ and second, that the decisions regulating both the 
influx and departure of prisoners are largely exterior to the institutional 
corrections component of the criminal justice system. 

In light of these factors, the population crisis confronting many 
of the nation's corrections agencies takes on a special significance: 
corrections administrators have faced a rapidly accelerating number of 
prisoners whose flow in and out of. the system they do not control. The 
corrections administr33tor has some control over the secur ity ~:~lassification 
of inmates, and limited ability to reallocate space within an institution. 
He has virtually no control over how many people come through the gates or 
how long they stay. Under such circumstances, it is natural for the 
corrections specialist to see prison populations as determinate, externally 
defined natural phenomena which can be tabulated, possibly anticipated, but 
not controlled. From the broader perspective of the entire criminal jus­
tice system, this deterministic view appears ~s an anomaly. The existing 
population of our prisons is a direct result of decisions to put people in 
and take people out. Many of the individual decisions may be made in dis­
regard or ignorance of their eventual impact on the prison population, but 
in the aggregate reflect implementation of either implicit or explicit 
policies. It is these policies which control the size of the prison popu­
lation, and it has been the goal of this study to attempt to understand 
where these policies are formulated, how they are implemented, and what 
effects they have on inmate populations. 

We have found that answering these questions involves ski.lls both 
of art and of science, that rigorous quantitative characterizations even of 
past incarceration levels is often complicated by inconsistency in data 
collection procedures, and that the trends on which one might seek to base 
projections are subject to sudden discontinuities and reversals. The 
projections and methods presented in this volume are thus both hypothetical 
and approximate. They reflect results which might be expected in the 
unusual cases where present trends continue without interruptions, where 
historical data are measured accurately, and where random variation does 
not distort results. Despite these impediments, they provide useful 
illustrations of the short-term trends we may expe-ct in jail and prison 
populations, indicating that some further increase is likely at the state 
and federal levels, but that the period of most rapid growth seems to have 
passed, and that stable prison populations are a possibility for the 
future. 

This study clearly documents the complexity of the decision process 
which establishes prison popUlations. It is a product of literally millions 
of discretionary transactions among actors with independent goals, following 
policies which mayor may not be uniformly defined and implemented. The 
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, , We c~n also say that the regions of the country vary tremendously 
1n the1r cho1ces about how many prisoners they wish to hold, and that it is 
not,clear that this regional variation has much justification beyond his­
tor1cal precedent. Alternatives to incarceration such as restitution 
diversion, probation, community service and early release are much mo;e 
extensive in some jurisdictions than in others. If we are to move toward a 
more comprehensive approach to corrections, every jurisdiction must have 
and exercise a graded series of options of which incarceration is only the 
last resort for cases where it can be clearly justified, and never a 
residual disposition which is used simply because nothing else is available. 
In placing incarceration at one end of a spectrum of sentencing options we 
must be mindful of the danger that every added program creates the possi­
bility of ensnaring a la(ger share of the population in the net of social 
control. A capacity effect may apply to non-incarcerative sanctions as 
well as to prisons, so that planners need to maintain deliberate control 
over the criteria for placement not only in prisons and jails, but in 
community-based programs as well. 

This volume has confronted one primary question: What expectations 
can we form about the size of the prison population? We conclude our dis­
cussion with an increased awareness that this is only one component of the 
much larger problem of the future direction the correctional system should 
take. The use of prisons and jails depends on society's beliefs about the 
purposes they are intended to serve, their perceived ability to achieve 
these goals, and the availability of alternative means to reach the same 
ends. At every turn we encounter fundamental questions about the purposes 
of corrections, and we also are reminded that the system continues to 
operate in the absence of any consensus on the answers to these questions. 
Our work on the determinants of prison population does not lead to answers 
to these questions, but it does highlight the fact that broader contextual 
questions need to be raised in order for our narrow question about popula­
tion to be fully understood. 
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characteristically discretionary nature of these decisions makes their aggre­
gate impact on the corrections system difficult, or perhaps fundamentally 
impossible, to predict because the uncertainty of large numbers of stochas­
tic decisions is compounded by the fact that decision rules can, and do, 
change from time to time. These rule changes complicate the task of projec­
tion in two ways. The obvious problem is that future changes in policy may 
occur without warning, or, if warnings are given, they may be overlooked by 
the analyst. The more subtle problem is that past changes may not be 
well-documented either. A projection model which tries to use past data to 
document the statistical characteristics of a policy may simply describe an 
abandoned or non-existent policy if its data are drawn from a period span­
ning one of these major unannounced policy shifts. 

The state of the modeler'S art is highly sophisticated in simula­
ting the behavior of systems whose operating characteristics are fully 
understood. Unfortunately, the rules of criminal justice processing are 
not only difficult to quantify, but may not even remain stationary long 
enough for a quantification effort to be cQmpleted or used. Models which 
purport to estimate the effects of policies not yet implemented are partic­
ularly unreliable. Any projection model, including the ones developed for 
this study, is a device for estimating the logical consequences of a set of 
assumptions. Where these assumptions refer to past policy, their validity 
can at least be tested with historical data. In estimating the effects of 
future policies, the empirical foundations are much more tenuous, and the 
opportunities for testing their validity much less rigorous. Thus the 
claims that can be made for any projections of correctional futures are 
necessarily modest. 

The same systemic uncertainties which cause peSSlmlsm about the 
ability of models to provide a definitive projection of correctional 
futures are grounds for optimism about the ability of the crinlinal justice 
system to control its own future. In particular, this study emphasizes 
that building more capacity is not the only available response to a dis­
parity between capacity and population. Alternatives exist at every 
juncture of the system, and more alternatives need to be developed. We can 
look at crowded prisons as meaning either "not enough space," or "too many 
people." Given the significant role that construction may play in influenc­
ing the growth of prison populations, the choice between those two perspec­
tives may be an absolutely critical one. 

If the capacity theorists are right, responding to crowding by 
increased capital expenditures for new institutional space can provide at 
best a temporary alleviation of the crowding problem, and will ultimately 
result in a new equilibrium of more prisons, more prisoners, and the same 
crowded conditions as before. Whether this new equilibrium is desirable is 
a value question beyond the scope of our statistical research. We cannot 
say whether society should have more or fewer prisoners. What we can say 
is that there appears to be evidence that a decision to build more prisons 
seems to imply a decision that there should be more prisoners. 
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Appendix A 

SUPPORTING DATA FOR PRISON AND JAIL POPULATION MOVEMENrS 

Inmates of Federal, State and Local Institutions, 1970-1978 

State Prison a~ Local Jail populations and Incarceration 
Rates by State and Region, 1970 

State Pr ison and Local Jail Populations and Incarceration 
Rates by State and Region, 1972 

Total Males in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
By Type of Crtme -- March 31, 1978 

Total Females in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
By Type of Crime -- March 31v 1978 

Total Males in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
By Race/Ethnicity -- March 31, 1978 

Total Females in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
By Race/Ethnicity -- March 31, 1978 

Total Males in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
By Age -- March 31, 1978 

Total Females in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
By Age -- March 31, 1978 

Total Pr isoners in Federal and State Correctional Facilities 
by Sex Distribution -- March 31, 1978 

Total Prisoners in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
by Offense Distribution -- 1973 and 1978 
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Table A.l 

Inmates of Federal, State and Local Institutions, 1970-1978 

Total Total State 
State and Federal Federal State Inmates IDca1 Jail 

and Inmates per Inmates per Inmates per In Inmates per 
Federal Federal State 100,000 100,000 100,000 IDca1 100,000 

Year Irunates Inmates Inmates Civilian Pop. Civilian Pop. Civilian Po~. Jails Civilian POE' 

1970 196,429 1 20,038 176,391 97 10 87 160,8632 80 

19713 198,061 20,948 177,113 97 10 87 

1972 196,183 21,713 174,470 95 11 84 141 ,5884 69 

1973 204,349 22,815 181,534 98 11 87 

1974 218,205 22,361 195,844 104 11 93 

1975 242,750 24,131 218,619 115 11 104 

1976 263,291 26,799 236,492 124 13 111 

1977 284,461 28,650 255,811 132 13 119 

1978 294,580 26,391 268,189 136 12 124 153,1625 71 

1U•S • Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions for Adult Felons, National 
Prisoner Statistics (NPS), Bulletin No. 47 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, April 1972), p. 2. 
The NPS table excludes Alaska, Arkansas, Rhode Island and the Indiana State Reformatory. 

21970 data from U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics Service (NCJISS), 1970 National Jail Census, Statistics Center Report SC-1 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 1971). 

3For 1971-1978, federal and state data are i.com the NPS Bulletins, Pr isoners in State and Federal Institutions on 
December 31, for the appropriate year (see note 2(b) through (g) in Chapter 2), and refer to prisoners with 
sentences over one year. 

41972 data from U.S. Department of Justi,ce, LEAA, NCJISS, The Nation's Jails, Report No. SD-J-4 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, May 1975). 

5 
1978 data from U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Census of Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates, NPS Buliletin 
No. SD-NPS-J-6P (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 1979), p. 3. 
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Table A.2 

State Pr bon and Local Jail populationa and Incarceration Ratee by state a~ Reqion, 1970 
(Excludes Federal Prlaon Populat!qn ot 20,038) 

'l'OTAL STATB LOCAL 
NlZIIIber Prbon Jail 

Region Incarcerated NlZIIIber of INlatea Nlaber ot Priaonera 
and Civllia~ NlZIIIber Per 100,000 Prison Per 100,000 Jail Per 100,000 
State Population Incarcerated Civilian INiates civilian priaonere Civilian 

(in thousands) " ot Total) Population (t ot Total) Population (t ot Total) Population 

TotAl 201,723 337,266 (100t) 167 176,403 (lOOt) 87 160,863 (lOOt) 80 

NORTHEAST 48,930 60,053 (18t) 123 28,5.95 (In) 59 31,450 (20'1 64 

Maine 986 758 77 Si6 52 a~2 25 
Ne .. Bampoh ire 738 577 78 244 33 J33 45 
VerlDOnt 446 184 41 162 36 22 5 
Massachusetts 5,672 4,179 " 2,053 36 2,126 38 
Rhod" Isla nd 917 
COMecticut 3,022 1,568 52 1,568 52 
New York 18,228 29,458 162 12,059 6,6 17,399 95 
Ne .. Jersey 7,128 10,140 142 5,704 80 4,436 62 
Pennsy 1 vania 11,793 13,189 112 6,289 53 6,900 59 

00 RTII CENTRAL 56,452 71,150 (21t) 126 41,941 (2") 74 29,209 ( IS.) 52 

Ohio 10,646 15,105 142 9,185 86 5,920 56 
Indiana 5,195 6,822 131 4,137 79 2,685 52 
Illinois 11,067 11,705 106 6,381 58 5,324 48 
Michigan 8,880 14.868 167 9,079 102 5,789 65 
Wisconsin 4,424 4,951 112 2,973 67 1,978 45 
Minnesota 3,810 3,061 80 1,585 41 1,476 39 
Iowa. 2,828 2,438 86 1,747 62 691 24 
Mis90ur i 4,646 6,371 137 3,413 73 2,958 64 
North Dakota 607 305 50 147 24 158 26 
Sou th Dak"ta 661 698 105 391 59 307 46 
Nebraska 1,471 1 ,824 124 1,001 68 823 56 
kansas 2,211 3,002 136 1,902 86 1,100 50 

SOU'l'B 62,024 131,245 (39t) 211 69,590 (3St) 112 61,655 (38t) 99 

De lawarl! 545 596 109 596 109 
Maryland 3,a72 7,944 205 5,186 134 2,758 71 
Dist. of Columbia 739 4,645 629 1,423 193 3,222 4)6 
Virginia 4,484 8,064 180 4,648 104 3,416 76 
West Virg inia 1,747 2,032 116 938 54 1,094 62 
North Carolina 4,984 8,549 172 5,969 120 2,580 52 
South Carolina 2,526 6,007 238 2,726 108 3,281 130 
Georgi" 4,523 11,839 262 5,113 113 6,726 149 
nor ida 6,749 18,599 275 9,187 136 9,412 139 
Kentucky 3,189 5,542 174 2,849 89 2,693 85 
TeMessee 3,913 6,890 176 3,268 84 3,622 92 
Alabama .\ ... 18 6,808 199 3,790 111 3,018 88 
Mississippi .,203 3,366 153 1,730 79 1,636 " Arkansas 1,9:'1 1,224 1,224 64 
[,ouisiana 3,61 , 8,235 228 4,196 116 4,039 112 
Oklahoma 2,531 5,854 231 3,640 144 2,214 87 
Texas 11,069 25,051 226 14,331 129 10,720 97 

WEST ]4,317 74,818 (2U) 218 36,277 (21t) 106 38,541 (2") 112 

Montana 691 627 91 260 38 357 53 
Idaho 712 847 119 411 58 436 61 
Wyoming 330 404 122 231 70 173 52-
Colorado 2,177 3,547 163 2,066 95 1,481 68 
New Mexico 1,006 1,.703 169 742 74 961 95 
At izona 1,768 3,603 204 1,461 83 2,142 121 
Utah 1,062 1,013 95 491 46 522 49 
Nevad .. 484 I,H~ 299 690 143 755 156 
Washington 3,343 5,141 154 2,864 86 2,277 68 
Oregon 2,097 3,297 157 1,800 86 1,487 71 
C .. Ufornia 19,652 52,705 268 25,033 127 27,672 141 
Alask .. 274 171 171 62 
Ha .. ~H 721 325 45 228 32 97 13 

SOURCES: Civilian population figures represent eqtUaates for July 1, 1970 trom U.S. Departeent of Commerce, 8ureau ot the 
Census, Current Papulation Reports, ~Jlation Estimates .. nd projections, Series P-25, No. 879 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printinq Office, March 980). 

