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Statistics are funny things. As the states begin the budget process to pare an average of 25% from their ‘doomsday budgets’, it is curious to see what expenses are the first to hit the cutting room floor. Despite the research of the last decade into ‘what works’ it is the prisons and jails that are being protected at the expense of education and programming for the offender population. Proper assessment tools are no longer affordable and programs for substance abuse and family dysfunction are ‘no longer an option’.  State subsidy of residential drug programming has ended in many states and, in others, outpatient substance abuse treatment is no longer a billable expense against state health plan systems. 

What ‘works’, briefly, encompasses addressing the criminogenic factors that can actually be changed such as offender habits, attitudes, beliefs, and associations. To be effective, programming must be targeted to the high risk offender. If the research is correct, and if governmental agencies pursue incarceration rather than community-based correction programming, there should be an uptick in crime within the next two or three years. If the research is wrong, the crime rate should continue its decade-long downward trend. The good news is that this is a perfect research opportunity for someone with more energy than me. The bad news is that my family, friends, and I live in the real world and will have to face any consequences of these short term fixes.

I was reading the Oregon Community Corrections Director’s Bulletin (Connecting the Justice System 5/02) recently and saw some interesting statistics about women on probation and the rate at which they experience domestic violence.
  While it’s true that I’m a firm believer that birds of a feather flock together, I still don’t think the birds should be assaulting each other. Isn’t it curious that 56% of the women surveyed said that they had committed at least one crime to please their partner. 45% claimed that they had committed a crime to get drugs for their partner and 40% had confessed to a crime actually committed by their partner.
The women also reported the following behavior on the part of their partner. Slapping and shoving (85%), forced into unwanted sex (46%) punching and choking (79%), destruction of things belonging to the woman (83%).  In the interest of full disclosure I have to state that our agency is currently working with the researchers at this agency to see if we can design a parent program. This would focus on how to be a parent as opposed to how to raise children. At the date of this writing it is unclear if this effort will survive the proposed budget cuts.
Statistics in the drug and alcohol field also intrigue me. I’m still unsure why different states, and even various regions, report a preference for one drug over another. The United States Health and Human Services agency has a department named SAMSA (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration). In their year 2000 report
  they compared state’s alcohol and illicit drug consumption. The reason I find these numbers so interesting is that every state I’ve visited has told me that they lead the nation in alcohol consumption. The reasons given are sometimes the isolation of the state, the density of the urban population, the number of minorities, or the lack of minorities. All I know is the late Senator Monyhan told me “You are entitled to your own opinion, but you are not entitled to your own facts.”  With that in mind, let’s look at these statistics.
The state with the lowest percentage of alcohol dependence or abuse is North Carolina followed by West Virginia, Arkansas, and New Jersey. The state with the highest percentage of alcohol dependence or abuse is South Dakota followed by North Dakota, Massachusetts, and South Carolina. But wait, it gets better. The state with the highest abuse of alcohol among 12 to 17 year olds is Montana followed by North Dakota, Maine, and New Mexico. The state with the lowest abuse among 12 – 17 year olds is Virginia followed by North Carolina (again), Georgia, and Florida. 

Let’s take a look at drugs. Per capita, the state reporting the highest rate of any illicit drug dependence is Massachusetts followed by Arizona, California, and Delaware. The state with the lowest rate of illicit drug dependence is Iowa followed by North Dakota, North Carolina, and New Jersey.  Just as every individual is unique, every