State prison population figures refer to prisoners sentenced more than a year as reported in U.~. Department of 
Justice. L .... Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 
Service (NCJIss), Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions for Adult Felons, Nation~l Prisoner Statistics (NPS) 
Bulletin, Number 47 (Washinqton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, April 1972), pp. 10-11. 

Local jail population figures from U.S. Dep .. rtment of Justice, LEAA, NCJIsS, 1970 National Jail Census, Statistics 
Center Report SC-1 (Washl\ngton, D.C.: U.S. Goverrwent prinU"" Office, February 1971), pp. 2, 10. 
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':able 1..3 

St5tQ Prioon and Local Jall PopuJ.tiona and Incarceration aat •• b1 atate end Region, 1'72 
(Bxcludes Pederal PriGOn Popul.tion of 21,713) 

Region 
and 
St.te 

IiORTBBAST 

Maine 
/lew U/IIIIpohire 
Vermont 
MIIa8achuaett.s 
Rhode Iolarl~ 
Co!!!>a:ticut 
New York 
New Jersey 
PeMsylvanill 

NORTe CEII'!V'" 

Ohio 
In<!ian& 
I111nolo 
Michigan 
lIiaconain 
MiMeliota 
Iov. 
MialJOur 1 
North D.kota 
Sou th Dako ta 
Nebraska 
&sues 

SOOTO 

Delavare 
"aryland 

Civillan 
Population 

t ln thousands) 

206,461 

49,U9 

1,017 
771 
460 

5,745 
941 

3,059 
18,321 
7,276 

11,859 

57.109 

10,710 
5,270 

11,160 
9,000 
4.508 
3,867 
2,855 
4,715 

619 
671 

t ,508 
2,226 

H,35) 

564 
4,004 

Dist. of Coluabia 
Virginia 

734 
4,646 
1,780 
5.157 
2.609 
4,69. 
7.315 
3,271 
4,036 
3.U7 
2,263 
1,989 
3,105 
2,013 

lleat Vlrglnia 
No. carolina 
SO. Carollna 
Georgia 
Plor ida 
Ilentuckl' 
TeMeaeee 
Alab ... a 
Mlsailslppi 
Ark .. n$.&s 
Lou1ahlna 
Otlaho&. 
Texas 

III!ST 

Hontlu\4 
Idaho 
lIyadr.g 
Colorodo 
New H.,.lc:o 
Albona 
Utah 
Nrlada 
lI .. hington 
oregon 
CaUfornia 
Aluka 
O .... U 

11.486 

35,550 

712 
751 
342 

2.3'3 
1,056 
1,946 
1,118 

525 
3,382 
2,178 

20,131 
297 
769 

TOTAL 

Number 
Incarcerated 
,. or Total) 

NllIIber 
Incarcerated 
t'er 100,0'00 
Civilian 

Population 

316,058 (100') 153 

55,536 (181) 

523 
234 

3,703 
340 

1,818 
26,883 
9,196 

12,519 

61,070 (l9\! 

13,080 
5,864 

10,524 
12,619 
3,803 
2,408 
1,843 
5,779 

304 
639 

1,695 
2.512 

136,086 (43') 

279 
7,796 
6, 7~5 
8,065 
2,112 

10,718 
5,621 

14,468 
18,406 
4,837 
6,701 
6,604 
3,377 
2.560 
6;:161 
5,475 

25,511 

63,366 t20') 

564 
788 
454 

3,352 
1,496 
3,283 
1,056 
1,302 
5,018 
3.041 

42,318 
270 
424 

112 

71 
68 
51 
64 
36 
S9 

147 
121 
106 

107 

122 
111 
94 

140 
84 
62 
65 

123 
49 
95 

112 
113 

21 t 

(9 

194 
915 
173 
118 
208 
215 
308 
2S3 
148 
166 
189 
149 
128 
182 
209 
2.2 

n8 

79 
10,5 
133 
143 
142 
169 
94 

248 
148 
139 
210 

91 
55 

aTI.1'1l 
Pri.on 

_ber of I.-t •• 
Pr 1.on Pltr 100,000 
I.-t.. Ci"iUan 

" of Total) Popul.tion 

174.470 (looa) 

2B,174 (161) 

473 
240 
230 

1,856 
340 

1.918 
11,693 
5,279 
6,245 

37,554 (22') 

0,276 
3,847 
5,630 
8,471 
2,036 
1,337 
1,306 
3,533 

179 
344 
953 

1,642 

80,625 (46') 

279 
5,578 
2,500 
4,946 
1,058 
B,263 
3.197 
8.225 

10,162 
2,941 
3,329 
3,632 
1,879 
1,619 
3,421 
3,667 

15,709 

28,117 nU) 

283 
377 
262 

1,925 
597 

1,529 
581 
646 

2,608 
1.856 

16,971) 
183 
300 

.. 
57 

46 
31 
~O 

32 
36 
5' 
54 
73 
53 

66 

77 
73 
50 
94 
45 
35 
46 
75 
29 
51 
63 
74 

125 

49 
139 
341 
106 

59 
160 
122 
175 
142 
90 
82 

104 
0) 

81 
92 

140 
137 

79 

40 
50 
77 
82 
37 
79 
52 

l?o3 
77 
85 
84 
02 
39 

LOCAL 

lI_r of 
Jdl 

~aoner. 
(' of Total) 

Jilll 
~r~ners 

'~er 1 DO ,000 
Civilian 

Population 

"',588 (100') 69 

27,362 (In) 

247 
283 

~ 

1,847 

15,190 
3,517 
6,274 

23.516 (n,) 

4,B04 
2,017 
4,894 
4,148 
1,767 
1,071 

537 
2,246 

125 
295 
742 
870 

55,461 (3"1 

2,218 
4,215 
3,119 
1,054 
2,455 
2,424 
6,243 
8,104 
1,896 
3,372 
2,972 
1,498 

941 
3,340 
1,808 
9,802 

35,249 (25') 

281 
411 
192 

1,427 
899 

1,754 
475 
656 

2,410 
1,185 

25,348 
37 

124 

55 

24 
37 

1 
32 

83 
48 
53 

41 

45 
38 
44 
46 
39 
2Q 
19 
48 
20 
U 
49 
39 

86 

55 
57~ 

67 
59 
48 
93 

133 
111 
58 
94 
85 
66 
47 
90 
69 
85 

99 

39 
55 
56 
61 
85 
90 
42 

125 
71 
54 

126 
'-9 
16 

GOURCIlB: Civilian population figuras represent eottmateB tor July " 1972 frca O.S. D.parta.nt of C .... rc., Bure.u of the' 
C.nsus, Current Population Reports. Population Estlllat". and Projectiona, Ser.\e= 11'-25, 110. 871 (11 .... lngton, D.C.: 
0.5. Govsrruoent Printing Offlce, Harch 1980). 

State pri.on population flgures refer to prisoners .... ntence<! IIOre UI.n a lIItar .. r.ported ln O.S. Dapartaent of 
Justice, Low Enforc .... nt Au1stance Administration CLEAA), National C~1atftal Ju.tice Infomation .nd 8UtiatiCB 
Storvlc:e (NCJISS), Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on Da~r 31, 1971, 1972, and 1973, lI.tion.l 
PriaDner Stat1etica (NPS) Bulletin Il[)-NPS-PSI'-I (114ahinqton. D.C.. 0.8. Goft .... nt Prtnting Ortice, April 1972), 
pp. 1[)-11. 

Lo""l j.il population f19U"~ frao U.S. Dep"'taent of Juutice, LElIA, IICJI88, Th. llation'. J.n., A report on 
the can.ua of jall. fraa the 1912 Surv"y of I ..... tee of Local Jail., aaport .1iIbii I~A-iliii!i.\ngton, D.C •• 
D.O. Gowr ... nt Printing Oltlce, Hay 1975), pp. 1, 23-24. 
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Table 1..4 

Total Males in Federal and State Adult Correction~l ~acllities 
by TyXJe of Cr iJIIe -- March 31, 1978 

r.oK1'liEAsT 

Maine 
Hew OaJllpshire 
Vermont 
Hassacftuftl!tts 
Rhode Iuland 
Connecticu t 
New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

N:lR'I1H CENTRAL 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
IOWel 

HisBour i 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kanaas 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Dist. of Columbla 
Virginla 
West Vi rginia 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Goorgia 
Florlda 
Kentucky 
Tennessee 
Alabama 
Misais~ippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

WEST 

Montana 
Idaho 
Wyoming 
Colorado 
Hew Medco 
At izona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Washinqton 
Oregon 
California 
Alaska 
Hawaii 

Total States 

Federal 

Total State 
plUB Pederal" 

Total 

33,117 

834 
236 
117 

2,297 
557 

16,498 
5,701 
6.877 

52,139 

11 ,687 
3,671 

10,289 
11 ,841 
2,937 
1.790 
1.700 
5,003 

283 

1,055 
2,083 

100,000 

a 
6,845 
1,002 
7,246 
1,238 

13,421 
5,339 
8,592 

16,263 
3,Ul 
4,792 

1,675 
2,274 
1,832 
3,526 

22,514 

32,935 

600 
769 
409 

2,331 
1,692 
2,815 

789 
1,141 
3,694 

639 
17 ,269 

394 
393 

218,391 

23,916 

242,307 

Type of Cr iJD .. 

Vi,olent 

14,957 145') 

349 
119 
50 

1,886 
335 

4,749 
3,179 
4,290 

27,734 (53') 

6,349 
2,343 
7,193 
5,402 
1,451 

929 
694 

1,933 
122 

280 
1,038 

44,238 (441) 

a 
3,223 

551 
4,028 

479 
3,717 
1,954 
4.666 
8,244 
1,175 
1,938 

602 
625 
756 

1,659 
10,621 

16,147 (49') 

152 
272 
149 

1,304 
546 

1,37B 
232 
617 

1,556 
245 

9,360 
148 
18S 

103,076 (41') 

7,169 (30.\' 

110,245 (46') 

property 

12,435 (JU) 

346 
92 
39 

231 
144 

0,578 
1.491 
1,514 

17,386 (33') 

3,071 
1,128 
2,343 
3,894 
1,261 

720 
982 

2,434 
104 

560 
889 

41,165 14") 

a 
1,990 

323 
2,222 

591 
7,627 
2,347 
3,233 
5,481 
1,643 
2,320 

753 
1,521 

183 
1,385 
8,956 

9,232 (2B') 

288 
J75 
158 
769 
549 
828 
502 
393 

1,635 
358 

3,149 
134 
94 

80,218 (371) 

5,468 (23') 

85,686 (35') 

PUblic 
Order 

Or 
Other 

5,725 (1711) 

139 
25 
28 

180 
78 

3,171 
1,031 
1,073 

7,219 (141) 

2.267 
200 
753 

2,545 
225 
141 

24 
636 

57 

215 
156 

14,597 (15') 

1,642 
128 
996 
168 

2,077 
1,038 

693 
2,538 

623 
534 

320 
128 
293 
.t82 

2,937 

7,556 (23t) 

160 
122 
102 
258 
597 
609 

55 
131 
503 

36 
4,760 

112 
111 

35,097 (161) 

11,279 ("') 

46,376 (19') 

Source: Survey of State and Pe<!eral Adult Correctional F.cl1ttie. (PC-2), 1978. 

-Data are missing on 8 percent of prisoners 
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Table 10.5 

~tal p~ale8 in Pederal and State Adult Correctional raciliti •• 
by Type of Crime -- March 31, 1978 

NOR'l'IIEAST 

)laine 
New HampBh ir& 
'lemont 
Massachullett. 
Rhode Island 
Connecticut 
Nev York 
NeV Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

NOR1'8 CEIn'RAL 

Ohio 
Indiana 
11Uno18 
)!ichigan 
Wisconsin 
)!innellOta 
Iowa 
Missour i 
North Dakota 
Sou th Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kan$4B 

SOt1l'H 

Delaware 
l\aryland 
Dist. of C~lumbia 
Virginia 
'~est Virginia 
Nor th Carolina 
South Carolina 
Georgia 
Florida 
~entucky 

TenneSDee 
.\labama 
Mississippi 
Arkansall 
Louisiana 
Oklaho .. a 
Texas 

WEST 
lIontana 
Idaho 
Wyoming 
Colorado 
Nev ""xico 
Ar hona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Washington 
Ore<Jon 
caUfornia 
.uaaka 
!lawaU 

Total Statell 

Federal 

Total State 
plus Pederal· 

Type of Cr iIIe 

Total Violent 

878 

11 
o 
o 
1 

16 
o 

470 
179 
201 

2,133 

611 
143 
289 
450 
133 
66 

106 
166 

3 

71 
95 

4,412 

o 
220 

o 
291 

41 
601 
258 
383 
746 
134 
254 

35 
103 
207 
164 
975 

1,764 
o 

21 
16 
60 
87 

153 
32 
63 

180 
92 

1,021 
24 
15 

9,187 

1,636 

10,823 

378 (UI) 

10 
o 
o 
1 
8 
o 

160 
109 

90 

805 (3Be) 

225 
45 

152 
200 

64 
30 
19 
30 
o 

18 
22 

1,943 (441) 

o 
90 
o 

97 
19 

317 
116 
204 
375 

56 
90 

11 
60 
87 
58 

363 

504 (291) 
o 
6 
7 

16 
22 
51 

7 
20 
62 
44 

256 
6 

3,630 (401) 

293 (18U 

3,923 (361) 

property 

195 (221) 

o 
o 
o 
o 
5 
o 

129 
19 
42 

1,022 8UI) 

386 
63 

105 
170 

57 
36 
21 

112 
3 

10 
59 

1,361 (3,.) 

o 
65 
o 

61 
H' 

180 
93 

137 
171 

34 

" 
13 
30 
34 
87 

402 

518 (291) 
o 
9 
I 

30 
25 

100 
21 
32 
60 
40 

183 
9 
8 

3,096 (341) 

602 (371) 

3,698 (3") 

Publl.c 
Order 

Or 
Other 

305 (:;51) 

1 
o 
o 
o 
3 
o 

181 
51 
69 

306 (141) 

o 
35 
32 
80 
12 
o 

66 
24 
o 

43 
14 

1,108 (251) 

o 
65 
o 

133 
12 

104 
49 
42 

200 
44 

120 

11 
13 
86 
19 

210 

742 (421) 
o 
6 
8 

14 
40 

2 
4 

11 
58 

8 
582 

9 
o 

2,461 (2") 

741 (451) 

3,202 (301) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional raciliti •• (PC-2), 1978. 

.Data are .. islling on 8 percent of prilloner •• 
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NOR'l'IIBAST 

)laine 
Nell Haapahire 
Vef8lOnt 
HaauchlJ8ettll 
Rhode IlIland 
ConnecUcut 
Nev Yor~ 
New Jersey 
PeMllylvania 

NORTH CEII'1'RAL 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
!linnellOta 
IOIIII 

MisllOur i 
North Dakota 
South o.kota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

SOUTH 

Delavare 
Maryland 
Dist. of Columbia 
'I1rginia 
West Virginia 
North Carolina 
South carolina 
Georgia 
Plorida 
~entucky 

TeMe.see 
Alabllllla 
Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Ok 1 ahOlllll 
Texas 

~ontana 

Idaho 
'II)'OIIing 
Colorado 
Nev Mexico 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Washington 
Oreqon 
California 
Alaska 
HavaU 

Total States 

Federal 

Total St~te 
plus Federal··· 

Table 11.6 

Total Malea in rederal and State Adult Correctional racilitie. 
by Race/Bthnicity -- March 31, 1978 

Total 

36,257 

736 
264 
127 

2,719 
652 

2,850 
16,492 
5,542 
G,875 

55,050 

12,438 
4,454 

10,407 
12,261 
2,937 
1,778 
1,723 
5,005 

281 
570 

1,041 
2,155 

108,524 

6,840 
2,213 
7,241 
1,248 

13,967 
5,359 
8,592 

16,567 
3,451 
4,830 
2,481 
1,492 
2,310 
5.813 
3,526 

22.,594 

35,477 

589 
783 
409 

2,017 
1,693 
2,782 

789 
. 1,144 
3,571 
2,413 

18,217 
594 
476 

235,308 

26,254 

261,562 

Race/Bthnicity 

White 

13,118 (361) 

719 
250 
123 

1,311 
476 

1,360 
4,364 
1,489 
3,026 

26,666 (4Be) 

5,972 
2,748 
3,834 
4,804· 
1,589 
1,335 
1,369 
2,489 

213 
403 
574 

1,336 

44,648 (4n) 

1,719 
26 

2,907 
1,069 
6,105 
2,175 
3,382 
7,250 
2,378 
2,652 

954 
489 

\,217 
1,426 
2,263 
8,626 

22,635 (641) 

483 
673 
319 

1,035 
562 

1,386 
579 
733 

2,537 
1,940 

It,896· 
285 
207 

107,067 :4U) 

11,764 (451) 

118,831 (451) 

Black 

19,383 (5le) 

r; 
11 

1 
1,300 

154 
1,160 
9,316 
3,584 
3,849 

27,035 (491) 

6,383 
1,1689 
6,105 
7,447 
1,207 

291 
314 

2,495 
11 
11 

374 
708 

57,968 (5le) 

5,099 
2,184 
4,325 

179 
7,533 
~,181 

5,210 
8,511 
1,072 
2,168 
1,527 
1,003 
1,092 
4,327 
1,002 
9,555 

8,'/24 (251) 

5 
21 
18 

_15 
196 
Sol:!. 

72 
337 
714 
298 

6,017 
75 
3J 

113,110 (481) 

9,393 (361) 

122,503 (47e) 

45 (01) 

8 
o 
2 
2 
1 
5 

27 
o 
o 

579 (1) 

1 
o 

28 
10 
80 

125 
17 
13 
54 

152 
57 
42 

,d5 (n) 

12 
3 
6 
o 

324 
2 
o 

218 
1 
7 
o 
o 
o 
o 

212 
o 

943 (31) 

90 
29 
25 
19 
32 
83 
10 
20 

167 
72 

154 
222 

20 

2,352 (n) 

429 (21) 

2,781 (n) 

1\8 ian 

8 (01) 

1 
1 
o 
2 
1 
o 
2 
1 
G 

24 (OU 

2 
o 

10 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
6 

32 (01) 

10 
o 
1 

o 
4 
1 
o 
2 
o 
1 
o 
o 
1 
o 

12 
o 

417 (Ie) 

o 
2 
1 
o 
o 
9 
3 
1 

16 
13 

150 
6 

216 

4al (01) 

109 (01) 

590 (01) 

Source: Survey of State and Ped~ral Adult Correcitonal Paciltlies (PC-2), 1978. 

Hispanic 

3,703 (101) 

o 
2 
1 

104 
20 

325 
2,783 

468 
o 

746" (n). 

80 
17 

430 

.60 
22 
23 

8 
3 
4 

36 
63 

5,091 (51) 

o 
o 
2 
o 
1 
C 
o 

586 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 

50 
37 

4,413 

2,758· (Be) 

11 
58 
46 

568 
90J 
761 
125 

53 
137 

90 

6 
o 

12,298·. (51) 

4,559 (171) 

16,857.· (61) 

"Data from Michigan and California did not per .. it identification of Hispanic prisoner •• 
All Rispanics in these states are reported in the "white· column. 

"-Because a substantial number of Hispanic prisoners are not reported, totals are conllervative. 

···Data are missing on 2 percent of pr18onerB~ 
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Table 1..7 

Total P .. a1 •• in Pedera1 and State ~u1t Correctional Paci1ities 
by Race/Ethnicity -- ~rch 31, 1978 

NOR'1'IIEAS'1' 

Maine 
Ne .. aapehir. 
veaoont 
Ma ... chu .. tU 
Rhode Uland 
Connectlcu t 
~ .. york 
New Jer.ey 
PeM.y1"ania 

NORTH CENTRAL 

Ohio 
Indiana 
I11inoi. 
Michigan 
Wiaccndn 
Minneaota 
Iova 
Mi .. ouri 
North Dakota 
Sou th Dakota 
Nebr .. ka 
Jl:ansaa 

SOUTH 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Dist. of Columbia 
Virginia 
weat Virginia 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Georgia 
Florida 
Ken~ucky 
Tenne •• ee 
Alabma 
Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Ok 1a_a 
Texas 

WEST 

Montana 
Idaho 
Wyoaing 
Colorado 
Nev Mexicc 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 
wa.hington 
Oregon 
CaUfornia 
Alaaka 
Havail 

Total Stat .. 

peaeral 

Total State 
plus Pederal"" 

Total 

1,096 

11 
o 
o 

112 
20 

103 
470 
179 
201 

2,137 

611 
144 
292 
450 
132 

66 
79 

166 
3 

26 
73 
95 

4,589 

220 
o 

293 
41 

560 
258 
383 
743 
134 
250 
196 

35 
103 
222 
164 
987 

1,837 

21 
16 
60 
88 

153 
32 
63 

180 
92 

1,075 
38 
19 

9,659 

1,757 

11,416 

Race/Ethnicity 

White 

3711 (351) 

9 
o 
o 

67 
9 

39 
114 

53 
88 

880 (4n) 

222 
82 
99 

122 
69 
48 
49 
79 

1 
15 
38 
56 

1,698 (3") 

41 
o 

1·~2 

29 
213 
103 
133 
254 

77 
l2U 

73 
13 
50 
65 
84 

341 

1,070 (581) 

o 
20 
12 
27 
26 
87 
20 
28 

110 
54 

660 
18 

8 

4,027 (421) 

536 (3U) 

4,563 (401) 

Black 

646 (5") 

o 
o 
o 

45 
9 

62 
299 
118 
113 

1,201 (561) 

388 
62 

179 
323 

57 
IS 
27 
83 

1 
o 

28 
38 

2,711 (59') 

179 
o 

191 
12 

324 
1~5 

250 
480 

57 
130 
123 

22 
53 

157 
70 

508 

539 (291) 

o 
1 
o 

17 
10 
32 

4 
29 
61 
30 

344 
9 
2 

5,097 (531) 

954 (541) 

6,051 (531) 

AIIerican 
Indian 

2 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 

(01) 

39 (21) 

1 
o 
7 
o 
4 
3 
3 
4 
1 

11 
5 
o 

36 (U) 

o 
o 
o 
o 

22 
o 
o 
4 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

10 
o 

60 (31) 

o 
o 
3 
o 
4 
8 
1 
2 
7 
6 

20 
9 
o 

139 (n) 

21 (It) 

160 (n) 

ABian 

(01) 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

o (01) 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

(01) 

71 (") 

o 
o 
1 
3 
o 
3 
o 
2 
o 
o 

51 
2 
9 

73 (It) 

3 (Ot) 

76 (11) 

Source: Survey of State and Pederal Adult Correctional Pacilitie. (PC-2), 1978. 

Riapanic 

66 (61) 

o 
o 

57 
7 
o 

17 (n)" 

o 
o 
7 
5 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
1 

143 (3., 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

136 

97 (51) 

o 
o 
o 

13 
48 
23 

7 
2 
2 
2 

o 
o 

323* (31) 

243 (141) 

566* (S') 

0Data frea California do not permit identification of Hi.panic priaoner •• 

are counted under -white,-

All .uch inmates 

.*Data are aiaaing on 2 percent of all pr!aoners. 
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Table 1..8 

Total Malea in Federal and State Adult Correctional Pacilitie. 
by Age -- March 31, 1978 

NORTHEAST 

Maine 
Ne .. Hampah ire 
VerlDOnt 
MaBBachusetts 
Rhode Island 
Connecticut 
Ne .. York 
Sew Jerl!ley 
PeMsylvania 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
loIisconsin 
MiMe&ota 
Iowa 
Misaour i 
North Dakota 
South D~kota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

SOUTH 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Dist. of Columbia 
'lirqinia 
loIest Virgi.ni a 
North Carolina 
South Caroli na 
Georgia 
Florida 
~entucky 

Tennessee 
Alabama 
Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

WEST 

Mon~4na 

Idaho 
·..,yoming 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arhona 
Utah 
Nevada 
;./aehington 
Oregon 
:alifornia 
Alaska 
Hawaii 

Total 

37,044 

422 
264 
121 

2,302 
652 

3,500 
18,553 
4,357 
6,873 

50,227 

12,410 
2,817 

10,354 
11,787 
2,938 
1,790 
1,723 
5,008 

280 

1,032 
88 

100,845 

o 
6,845 
1,057 
7,249 
1,248 

14,002 
5,344 
8,592 

16,361 
3,451 
5,194 

1,675 
2,273 
1,832 
3,208 

22,514 

33,010 

600 
783 
409 
236 

1,716 
2,777 

774 
1,144 
3,749 
2,423 

17,269 
598 
532 

Under 
18 

3,158 (tt) 

o 
3 
1 

14 
o 

779 
2,038 

285 
38 

1,722 (lI) 

380 
83 

197 
400 

17 
13 
39 

570 
1 

19 
3 

1,794 (2" 

18-24 

13,138 (361) 

157 
84 
63 

624 
293 

1,271 
6,676 
1,643 
2,327 

23,112 (46t) 

5,130 
1,621 
4 765 
5,084 
1,371 

981 
612 

2,806 
129 

364 
49 

38,437 (38t) 

a 0 
79 2,706 

7 554 
134 2,562 
116 469 
299 5,379 
369 1,739 
122 3,801 
135 6,016 
102 1,534 

59 2,030 

14 699 
190 986 

10 824 
32 1,113 

126 8,025 

177 (n) 10,863 (33\) 

8 233 
o 371 

28 172 
o 134 
2 767 
8 907 
2 239 
J 38S 

21 1,497 
82 821 
19 4,819 

4 293 
o 222 

25-34 

14,212 (381) 

181 
87 
39 

1,038 
246 
968 

6,867 
1,733 
3,053 

16.083 (32\) 

4,302 
716 

3,829 
3,517 
1,100 

545 
444 

1,033 
103 

494 
o 

38,647 (3et) 

o 
2,733 

278 
3,001 

410 
5,346 
2,170 
3,056 
6,477 

955 
2.136 

575 
492 
688 

1,174 
9,156 

14,468 (44') 

238 
263 
153 

59 
633 

1,170 
381 
446 

1,473 
753 

8,461 
200 
238 

35-44 

4,552 (121) 

48 
60 
12 

436 
74 

303 
2,228 

465 
926 

5,714 (111) 

1,409 
196 

1,024 
1,793 

320 
167 
278 
399 

28 

100 
o 

13,159 (131) 

o 
78:; 
126 
940 
147 

1,712 
748 
916 

2,369 
436 
569 

200 
321 
216 
564 

3,112 

4,887 (15') 

71 
98 
38 
26 

223 
464 
142 
182 
455 
383 

2,689 
66 
50 

45 Years 
and Over 

1,984 (5'1 

36 
3a 

6 
190 
39 

179 
744 
231 
529 

3,596 (n) 

1,189 
201 
539 
993 
130 
84 

150 
200 

19 

55 
36 

8,8oa (91) 

o 
544 

92 
612 
106 

1,266 
318 
697 

1,364 
424 
400 

187 
284 

94 
325 

2,095 

2,615 (8') 

50 
51 
18 
17 
91 

228 
10 

125 
303 
384 

1,281 
35 
22 

Total States 221,126 6,851 (3') 85,5S0 (39') 83,410 (3") 28,312 (13') 17,003 (U) 

Fed"ral 

Total State 
plus Federal* 

25,455 

246,581 

218 (n) 5,032 (201) 11,212 (U') 5,719 (22') 3,274 (13') 

7,069 (31) 90,582 (371) 94,622 (3et) 34,031 (IU) 20,277 (8') 

Source: Survey of State and Pederal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

·Oata are missing on 8 percent of all prisoners. 
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Table A.9 

Total Fellates in Fedenl and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
by Age -- March 31. 1978 

Under 
18 25-34 35-44 

4S rears 
and OVer 

NORTHEAST 

lIaine 
New Bamplll! ire 
vermont 
!4assachusett8 
Rhode Island 
CoMecticut 

New Jeret!y 
PeMaylvania 

NDRTH CENTML 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
wisconsin 
~inne90ta 

lewa 
MisBOuri 
North Dakota 
Sou th Dakota 
:lebraska 
Kansas 

SOUTH 

Delaware 
lIaryland 
eist. of Columbia 
'/irglnia 
west virginia 
North carolill4 
South Carolina 
Georgia 
Plocida 
Kentucky 
Tennessee 
Alab"",a 
lIississippi 
Arkansa.s 
Louisiana 
Oklahcma 
Texas 

Montana 
Idaho 
wyon!ing 
Colorado 
:-lew Mexico 
Ar hona 
Utili! 
Nevada 
wash ington 
Oregon 
California 
Alaska 
Haw. Ii 

Total States 

Federal 

Tot"l State 
plus Pederal" 

Total 

973 

o 
o 

20 
103 
470 
179 
201 

1.664 

611 
144 
289 

134 
66 
79 

170 
3 

73 
95 

4.3~1 

220 
o 

291 
41 

556 
258 
388 
748 
134 
243 

35 
103 
207 
162 
975 

i,787 

o 
21 
1~ 

60 
88 

153 
32 
63 

180 
92 

1.021 
42 
19 

8.785 

1,720 

10,505 

18-24 

33 (3l) 343 (35l) 

o a 
a a 

a 7 
2 43 

29 169 
a 64 
2 60 

10 (n) 691 (42l) 

244 
1 64 
a 138 

1 50 
o 35 
a 23 
6 59 
a 0 

30 
48 

37 (ll) 1,494 (34l) 

2 75 
a a 
3 93 
a 13 
5 196 

13 82 
4 150 
5 246 
a 52 

69 

a 14 
3 37 
a 74 
a 68 

325 

(Ol) 604 (34l) 

a 0 
a 7 
a 5 
o 19 
a 43 
a 68 
a 11 
a 16 
o 67 
a 26 
a 314 
4 22 
a 6 

84 (n) 3.132 (3U) 

4 (Ol) 458 (27') 

88 (n) 3.590 (34l) 

406 (42l) 

o 
a 

8 
40 

179 
80 
99 

665 (40l) 

259 
57 

102 

53 
21 
33 
67 

1 

30 
42 

1,786 (4n) 

104 
o 

128 
11 

231 
89 

134 
312 

54 
lIB 

10 
43 
68 
56 

428 

806 (451) 

a 
10 

7 
28 
29 
54 
12 
31 
77 
26 

515 
7 

10 

3.663 (42l) 

8a5 (5n) 

4,548 (43l) 

121 (12l) 

a 
o 

10 
61 
18 
28 

200 (12l) 

75 
14 
37 

18 
4 

17 
23 
a 

679 (lU) 

27 
o 

43 
11 
73 
52 
60 

117 
17 
40 

12 
49 
27 

145 

251 (IH) 

a 
4 
4 

11 
12 
20 

5 
11 
26 
30 

120 
6 

1,251 (14l) 

260 115') 

1,511 (14l) 

Source: Sur'.ey of State and Pedenl Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

• Data art! missing on 8 percent of all pri80nece. 
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70 (7') 

a 

1 
B 

32 
17 
12 

98 (6l) 

32 
8 

12 

12 
6 
6 

15 
2 

12 
o 

24 
6 

51 
22 
40 
6B 
11 
16 

5 
8 

16 
11 

75 

122 (7') 

a 
a 
a 
2 
4 

11 
4 
5 

10 
10 
72 

3 
1 

655 (H) 

113 (H) 

768 (n) 

r 
" , 

Table A.l0 

Total Prisoners in Pederal and State Adult Correctional racilities 
by Sex Distribution -- March 31, 1978 

NOR'l'BEAST 

Maine 
New Blllpllhire 
vermont 
Massachusetts 
Rhode I slanG 
Connecticut 
New York 
New Jersey 
pennsylvania 

NORl'll CEN'l'RAL 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michiqan 
Wisconsin 
Minnnota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
North Dakota' 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kanllall 

SOU'l'll 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Dist. of Columbia 
Virqinia 
Wellt Virqinia 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Georqia 
Plorida 
Kentucky 
Tennellsee 
Alabllllla 
Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklai!OII1a 
Texas 

WEST 

Montana 
Idaho 
Wyaainq 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Washinqton 
Or&9on 
California 
Alak.a 
Hawaii 

Total States 

Pederal 

Total Statell 
plull Pederal 

Total 

39,361 

740 
264 
127 

2,443 
648 

3,003 
19,087 
5,975 
7,074 

59,343 

13,230 
4,639 

10,811 
13,285 
3,126 
1,825 
1,802 
5,341 

283 
596 

1,155 
2,250 

115,878 

988 
7,031 
2,213 
7,620 
1,289 

14,593 
5,949 
8,975 

17,985 
3,580 
5,485 
2,807 
1,761 
2,386 
6,037 
3,690 

23,489 

31,857 

600 
804 
425 

2,320 
1.576 
2,909 

823 
1,207 
3,794 
2,383 

19,809 
640 
567 

251,439 

27,548 

278,987 

MaIn 

38,265 (971) 

729 
264 
127 

2,331 
628 

2,900 
18,617 
5,796 
6,873 

56,237 (961) 

12,619 
4,495 

10,519 
12,870 

2,992 
1,759 
1,723 
5.175 

280 
570 

1,080 
2,155 

111,303 (961) 

940 
6,822 
2,213 
7,327 
1,248 

14,050 
5,691 
8,592 

17 ,251 
3,446 
5,235 
2,609 
1,726 
2,283 
5,830 
3,526 

22,514 

36,046 (951) 

600 
783 
409 

2,256 
1,510 
2,756 

799 
1,144 
3,622 
2.267 

18,754 
598 
548 

241,851 (961) 

25,752 (931) 

267,603 (961) 

1,096 (41) 

11 
o 
o 

112 
20 

103 
470 
179 
201 

2,106 (41) 

611 
144 
292 
415 
134 
66 
79 

166 
3 

26 
75 
95 

4,575 (41) 

48 
209 

o 
293 

41 
543 
258 
383 
734 
134 
250 
198 

35 
103 
207 
164 
975 

1,811 (51) 

o 
21 
16 
64 
66 

153 
24 
63 

172 
116 

1,055 
42 
19 

9,588 (lI) 

t,796 (n) 

11,384 (41) 

Source: Survey of State and Pederal Adult Correctional raciliti •• (PC-2), 1978 • 
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Table A.ll 

Total prisonera in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
by Offenae Distributions -- 1973 and 1978 

1973 1978 
I?Ublic Public 
Order order 
or or 

~ Y!2!!!'!. Pro~rt~ ~ ~ Violent Pro~rt): ~ 

United States 172,990 90,440 54,769 27,731 227,578 106,706 83,314 37,558 
(52', (321' (161' (47Q, (371, (161, 

NORTHEAST 26,741 16,193 5,514 5,034 33,995 15,335 12,630 6,030 
(601, (211' (191' (451' (371, (181, 

Maine 505 235 182 88 845 359 346 140 
New Hampshire 243 111 79 53 236 119 92 25 
Vermont 185 61 99 25 17 50 39 28 
Massachusetts 2,069 1,485 285 299 2,298 1,887 231 180 
Rhode ISland 394 184 130 80 573 343 149 181 
Connecticut 619 305 112 202 
New York 12,573 8,033 2,213 2,327 16,968 4,909 8,707 3,352 
New Jersey 4,480 2,464 991 1,025 5,880 3,288 1,510 1,082 
PeMsylvania 5,673 3,315 1,423 935 7,078 4,380 1,556 1,142 

NORTH CENTRAL 35,312 19,250 11,745 4,311 54,472 28,539 18,408 7,525 
(551) (331, (121' (521, (341, (141, 

Ohio 7,169 3,757 2,341 1,071 12,298 6,574 3,457 2,267 
Indiana 3,435 1,710 635 1,090 3,814 2,388 1,191 235 
Illinois 5,610 3,096 1,337 367 10,578 7,345 2,448 785 
Mich igan 8,115 ~,605 2,669 841 12,291 5,602 4,064 2,625 
Wisconsin 2,045 906 948 191 3,070 1,515 1,318 237 
Minnesota 1,354 697 572 85 1,856 959 756 141 
Iowa 1,409 445 786- 178 1,806 713 1,00'3 90 APPENDIX B 
Missou[ i 3,355 1,955 1,176 224 5,169 1,963 2,546 660 
North Dakota 162 56 69 37 286 122 107 57 
South Dakota 256 97 146 13 
Nebraska 854 362 412 80 1,126 298 570 258 
Kansas 1,548 754 654 140 2,178 1,060 948 70 State·by·State Projection Results 

SOUTH 80,956 40,022 28,519 12,415 104,412 46,181 42,526 15,705 
(491, (351' (lSI' (UI' (411, (151, 

Delaware 274 125 75 74 
Maryland 5,220 2,953 1,302 965 7,065 3,313 2,045 1,707 
Dist. of Col. 2,069 1,257 509 303 1,002 551 323 128 
Virginia 5,003 2,611 1,684 708 7,537 4,125 2,283 1,129 
West Virginia 982 441 452 89 1,279 498 601 180 
Nor th Carolina 9,895 3,963 4,372 1,560 14,022 4,034 7,807 2,181 
South Carolina 3,369 1,732 1,225 412 5,597 2,070 2,440 1,087 

Georgia 8,266 4,626 3,027 613 8,S75 4,870 3,370 735 
Florida 9,085 4,970 2,913 1,202 17 ,009 8,619 5,652 2,738 

Kentucky 2,906 1,5e.8 1,108 210 3,575 1,231 1,677 667 
Tennessee 2,998 1,772 994 232 5,046 2,028 2,364 654 
Alabama 3,952 2,078 1,561 313 
Mississippi 1,985 1,088 736 161 1,710 613 766 331 
Arkansas 1,744 867 634 24:1 2,377 685 1,551 141 
Louisiana 3,617 1.,190 1,088 33'~ 2,039 843 817 379 
Oklahoma 3,302 1,318 1,164 820 3,690 1,717 1,472 501 
Texas 16,289 6,443 5,675 4,171 23,489 10,984 9,358 3,147 

WEST 29,981 15,025 8,991 5,965 34,699 16,651 9,750 8,298 

(SOl' (301' (201' (4.81' (281, (241, 

Montana 310 139 142 29 600 152 288 160 
Idaho 420 150 205 65 790 278 384 128 
Wyoming 284 113 145 26 425 156 159 110 
Colorado 1,863 856 719 288 2,391 1,320 799 272 

New Mexico 699 331 260 108 1,779 568 574 637 
Ar izona 1,736 86!1 55!> 312 2,968 1,429 928 611 

Utah 512 201 271 40 821 239 523 59 
Nevada 669 323 240 106 1,204 637 425 142 
Washinqton 2,875 906 1,242 727 3,874 1,618 j ,695 561 
Oreqon 1,593 661 584 348 731 289 398 44 
California 18,534 10,189 4,493 3,852 18,290 9,616 3,332 5,342 
Alaksa 175 87 50 38 418 154 143 121 

HawaH 311 200 85 26 408 195 102 111 

Sour c •• : 1973 data fra. u.s. Depertaent of Juatice, Lav Bnforc .. ent "aaiatence Adainiatration, 
Nationel Criainal Juatice Infor .. tion end Statiatica Service, Censua of Prieonera in 
State Correction.l Facilitiea, 1973, National priaoner Statiatica Special Report No. 
~NPS-SR-3 INaabington, D.C., U.S. Governaent Printing Office, Dec .. ber 1976), 1978 
data fra. the Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctionel FaciUti .. (PC-2), 1978. 
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FOr sta~es which housed sentenced prisoners in local jails due to 
crowding in the prison system, the p~ojections reported here attempt to 
follow the same convention employed by the state in submitting its report 
to NPS in 1979. In some instances, where the reporting basis changed from 
prison years, it was necessary to adjust the data to reflect these changes. 
These conventions are reported in the -Notes- Section of the projections. 

We are also aware of major policy c'hanges in many states which may 
affect the validity of projections. These, too, are documented in the 
-Notes- Section, although no estimation of their effects has been attempted. 

.- J-
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STATE: ALABAMA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High IDw High IDw High 

1979 3,943 4,323 4,360 4,698 4,827 5,195 

1980 4,301 4,875 4,667 5,183 5,828 5,570 

1981 6,194 7,080 4,983 5,661 4,967 5,631 

1982 6,418 7,470 5,300 6,136 4,916 5,682 

1983 6,502 7,696 5,617 6,611 4,871 5,727 

Notes: 
• Court Order 

• Jail backlog of 1,342 in 1978 is included in NPS 

STATE: ALASKA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1883 

Projection Model: Capacity 

Estimate: 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

Notes: 
• Jail 

1978 
1977 
1976 

Iow High 

501 609 

479 631 

462 648 

448 662 

575 857 

and Prison combined 
(Over 1 Year) (Other) 

284 293 
256 264 
333 222 

Linear Growth 

Low High 

561 613 

581 657 

601 699 

623 741 

645 783 

128 

Intake-Release 

IDw High 

513 597 

495 615 

482 628 

471 639 

461 649 

1 
I 
, , 

l , 
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STATE: ARIZONA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth In take-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 3,174 3,506 3,277 3,537 3,075 3,349 

1980 3,325 3,815 3,529 3,927 3,018 3,406 

1981 4,925 5,696 3,726 4,246 2,975 3,449 

1982 5,344 6,286 3,925 4,561 2,938 3,486 

1983 5,289 6,341 4,126 4,876 2,906 3,518 

Notes: 
• 1978 criminal code provides mandatory sentences, links parole eligi­

bility to available capacity • 

STATE~ ARKANSAS STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 2,464 2,748 2,573 2,781 2,449 2,685 

1980 2,405 2,807 2,664 2,972 2,400 2,734 

1981 2,360 2,852 2,761 3,155 2,363 2,771 

1992 2,322 2,890 2,860 3,336 2,331 2,803 

1983 2,289 2,923 2,962 3,516 2,304 2,830 

Notes: 
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STATE: CALIFORNIA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: CClpacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High. Low High Low High 

1979 20,814 21,882 20,558 21,988 22,057 23,067 

1980 20,598 22,108 20,262 22,240 22,285 23,733 

1981 20,420 22,270 20,004 22,422 22,122 23,896 

1982 20,277 22,413 19,782 22,570 21,985 24,033 

1983 20,151 22,539 19,583 22,695 21,864 24,154 

Notes: 
• 1977 Determinate Sentencing (Revised 1978) 
• 1971, 1973 Parole Rate Reversals 
• 1969-1973--39 percent reduction in California Rehabilitation Cel'llters 

from 3132 to 1897 

STATE: COLORADO STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Grow/th Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 2,327 2,601 2,456 2,656 2,349 2,579 

1980 2,270 2,658 2,502 2,792 2,302 2,626 

1981 2,227 2,701 2,555 2,923 2~266 2~662 

1982 2,190 2,738 2,611 3,049 2,235 2,693 

1983 2,158 2,770 2,670 3,174 2,208 2,720 

Notes: 

130 

~~~ -- --

t 
l:~ 
J' 

h: 
\' • {: 
[, 

t 
t 

t 
~ 
I 

I 

.--~~~ 

STATE: CONNECTICUT STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity 

Estimate: Low High 

1979 3,642 4,004 

1980 3,682 4,204 

1981 3,624 4,262 

1982 3,575 4,311 

1983 3,539 4,363 

Notes: 
• Prison and Jail Combined 

(Over 1 year) (Other) 
1977 1647 1318 
1976 1923 1316 

Lineal: Growth 

Low High 

3,444 3,716 

3,540 3,940 

3,646 4,154 

3,755 4,365 

3,867 4,573 

STATE: DELAWARE STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity 

Estimate: Low High 
--, .. 
1979 1,095 1,267 

1980 1,142 1,398 

1981 1,134 1,450 

1982 1,168 1,544 

1983 1,182 1,610 

Notes: 
• Prison and Jail Combined 

1978 
1977 
1976 

(Over 1 year) (Other) 
823 307 
812 258 
684 269 

Linear Growth 

Low High 

1,171 1"~71 

1,236 1,388 

1,304 1,502 

1,372 1,616 

1,442 1,728 
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Intake-Release 

Low High 

3,277 3,563 

3,218 3,622 

3,173 3,667 

3,135 3,705 

3,101 3,739 

Inta~~e-Release 

Low High 

1,220 1,368 

1:189 1,399 

1,165 1,423 

1,145 1,443 

1,128 1,460 



STATE: GEORGIA STATE PRISON POPULATON, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth In take-Rele ase 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low . High 

1979 11,230 11,956 11,582 12,408 11,083 11,723 

1980 11,079 12,107 11,975 13,197 10,951 11,855 

1981 11,403 12,693 12,398 13,958 10,849 11,957 

J982 11,435 12,935 12,832 14,708 10,763 12,403 

1983 11,346 13,024 13,272 15,452 10,688 12,118 

Notes: 
• "Includes approximately 2,000 state inmates housed in county facilities 

(not due to overcrowdinq)" 

STATE: HAWAII STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 607 727 625 681 583 675 

1980 696 886 635 717 564 694 

1981 706 944 648 752 549 709 

1982 687 963 662 786 537 721 

1983 671 979 676 820 526 732 

Notes: 
• Prisons and jails combined 

(Over 1 year) (Other) 
1978 420 209 
1977 364 136 
1976 327 161 
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STATE: DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Medel: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 2,723 3,025 2,849 3,077 2,718 2,970 

1980 2,669 3,097 2,915 3,249 2 f 666 3,022 

1981 2,621 3,145 2,988 3,412 2,626 3,062 

1982 2,580 3,186 3,066 3,572 2,592 3,096 

1983 2,545 3,221 3,145 3,731 2,562 3,126 

Notes: 

• Prison and jail combined 
(Over 1 Year) (Other) 

1978 2,530 314 
1977 2,240 567 
1976 2,299 650 

STATE: FLORIDA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Esti.mate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 20,348 21,400 21,426 22,878 19,550 20,482 

1980 21,539 33,091 22,441 24,613 19,357 20,675 

1981 22,696 24,67,0 23,501 26,303 19,208 20,824 

1982 23,401 25,735 24,577 27,977 19,083 20,949 

1983 24,257 26,935 25,660 29,642 18,973 21,059 

Notes: 
• Gideon releases 2,400 inmates 
• 1967 Sentences between one and three years transferred to state juris-

diction (gradual) 
• 1974 Gun Law: 3 year minimum 
• 1975 25 year minimum for certain felonies 
• 1977 Does not include 253 state inmates held locally 
• 1978 Deles include 391 state inmates held locally 
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STATE: IDAHO STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High Low High IDw High 

1979 762 900 828 902 714 818 

1980 733 929 872 982 692 840 

1981 711 951 917 1,061 675 .. ",: 857 
I 

1982 698 976 962 1,138 661 871 

1983 707 1,025 1,008 1,216 649 883 

Notes: 

STATE: ILLINOIS STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Gro~th Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 10,273 10,961 11,153 11,951 10,268 10,876 

1980 10,377 11,365 11,910 13,124 10,142 11,002 

1981 10,627 11,863 12,685 14,279 10,045 11,099 

1982 12,060 13,610 13,467 15,427 9,964 11 ,180 

1983 12,399 14,171 14,249 16,575 9,892 11,252 

Notes: 
• Determinate sentencing in 1978 (State estimates eventual increase 

of 1,100/year 
• 1970-1972 Removal of short-term misdemeanants from state 
• 1974 Reduce use of civil drug treatment 
• 1972 Four Year minimum for Class I felony 
• 1978--368 inmates subtracted as ·residual adjustment· 
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STATE: INDIANA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

.projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High Low High IDw High 

1979 4,873 5,305 5,095 5,483 4,770 5,136 

1980 4:938 5,562- 5,333 5,915 4,694 5,212 

1981 6,002 6,870 5,584 6,336 4,636 5,270 

1982 5,787 6,775 5,839 6,751 4,587 5,319 

1983 5,587 6,675 6,096 7,166 4,544 5,362 

Notes: 
• 1977 decrease in ·other prisons· from 700 to 452 

STATE: IOWA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High IDw High 

1979 2,130 2,390 2,131 2,305 2,008 2,214 

1980 2,211 2,593 2,207 2,467 1,976 2,072 

1981 2,291 2,773 2,290 2,622 1,765 2,103 

1982 2,281 2,843 2,374 2,776 1,739 2,129 

1983 2,248 2,876 2,460 2,928 1,716 2,152 

Notes: 
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STATE: KANSAS STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 
l 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High Low High Low High 

1979 2,169 2, 431 2,377 2,571 2,179 2,397 

1980 2,114 2,486 2,515 2,807 2,134 2,442 

1981 2,073 2,527 2,656 3,038 2,099 2,477 

1982 2,038 2,562 2,801 3,267 2,070 2,506 

1983 2,007 2,593 2,945 3,495 2,044 2,532 

Notes: 

STATE: KENTUCKY STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High IDw High Low High 

1979 3,348 3,692 3,369 3,635 3,196 3,476 

1980 3,306 3,794 3,420 3,808 3,137 3,535 

1981 2,993 3,561 3,481 3,969 3,093 3~579 

1982 3,399 4,113 3,548 4,126 3,055 3,617 

1983 3,514 4,336 3,617 4,281 3,022 3,650 

Notes: 
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STATE: IDUISIANA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High IDw High IDw High 

1979 6,092 6,590 7,502 8,056 5,891 6,311 

1980 5,990 6,692 7,852 8,682 5,804 6,398 

1981 7,249 8,225 8,220 9,292 5,737 6,465 

1982 7,574 8,783 8,594 9,894 5,680 6,522 

1983 7,505 8,807 8,970 10,494 5,631 6,571 

Notes: 
• 1973-77 gradual code revision 
• 1977 does not include 780 state prisoners in local jails due to Court 

Order 
• 1978 includes 1,190 state prisoners in local jails due to Court Order 

STATE: MAINE STATE PRISON POPULATIONS, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: IDw High Low High IDw High 

1979 608 728 661 721 618 714 

1980 583 753 672 760 599 733 

1981 595 811 685 795 583 749 

1982 646 912 699 831 571 761 

1983 639 939 714 866 559 773 

Notes: 
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STATE: MARYlAND STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 7,343 7,901 7,611 8,173 6,737 7,197 

1980 7,895 8,729 7,799 8,623 6,017 6,627 

1981 7,957 8,991 8,008 9,054 5,684 6,408 

1982 8,726 9,996 8,225 9,475 5,628 6,464 

1983 9,756 11,286 8,449 9,891 5,578 6,514 

Notes: 
• Growth rate excludes 921 state inmates held locally, who are, however, 

included in projected counts to correspond to jurisdictional accounting 
practice 

• 394 inmates (1978) 

STATE: MASSACHUSETTS STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 2,858 3,170 2,851 36 079 2,221 2,441 

1980 2,79() 3,230 2,929 3,265 2,055 2,355 

1981 2,963 3,527 3,016 3,444 2,021 2,389 

1982 2,989 3,651 3,106 3,618 1,992 2,418 

1983 2,950 3,690 3,197 3,791 1,967 2,443 

.Notes: 
• Moratorium on intake, September 1973 - September 1974 
• 1977 Growth rates exclude 59 state inmates held in local jails, who are 

however, included in projected counts to correspond to jurisdictional 
accounting practice. 

• 1978 includes 119 inmates held locally to ease crowding 
• 1972 data from Massachusetts Department of Corrections differs from NPS 
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STATE: MICHIGAN STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 16,412 17,332 15,795 16,893 14,134 14,886 

1980 17 ,897 19,281 16,907 18,581 13,840 14,896 

1981 18,195 19,917 18,044 20,244 13,721 15,015 

1982 18,098 20,088 19,189 21 t899 13,621 15,115 

1983 18,799 21,087 20,334 23,554 13,533 15,203 

Notes: 
• 1971 changes in narcotics laws (effect ended 1974) 
• 1977 gun law (state estimates additional intake of 200/year) 
• 1977 crash program to clear court backloq contributed approximately 

800 to intake 
• 1977 growth rate excludes 58 state inmates held in local jails, who are, 

however, included in projected counts to correspond to jurisdictional 
reporting practice 

• 1978 includes 70 inmates held in local facilities 

STATE: MINNESOTA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 1,723 1,951 1,843 1,997 1,743 1,931 

1980 1,695 2,019 1,891 2,117 1,704 1,970 

1981 1,664 2,062 1,944 2,230 1,674 2,000 

1982 1,633 2,093 1,999 2,341 1,649 2,025 

1983 1,973 2,553 2,056 2,452 1,627 2,047 

Notes: 
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STATE: MISSISSIPPI STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 1,858 2,096 1,907 2,065 1,878 2,076 

1980 1,808 2,146 1,884 2,108 1,837 2,117 

1981 1,491 1,863 1,867 2,143 1,806 2,148 

1982 2,369 2,943 1,855 2,175 1,779 2,175 

1983 2,632 3,322 1,844 2,204 1,756 2,198 

Notes: 
• 1977 excludes 575 state prisoners held in local jails 
• 1975-77 intake limited and 1,056 bedspaces closed pursuant to Court 

Order re Gates v. Collier 
• 1978 excludes 919 state prisoners held in local jails 

STATE: MISSOURI S':!:'I\TE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High row High Low High 

1979 5,444 5,908 5,770 6,206 5,323 5,717 

1980 5,351 6,007 6,013 6,663 5,242 5,798 

1981 6,138 7,020 6,271 7,107 5,179 5,861 

1982 6.,327 7,371 6,534 7,546 5,127 5,913 

1983 6,266 7,432 6,798 7,982 5,080 5,960 

Notes: 
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STATE: MONTANA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 1,126 1,302 670 730 405 477 

1980 1,249 1,519 707 799 388 490 

1981 1,397 1,755 746 866 377 501 

1982 1,422 1,846 785 931 367 511 

1983 1,397 1,871 825 997 358 520 

Notes: 

STATE: NEBRASKA STATE PRISON POPULATION~ 1979-1983 

projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: row High Low High Low High 

1979 1,317 1,511 1,315 1,427 1,250 1,402 

1980 1,392 1,680 1,334 1,498 1,219 1,433 

1981 1,494 1,866 1,359 1,565 1,195 1,457 

1982 1,566 2,014 1,384 1,630 1,175 1,477 

1983 1,560 2,066 1,41 I 1,693 1,157 1,495 

Notes: 
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STATE: ~~ADA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 NEW JERSEY STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 l STATE: 

I 
Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release ! Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

I 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High t Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 
I" 
I 

i 
I 

1979 1,265 1,453 1,402 1,522 1,281 1,435 
, 

1979 5,713 6,191 5,763 6,199 5,664 6,074 I 

1980 1,583 1,895 1,474 1,654 1,249 1,467 1980 5,623 6,299 5,781 6,407 5,579 6,159 

1981 2,122 2,584 1,551 1,783 1,225 1,491 1981 5,489 6,311 5,816 6,596 5,514 6,224 

1982 2,226 2,780 1,627 1,911 1,204 1,512 1982 5,863 6,859 5,860 6,776 5,459 6,279 

1983 2,563 3,243 1,705 2,039 1,186 1,530 1983 5,918 7,044 5,910 6,950 5,411 6,,327 

Notes: Notes: 
• 1975 restrictions on intake to stabilize population (now undel: litigation) 
• 1979 new criminal code becomes effective September 
• 1977 excludes 255 state prisoners held in local jails 
• 1978 excludes 70 state prisoners held in local jails 

_. 
STATE: NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 STATE: NEW MEXICO STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release Projection Mo~el: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Relellse 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High Estimate: Low High Low High Low Higlh 

1979 230 298 257 283 238 290 1979 1,453 1,659 1,576 1,708 1,471 1,639 

1980 225 321 259 295 228 300 1980 1,590 1,902 1,631 1,827 1,331 1,557 

1981 220 340 260 306 220 308 1981 1,608 1,998 1,689 1,941 1,166 1 ,4 ~~4 

1982 252 406 262 316 213 315 1982 1,763 2,243 1,750 2,054 1,146 1,444 

1983 295 487 264 326 207 321 1983 1,789 2,337 1,811 2,165 1,128 1,462 

Notes: Notes: 
• 1979 determinate sentencing (state projects growth to 1,800 in 1985). 
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STATE: NEW YORK STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 STATE: NORTH DAKOTA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 20,766 21,832 20,852 22,268 18,527 19,427 1979 234 302 264 290 235 285 

1980 20,760 22,278 21,871 23,991 17,327 18,553 1980 220 316 276 314 224 296 

1981 20,595 22,455 22,933 25,673 17,189 18,691 1981 209 327 287 337 216 304 

1982 20,452 22,598 24,010 27,338 17,073 18,807 1982 200 336 299 359 209 311 

1983 23,492 26,116 25,094 28,996 16,971 18,909 1983 192 344 311 381 203 317 

Notes: Notes: 

• 1978 includes 269 inmates held at Rikers Island due to crowding. 

STATE: NORTH CAROLINA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 STATE: OHIO STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High !ow High !ow High Estimate: Low High Low High !ow High 

1979 13,542 14,358 13,513 14,465 12,826 13,350 1979 12,768 13,556 13,703 14,667 11,888 12 f 558 

1980 14,429 15,639 13,927 15,329 12,680 13~676 
1980 12,617 13,731 14,534 15,992 11,538 12,474 

1981 15,431 16,987 14,374 16,160 12,568 13,788 1981 12,492 13,856 15,390 17,292 11,433 12,579 

1982 15,573 17,387 14,835 16,977 12,473 13,883 1982 12 r 386 13,962 16,255 18,583 11,344 12,668 

1983 15,466 17,494 15,301 17,783 12,390 13,966 1983 12,293 14,055 17,121 19,873 11,266 12,746 

Notes: 
Notes: 
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STATE: OKLAHOMA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projectiol7 Model: Capacity Linear Growth In take-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 4,197 4,591 4,228 4,556 4,023 4,349 

1980 4,0.58 4,612 4,357 4,841 3,955 4,417 

1981 5,059 5,841 4,497 5,113 3,903 4,469 

1982 5,325 6,265 4,641 5,381 3,859 4,513 

1983 5,327 6,38!> 4,788 5,646 3,821 4,551 

Notes: 
• 1977-December 31 custody population differs from 1978 January 1 juris­

dictional population by 465 inmates 
• 1978 data exclude inmates with split sentences (part probation, part 

prison). In 1977 there were 346 inmates with sentences under one year, 
incl.uding those with split sentences 

STATE: OREGON STATE PRISON POPULATION r 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 2,707 3,007 2,968 3,204 2,727 2,979 

1980 2,644 3,070 3,148 3,508 2,674 3,032 

1981 2,719 3,255 3 v 335 3,805 2,623 3,072 

1982 2,714 3,338 3,524 4,100 2,600 3,106 

1983 2,677 3,375, 3,714 4,394 2,570 3,136 

Notes: ""' . 
• 1978 state programs to increase use of probation in felony cases 
• parole guidelines 
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STl~TE: PENNSYLVANIA ST1~TE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth 

Estimate: Low High Low High 

1979 7,251 7,805 7,359 7,903 

1980 7,250 8,040 7,406 8,192 

1981 7,190 8,160 7,476 8,458 

1982 7,114 8,236 7,557 8,713 

1983 7,048 8,302 7,645 8,961 

Notes: 
• 1970 transfer of jurisdiction from local to state 
• significant decrease in intake in 1977 

STATE: RHODE ISLAND PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: 

Estimate: 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

Notes: 
• Includes prison 

1978 
1977 
1976 

(Over 1 
508 
522 
490 

Capacity 

Low High 

590 708 

630 808 

536 738 

493 719 

479 733 

and jail combined 
year) (Other) 

141 
163 
162 

Linear 

Low 

648 

662 

678 

696 

713 

147 

Growth 

High 

706 

748 

788 

826 

865 

Intake-Release 

Low High 

7,222 7,704 

7,123 7,803 

7,046 7,880 

6,981 7,945 

6,925 8,001 

Intake-Release 

Low High 

592 684 

572 704 

558 718 

545 731 

534 742 



Notes: 
• 1973 transfer between state and local 
• 1975 armed robbery mandatory minimum sentence 
• 1978 includes 724 prisoners held in local jails 

~48 

to ease overcrowding 

Notes: 
• 1978 includes 114 state inmates housed in local jails to ease over­

crowding 
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STATE: UTAH STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth 

Estimate: Low High Low High 

1979 843 991 922 1,004 

1980 813 1,021 948 1,068 

1981 817 1,077 978 1,130 

1982 909 1,233 1,008 1,192 

1983 1,033 1,429 1,039 1,251 

Notes: 

STATE: VERMONT STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear 

Estimate: Low 

1979 391 

1980 372 

1981 402 

1982 436 

1983 433 

Notes: 
• Includes prison and 

1978 
1977 
1976 

(Over 1 year) 
279 
307 
345 

High Low 

483 

502 

572 

646 

673 

jail combined 
(Other) 

137 
146 
92 

436 

445 

456 

468 

479 

150 

Growth 

High 

476 

505 

532 

558 

585 

Intake-REle~se 

Low High 

853 971 

829 995 

810 1,014 

794 1,030 

780 1,044 

Intake-Release 

Low High 

423 497 

407 513 

396 524 

386 534 

377 543 

~--- • 

I 
t, 

I 
~ 

\ 
! STATE: VIRGINIA STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 I ,. 
f 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 8,063 8,655 8,130 8,728 7,527 8,021 

1980 9,048 9,954 8,366 9,246 7,424 8,124 

1981 9,419 10,565 8,624 9,744 7,345 8,203 

1982 9,261 10,579 8,891 10,233 7,279 8,269 

1983 9,157 10,627 9,162 10,716 7,221 8,327 

I Notes: 
• 1977 excludes 824 state inmates confined in local jails 
• 1978 excludes 1,174 state inmates confined in local jails 

STATE: WASHINGTON STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 4,483 4,893 4,668 5,026 4,663 5,023 

1980 4,849 5,467 4,898 5,436 4,577 5,085 

1981 5,239 6,039 5,138 5,834 4,519 5,143 

1982 5,277 6,211 5,381 6,229 4,,471 5,191 

1983 5,410 6 r 478 5,627 6,623 4,429 5,233 

Notes: 

.... -
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STATE: WEST VIRGINIA STATE PRISON pOPULATION, 197~-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release STATE: WYOMING STATE PRISON POPULATION, 1979-1983 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 
1979 1,099 1v 271 1,162 1,262 1,115 1,255 

1980 1,063 1,307 1,167 1,311 1,086 1,284 1979 409 503 438 480 393 465 

1981 1,035 1,335 1,176 1,356 1,063 1,307 1980 468 618 454 516 379 479 

1982 1,012 1,358 1,187 1,399 1,045 1,325 1981 713 953 472 550 367 491 

1983 992 1,378 1,199 1,441 1,028 1,342 1982 766 1,060 491 585 358 500 

1983 i49 1,077 509 619 350 508 

Notes: 

Notes: 

STATE: WISCONSIN STATE PRISON pOPULATION, 1979-1983 

Projection Model: Capacity Linear Growth Intake-Release 

Estimate: Low High Low High Low High 

1979 3,567 3,923 3,527 3,805 3,031 3,303 

1980 3,913 4,453 3,691 4,107 2,919 3,297 

1981 4,046 4,728 3,863 4,399 2,876 3,340 

1982 4,106 4,908 4,038 4,690 2,840 3,376 

1983 4,059 4,955 4,215 4,979 2,809 3,407 

Notes: 
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APPENDIX C 
Projection Computation Methods 

C-1 Capacity Model 

C-2 Linear Growth Model 

C-3 Ir.take·Release Model 

This appendix is intended to give the reader sufficiently explicit directions to permit the reproduction ot, 
any of the policy-blind population projections, or their extension to future years. It does not address ration­
ale, refinements, or caveats beyond the information provided in the text of this volume. 
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Capacity Model 
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APPENDIX C-1: Sample Worksheet 

Projection I: CAPACITY State Arizona 

A B C D E F 
~ Capacity HA -}b .3xC B + D E + -}F 

1976 0 X X X X X 

'1977 129 X X X X X 

1978 192 0 X X 0 3329 

1979 1682 129 0 0 129 3357 

1980 0 192 '29 38 230 3587 

1981 0 1682 192 58 1740 5327 

1982 X 0 1682 505 505 5832 

1982 X 0 0 0 0 5832 

160 



---- - --~- ------~-----

APPENDIX C-1 

Capacity Model 

METHOD: I: Capacity 

DESCRIPTION: Future changes in prison population are p.rojected from 
increases (decreases) in planned available rated capacity. 

DATA REQUIREMENTS: Po = total number of prisoners in custody at the 
beginning of the projection period. The logic of the 
method applies to persons physically housed in state 
facilities, i.e., excluding inmates under state juris­
diction but housed in local or other non-state facilities. 

FORMULA: 

WORKSHEET: 

PROCEDURE: 

~Ct(for ~2 ~ t ~ 3) = actual or planned changes in offi­
cial rated capacity in year t. If rated capacities are 
defined ambiguously, the projection will share that am­
biguity. 

Column A: 
Column B: 
Column C: 
Column D: 
Column E: 
Column F: 

changes in capacity for each review. 
column A copied two years later. 
column B copied one year later. 
column C multiplied by 0.3. 
sum of columns B + D. 
in year 0, population in custody in years 
1-5, sum of the number immediately to the 
left (column E) and the number immediately 
above (column Ft _

l
) • 

1. Enter capacity changes for the past two years, this 
year, and the next three years in Column A. 

2. Complete columns B through E as described above. 
3. Enter the current year's inmate population at the 

head of column F. 
4. Compute successive entries of column F by adding 

the number to the left (column E) to the number 
above (column F 1). 

t-
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APPENDIX C-2 

Linear Growth Modal 

161 
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METHOD: 

DESCRIPTION: 

APPENDIX C-2 

Linear Growth Model 

II. Linear Growth 

Future population changes are estimated as equal to 
the average of recent past population changes. 

DATA REQUIREMENTS: ~t(for t ~ 0) = The series of past inmate populations 
1n years t. 

FORMULA: 

WORKSHEET: 

PROCEDURE: 

Pt = Po + t(Px - Pol/x, 

where x is the year at which the extrapolated trend begins. 

Column "Population": Raw series of inmate counts. 
Column "Adjusted Population": (see below) 

1. Enter the historical series of inmate population 
counts. 

2. Find out historical events which have changed either 
the account basis or the substantive meaning of 
statistics reported in the population series. Some of 
these are documented in state or national (NPS) 
reports. Many are not. Ideally, projections should be 
prepared with as mu~h knowledge of these events as can 
be gathered from any source. 

3. Adjust the population series to be as consistent as 
possible. If a group of inmates is transferred to 
(from) local jurisdictions at some point, add (subtract) 
the group to (from) one part of the series. If 
precise data are not available, guess. Approximately 
the right answer: is preferable to exactly the wrong 
answer. 

4. Examine the adjusted population series to determine 
~hether a straight line reasonably approximates 
the series. Use any information that's available: 
correlation coefficient, graphs, analysis of residuals, 
or extetfi~l data sources. If a straight line seems 
plausible, go to step 5. Otherwise, delete the first 
ye~r's data and repeat step 4. 

5. Enter the year at which the linear trend begins (the 
e~rliest year not deleted in step 4) on line A. 

6. Complete l.ines B through F. 
7. Continue the series of adjusted populations by adding 

lines F to each preceding year's population. 
8. Undo any adjustments made in step 3 to return the series 

to correspond to current counting practices. Enter 
the) re.sults in the column "Population." 

163 

Preceding page blank 

-------~~---. 



APPENDIX C-2: Sample Worksheet 

POPULATION ADJUSTED POPULATION 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

A. First year of linear trend 
B. Adjusted population in that year 
C. Adjusted population at beginning of 

projected period 
D. C - B 
E. (Present year) - A 
F. DIE 
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Intake· Release Model 
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METHO~: 

DESCRIPTION: 

APPENDIX C-3 

Intake-Release Model 

III. Intake-Release 

Future Intaka is projected as equal to present intake. 
Future release is projected as a function of past intake. 
Future population changes are projected as the difference 
between intake and release. 

DATA REQUIREMENTS: Po = Total number of prisoners under jurisdiction (or in 
custody) at the beginning of the projection period. 

FORMULAE: 

WORKSHEET: 

At(for t i 0) = intake in past years. 

F (for t < 0) = release in past years, 
wfiatever definitions of intake and release are chosen should 
be employed consistently over all years. 

let a + bt be a regression equation for intake as a function 
of years 

let c + dt be a regression equation for release as a function 
of years 

let S = starting year for regression 
L = last year for regr~ssion 

th 1 _ a+c + (b-d) (S+L) 
en ag - b 2xb 

~~ = llag] = wh()le number part of lag 
m = lag-k = fractional part of lag 

Pt = Pt - l + AO + (m-l) x At _k - mAt _k_l 

Column A: 

Column B: 
Column C: 
Column D: 
Column E: 
Column F: 

Column G: 
Column H: 

(for past years) Intake 
(for future years) Intake in year immediately 
before the beginning of the projection period. 
column A, copied It years later 
column B~ copie~ 1 year later. 
column B, multiplied by (l-m) 
column C, multiplied by m 
(for past years) number of prisoners released 
(for future yeurs) sum of columns D + E 
column A minus column , 
(in past years) population 
(in future years), sum of the number immediately to the 
left (column G) and the number immediately above 
(column Ht _l ) 
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PROCEDURE: 

1. Copy past intake, release and population data in section 1. 

2. Examine the sequence of intake data to determine whether a straight 
line r~asonably approximates the series. Use any information that is 
aVa~lable: correlation coefficient, graphs, analysis of residuals, or 
external data sources. If a straight line seems plausible, go to step 
3. Otherwise, delete the first year's data and repeat step 2. 

3. Compute a regression equation. 
Intake

t 
= a + bt + e t 

4. Examine the sequence of release data in the way described in step 2. 

5. Compute a regression equation. 
Release

t 
= c + dt + e t 

6. Compute lag, k, and m as described in part 3 of the worksheet. 

7. Return to section 2 of the worksheet and fill column A with the most 
recent intake rate. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Copy column A 

Copy column B 

Multiply each 
column D. 

Multiply each 

into column B, shifting down k years. 

into colu.mn C, shifting down one year. 

number in column B by (l-m) and write 

number in colu.mn C by m and wr'i.te the 

12. Add columns d + e. Write the result in colu.~n F. 

13. Subtract F from A. write the result in G. 

the result in 

result in column E. 

14. On each line in column H wr ite the sum of the number immediately to the 
left (column G) and the number immediately above (Ht _ 1)· 

15. The projection is column H. 
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l. 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

2. 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

3. 

1~ 

A 
--c 

APPENDIX C-3: Sample WOrksheet 

A. INTAKE F=Release 

B C D E F G 
k 

J. A i-B (l-m) x B mxC D + E A - F --

Intake = a + bt a = 
Release= c + dt c = -------
S = starting year of regression 
L = last year of regression 

= a-c + (b-d) (S+L) = 
b 2xb --------

whole number part of lag = 

H=Population 

H 

G + i-H 

b = 
d = 

lag 

k = 
m = --------fractional part of lag = lag-k = -------
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APPENDIX D 

The Relationship between Prison Populations and Prison Capacities 
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The Relationship ~etween Prison Populations and Prison Capacities 

In 1976 Congress asked the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice to "survey existing and future needs in correctional 
facilities," and to report on the ability of federal, state and local 
programs to meet those needs. This Congressional mandate followed a five 
year period of accelerated growth in the incarcerated population which was 
without recent precedent in its suddenness and magnitude. It reflected a 
general concern that continued population growt,h would soon surpass the 
available housing for prisoners, if it had not already done so, resulting 
in unsafe or unsanitary degrees of crowding. Indeed, such crowding had 
already come to the attention of federal courts in Mississippi and Alabama, 
where crowding was found to be so intense as to violate the eighth amend­
ment's prohibition of cruel and unusual punishment. 

Without exception1 states were projecting unabated growth in the 
number of inmates in state custody, and were approaching their respective 
legislative committees with capital and operating budgets based on this 
continued growth. As we subsequently found,. extensive pr ison eonstruction 
was underway to provide housing for the populations which were anticipated 
over the next several years. 

'We might imagine employing a hypothetical projection device, feeding 
it appropriate data about a sta,tets prison system, and producing an estimate 
of the numbers of inmates requiring shelter and care over the next n years. 
A state legislature sharing this proactive planning model might be expected 
to appropriate funds for additional construction whenever it believed pro­
jected population levels would exceed the supply of available housing. 

We might distinguish such proactive spending feom the actions of a 
state where construction money becomes available only in reaction to some 
more or less catastrophic symptom of trouble in the pr isons--murde,r, riot, 
scandal or litigation. Such a reactive system would build only as mucb as 
was needed to alleviate the crowding of inmates already in custody. TO 
complete the array of planning types, we should include states where 
construction simply does not occur (of which there hav~ been about eight 
over the last 20 years) and states where construction, when it occurs, is 
not in any direct sense a response to population change. 

This hypothetical typology of planning behavior carries the implicit 
assumption that prisoners are in some sense an independent variable, and 
prison space a response made sooner or later and more or less accurately as 
the states' abilities and desires dictate.

2 
In contrast to this is a model, 

most recently articulated by William Nagel in his support of the morato­
rium on prison construction, which suggests that available space will be 
filled, regardless of any of the usually assun,;~d causal linkagea between 
crime and punishment. This view is still consistent with national behavior 
by the criminal justice system if we imagine the incarceration dec.ision as an 
optimization problem solved under the constlaint of ltmited prison space. 
If such a const~aint is operating, the expected sanction level (measured 
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by time in prison) will vary inversely with the offense level, so that the 
prisoner population remains stable. 

Understanding the mechanics of the relationship bet.ween capacity 
and population was clearly central to both preparation and use of the 
projections of inmate population levels implied by the Co~ressional mandate. 
If some version of the planning model held, it made sense to look at transi­
tion probabilities in the criminal justice system--arrest given crime, 
prosecution given arrest, conviction given prosecutionf and incarceration 
given sentence. We might seek for stability among th~se ratios, or look for 
possible alterations in their values as laws were changed, rules of judicial 
procedure modified, or criminal justice policy reformulated. Some sort of 
simple (or complicated) extrapolation of the time series of prison popula­
tions or admissions might give us a sufficient projection of future prison 
populations. If not, some more elaborate model of criminal processing might 
be needed, bu.t projections would still treat the number of pr isoners as a 
natural phenomenon subject to natural laws like those found in the physical 
sciences. 

If the contrary view prevailed, such exercises seemed inappropriate. 
If capacity constraints dominated, the number of prisoners clearly reflected 
a choice, not a natural phenomenon. Moreover, if a system's population 
routinely approximated these constraints, it would mean that the levels of 
crowding which prevailed might not be alleviated simply by the opening of 
new prisons, since these could relax the constraints and allow greater 
numbers of inmates to be held at the old levels of crowding. The complexity 
of the situation was further exacerbated by the possibility that projections 
which showed increasing populations--perhaps including our own--might be 
used to justify the very new construction required to allow the population 
increase to occur. This made it conceivable that any projection we produced 
might be correct if only enough people believed it. 

Like many questions about governmental behavior, the task of describ­
ing the relationship between capacity and population is s~5Qeptible to 
evidence but not proof. The only information available is historical in 
nature: documents and statements by experts and decision-makers in the 
field, and the records of past changes in capacity and population. These 
can never be wholly free of ambiguity. Experts have presented support 
for both sides of the case. Some correctional administrators have told us 
exactly which mechanisms they use to adjust populations to stay within 
their capacities. Others have described episodes where capacities were 
adjusted to match populations.~ome of these adjustments reflect construction, 
others are done with a pencil. 

All of the usual problems of trying to identify a system's operating 
char~cteristics only from its history alone are in force here. We cannot claim 
that either prisons or prisoners provide a random input to the system. Both 
may reflect public attitudes, the health of society, economic well-being, the 
politics of crime control and any number of other potentially confounding 
variables ~ .. hich we cannot even list, let alone measure. 
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Systematic biases may obscure real effects or create artifactual 
ones. For example, the date of a prison's opening is several years after any 
presumed perception of need and decision to act occur. An extremely efflcient 
sy5tem can begin to populate a prison two years after the decision to build. 
Five years is probably a more typical delay. This lag will vary from state 
to state and eta to era (depending on elections, the construction industry, 
climate, and a host of other factors), further confusing the modeling task. 

The period covered by our data (1955 to 1976) may be unrepresenta­
tive of current practice. The abruptness Of growth in the inearcerated 
populations over the last five years has been taken by some observers to 
sugqest that the rules of the game have been largely abandoned in the 1970's 
and that historical trends established earlier are unlikely to be reliable 
descriptions of current practice. 

Finally, we have little more than informed choices to guide us in 
selecting the functional form our model should take. As far as we could 
tell, the literature appeared to stop at articulating the problem, usually 
not in the form of an empirical question, but rather as a premise. To a 
considerable extent the exact form of the model is dictated by computational 
convenience rather than any actual knowledge of the appropriate forms. We 
have tried to minimize the impact of this uncertainty by using alternate 
forms, general rather than specific models, and definitions which remain 
inv·ariant under some of the expected ambiguities f but we are under no illu­
sion of having produced the definitive answer to these problems. What we 
present here is a mechanism for quantifying the questions which arise and 
some preliminary statistical results which suggest the possibility that the 
questions have interesting answers and policy implications. 

As part of our study of prison populations, we gathered data on 
openings of prisons in every state in every year from 1955 to 1976, producing 
a 50 x 21 matrix of capacity changes indexed by state and year. We also 
knew (from National Prisoner Statistics reports) the number of prisoners in 
each of these 50 x 21 state-years. Our analytic model was designed to 
describe the relationship of these two arrays of data. Correlations were 
computed on alISO states cOl:lbined, so that the estimated parameters are 
descriptive of relationships for the aggregate of state years. In any 
particular state, different results may be obtained. Moreover, the correla­
tions reflect a cross-sectional element due to the differences among statl!s, 
and are thus not exactly equivalent to simple univariate time series. 

Let P t denote the chang!;' in pr ison population in year t. r.et C 
be the change in prison capacity in the same year. Our model attempts Eo 
estimate the pair of variables (P , C ) as a function of the past series 

t t 
~Pt-1~ Pt-2 ..• , Ct _ 1' Ct _2 ••• ). There are thus four sets of terms 
ln t01S moael, relatlng, respectively, the correlations of~ 

• past population with future population 

• past capacity with future population 
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o past population with future capacity, and 

• past capacity with future capacity. 

If we array these four sets of terms in a matrix, the following structure 
emerges: 

P -> P 
P -> C 

C -> P 
C -> C 

where tIC -> pIt is to be read as "the effect of past cnanges in capacity on 
future populations," and so on. 

The following notation will simplify description of the model. The 
matrix can take one of four forms: 

Block diagonal: 

Block upper 
triangular: 

Block lower 
triangular: 

Full: 

x o 

o x 

if C and P are unrelated 

x X 

o X 

if capacity provides a leading indicator of 
population but population does not lead 
capac,~ty 

X o 

x X 

in the converse case, or 

x X 

if feedback occurs in both directions with 
capacity "driving" population which in turn 
"drives" capacity, and so on. 

Each of these four cases corresponds to a view of the corrections 
system represented in the projection literature we reviewed. The sec>.>nd case 
is in some ways the most interesting, since it matches the construction 
"moratorium" 'model. The third might be called the Naive projectionist's 
modelq and corresponds to the view which seems implicitly 'to prevail. in 
many,-·-but not all--~·tate corrections departments. The fourth model was 
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incorporated in some of the ~arly simulation models 'which were pr.epared for 
the Prelimin~ry Report to Congress a.nd Trlhich we there identified as a "Dynamic 
Model" of the corrections sys~tem. Case 1, the block diagonal matr ix, can be 
identified fer these purposes\ as provid ing the null hypothesis against which 
the other models are to be t~sted. 

This matrix formalism was suggested bYsPeter E. cgines,4 and the 
tests for non-zerq blocks are those of Granger. and Sims. A recent 
theorem by Caines' simplifies ~,nd generalizes these tests. In essence 
the tests are reduced to a pair of analyses of covariance in which the 
semipartial correlations (in OLS) of past capacity changes on present 
population changes, "controlling for" !:last population changes, and past 
population changes on present capacity changes, "controlling fot~ past 
capacity changes. The F-tests are given by~ 

2 where R (C, P) -> C is the squared multipll? correlation of the regression 
~stimating prese~t capacity as a function of past 
populattoi'i and capacity 

R2 (C -> C) is the same for capEl.city as ,a function only of past 
capacity, and 

dfn , dfd are the respective degrees I:Jf freedom for the 
numerator and denominator 

and the same formula with P and C eve!:ywhere interchanged for FC _> p. 

The prison population in each year substantially resembles that 
of the year before, in part because it includes many of the same people. 
By the very nature of the release process, we have each year i s di,sturbance 
propagated through the future years potentially until the release of the 
last inmate in the cohort. (In practice we would expect effects to damp out 
much sooner since most inmates serve only two or three years, and time 
served may sometimes be adjusted to even out the population.) This means 
that a priori we can expect that the residuals of any population model 
ought to be serially autocorr~lateQ.I aa in fact they are~ with .9 < r < 1.0 
for most states. Since ,~ignificance tests in OLS assume independent residuals 
this autocorrelation ~ill lead to bias unless corrected. Two-stage least 
squares is the standard solution for such situations. In this case, however, 
the functional relationship of populations from year to year is sufficiently 
close that we were able to remove most of the serial correlation simply by 
first order differencing of the population series. Thus wherever "P" or 
"population" occurs in this discussion, ":Eirst differences of population" is 
to be understood. 
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Capacity data likewise refer to first differences~ but [or additional 
reasons. Disturbances in the capacity of a system persist for even longer 
than those in the population--prisons stay around for decades, even for 
centuries--~nd so differencing is called for on statistical grounds alone. 
It also makes the regression coefficients have direct interpretation since P 
and C are measured in comparable units. Finally, by dealing only \'Jith 
changes in capacity we are spared the necessity of produCing an absolute 
measure of capacity. We ~new from attempts to survey the capacities of state 
and federal institutions for otheJ:' parts of this project that "capacity" 
denoted a pa!cticularly ambiguous and fluid concept. Some care was needed to 
insulate our tests from these ambiguities. 

We might have chosen to employ some physical standard based on our 
own notions of decent housing conditions, Oi those of some outside body. 
However, if our goal was to describe actual populations, then what local 
administrators considered to be the capacity was probably more relevant than 
what outsiders considered it ought to be. This left two choices: official 
ratings and actual behavior. Official "rated capacities" are supplied to the 
American Corrections Association by most institutions. These ratings can 
change from year to year without reflecting any real physical changes in the 
plant. To standardize the definition we used the sating supplied at the 
earliest date for which information was available. The behavioral 
measure was simpler. w: simply recorded the number of actual occupants 
present on December 31, 1978. It should be noted that although this latter 
definition of capacity has units measured in population, the capacity series 
thus generated can remain fully independent of the population series, since 
all the reference dates for capacity definition are at a single instant. In 
the discussion which follows, numerical results are based on the behavioral 
measure. 

Figure 1 displays the OLS regressions of the capacity and population 
first differences for lags of one to six years. Note that all coefficients 
in the capacity equation are close to ~ero, yielding an F-ratio virtually 
equal to one. Even the largest of the coefficients, C with P is 
less than .01. Its 95 percent confidence interval is {-.006, $:d26). Every 
95 percent confidence interval in the equation includes zero, and even the 
sum of the upper 95 points for all the population terms is under 0.1. The 
data are thus strongly in conformity with the part of the model which states 
that cnanges in population do not prefigure changes in capacity. This null 
result ~oes not, of cougse, pro~e that no rel~tionship l~ists, since we might 
need either more years or a dlfferent functlonal form to detect a 
hidden true effect. 

The part of Figure 1 which shows the regression for P tells a dif­
ferent story entirely. Severel of the coefficients are significantly differ­
ent from zero, including three with p < .001. The first-order AR coefficient 
is large enough that some caution is still appropriate in reading the indi­
vidual regression coefficients. The part-ia1 correlation of P

t 
with P t -

1 is .21, which does not introduce the kind of problems raised by the undlffer­
entiated series, but should still warn of possible contamination. (By the 
time the regression is completed, the residuals are not significantly auto-
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corre1ate~, and the significance tests based on the semipartia1 correlations 
-are not biased by the serial correlation: therefore no further action was 
taken to whiten the P series.) 

The clearly interesting coefficients are those describing the regres­
sion of past cap&'~ity changes with p!e~ent population. There is little 
relationship between changes in capacity and changes in population in the 
same or the next year, but a substantial echo of capacity appears in the 
population series after two years, perhaps extending to the three year term 
(p < .05). The fact- that the coefficient is- near 1.0 is particularly reassur­
ing, since it corresponds with the intuitive notion of one inmate per unit of 
capacity. 

Figure 2 shows similar univariate regression coefficients for a 
model employing only three years of lag terms. Arranged in the matrix 
display, it is clear that the uppe'r triangUlar form most nearly approximates 
the results. In Figure 3 we show another three year lag estimation, this time 
using multivariate regression instead of OLS. The results differ in numerical 
value, but not in the relative magnitudes of the off-diagonal terms. The 
difference in numerical value occurs because the residual process in the 
second case is a joint residual process, i.e.: 

[

error (p)l 

error (C~ 
In Figures 4, 5, and 6 we present a test of the sensitivity of ~he 

results to increasing the number of lag terms. Figl'~re 4 displays the R 
obtained with th2 pure AR models of population and capacity, respectively. 
Figure 5 shows R for the joint model's, and Figure 6 super imposes the 
two. The F-test o~ the semipartia1 correlations is generated directly by 
the increase in R of Figure 5 over Figure 4. For the C -) P model, after 
two years F = 15.865, df = 2 and 676, p < .001. Thereafter the F ratios 
decline as additional degrees of freedom are consumed, but remain significant 
beyond the .001 level. For the P -) C model the F-ratios are negligible, as 
Figure 6 indicates. 

Both estimation and logical problems remain. The regression equations 
yield residuals whose variance increases with the size of the state, violating 
an OLS assumption. To correct this, the same equations were rerun replacing 
each variable by 

sign(X)*log[abs(X + .5)] 

compressing the larger variances. While this rendered the regression coef­
ficients difficult to irH:.erpret, it. left the structure of the equations 
virtually unaltered: term~ in the capacity equation were still negligible, 
while the population equation was dominated by one-year-1agged P and two­
year-lagged C. Significance levels were approximately the same as for the 
untransformed variables. 
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We also substituted the official definitions of capacity for the 
behavioral definition, again with no discernible structural change in the 
models. The first differences of the two capr ~ty series correlate .90, 

( se that we appear to have escaped the ambiguities of the capacity definition. 

Other possible intervening variables may be hypothesized to be 
driving both capacity lind population. From the unlimited pool of such 
potential confounding effects we have tested two: the number of reported 
Part I index crimes and the number of persons unemployed. Neither shows 
significant relationships to either of our main variables. 

We have yet to test the stability of these results at different 
periods and in different regions of the country. Inspection of the corre­
lation matrices shows no reason to expect an interaction of the main effects 
with time. In studying other aspects of the prison problem we have repeatedly 
found that "the South is different. n This finding"may well apply again. We 
also need to subject these preliminary results to further refinements of the 
estimation prOl.Jedures, and explore further for possible hidden relationships 
i.n the P -> C series. In the absence of such refinement, we consider these 
results as tentative but useful evidence for the role of physical constraints 
as a population limiter, and for the idea that prisons once built, soon find 
inmates. 
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Appendix D: NOTES 

1. Based on 26 states which provided us information. 

2. W. G. Nagel, "On Behalf of a Moratorium on Prison construction," f!:~ 
and Delinquency (April 1971): 154-172. 

3. Automation is everywhere. One large corrections department has an 
on-line computer to keep track of rated capacity. 

4. P. E. Caines and C. W. Chan, "Feedback Between Stutionary Stochastic 
Processes," IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control AC20 (August 1975): 498ff. 

5.. C. W. J. Granger, "Economic Processes Im~olving Feedback," Inform. 
Contr. 6 (1963): 28-48. 

6. C. A. Sims, "Money, Income and Causality," Arner. Econ. Rev. 62 (1972j: 540-552. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

P. E. Caines, "Weak and Strong Feedback Free Processes," IEEE Trans­
actions on Automatic Cont~ (October 1976): 737-739. 

In some cases this differed from the opening data because we did not have 
ACA directories for every year. 

Six yea-rs of lag terms were entered in the equations. The C
t 

equation 
stops at Pt - 4 because the partial correlation of P

t
-
s 

= -.002, and 
SPSS refused to proceed wi thol!lt a parameter change. 

For instance, since prisons rarely close, we might want to recede all 
negative pIS to zero before testing. 
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APPENDIX E 

Summaries of Selected State and Local Projections Reports 
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APPENDIX E 

" Summaries of Selected State and Local Projection Reports 

• projections for Delaware Population and Anticipated 
Commitments and Detentions in Juvenile Correctional 
Institutions, 1975-1990 (C Harold Brown, Division of 
Urban Affairs, University of Delaware, January 1974) 

This report develops a careful aemographic projection of the 
state's population in each age cohort and applies the ratio of juveniles 
detained per 1000 juvenile population to future estimated juvenile populations. 
Recognizing that this ratio may not be constant over the next 15 years, 
these projections are provided, based on 11.75, 12.75, and 13.75 detainees 
per 1000 of juvenile population. The first of these three is the average 
of actual rates for 1971-1973. The second and third are presented without 
empirical foundation. There is no test of the assumption that detained 
populations are proportionate to civilian populations, and no discussion of 
the range of variability or why the alternative projections employ only 
ratios higher than past experience. 
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• Regional Corrections Program for Roanoke Valley, 
Virginia (Helmuth, Obata & Kassabaum, Architects and 
Wilbur Smith & Associates, Planners, June, 1972) 

Projections for this study also multiply a projected total population 
(this time ignoring age distribution) by an incarceration rate. The rate 
for this study is based on the total number of detentions occurring during 
each year from 1966 to 1970. A person detained four times during the year 
would be counted four times regardlG~-e 9! the lengths of detention. A 
second ratio was then computed 1::,;·.~tween this number ana the average daily 
count for 1970. The product of the two ratios was multiplied by projected 
future civilian population to yield projected average daily inmate population. 
(The authors seem unaware that these steps could have been combined into a 
single ratio of jail population to civilian population with no change in 
results.) The choice of ratio used in the projection shows much the same 
arbitrary approach as the Delaware study. After finding an average ratio of 
one detention per year per 16.6 citizens, the projections use a ratio of 
1:15 (i.e., 10% more) with only the following justification: 

"Considering, then, the growth deterrents of the study region 
(e.g., tppography, flood plains) and the trend toward increased 
urbanization, the incarceration for the population projections was 
established at 1:15.0." 
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• Implications of expected changes in u.S. population for 
correctional institutions (Director, Division of Biometry, 
NIMH Memorandum dated July 9, 1975) 

Yet another use of demographic projections is presented in this 
short memorandum. 1985 incarcerated populations are projected on the 
assumption that the same fraction of the white, male 25 to 34-year-olds (and 
other population subgroups) will be institutionalized in 1985 as were so 
counted in the 1970 census. In 1970 about 3 percent of the highest risk 
population (black men between 18 and 34 years of age) were locke1 in 
prisons, reformatories, local jails, or work houses. A U.S. Census projection 
(Series D) indicates a 61 percent increase in the size of this highest risk 
population subgroup by the fraction of its members actually incarcerated in 
1970: the author estimates a 38.7 increase in the total number of inmates by 
1985. The population levels projected for 1985 were actually reached in 
mid-1978, about three years after the projections were made, and at a 
growth rate of 100 percent greater than that projected. 
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• Beyond a straight line fit - Probation [sic) Projection 
Techniques which use Readily Available Data (Tom G. Crago 
& Scott Hormas, ACA, Proceedings of 106th Annual Congress 
of Corrections, 1976) 

Although the title alludes to pl'obation, the data describe new 
court commitments to prison in each quarter from 1971 to 1976. The variables 
used in the projection are the state unemployment rate for the preceding 
chapter, the number of Colorado males age 18 to 49, and a weight reflecting 
average seasonal differences among quarters. An ordinary least squares 
regression of these three series on new commitments produces a multiple 
correlation of .92. If the statistical residuals of this model were 
uncorrelated, so that ordinary tests of statistical significance could be 
applied, this high a correlation would exclude chance as a cause of the fit 
with high (over 99%) confidence. The residuals are, however, highly 
correlated. Both unemployment and commitments have readily visible se~isoned 
fluctuations, ~nd both commitments and the population estimates grow over 
time. A simple equation which pred~~ts commitment merely as a linear 
function of years since 1900 plus a quarterly adjustment yields a multiple 
correlation of .84, only slightly less than the .92 of the unemployment 
model. 

Actual prison populations are projf:!cted for Colorado as a linear 
function of three variables, projected commitments during the quarter, the 
level of parole revocation (a three-point scale), and the fraction of all 
commitments with indsterminate minimum sentences (lagged nine months). The 
future prison population created by these projections is an extremely 
stable one, partly because three of the variables (unemployment, indeterminate 
sentences. and parole revocations) become constants for most of the projection 
periods. Projected populations range from 213~ to 2086. 
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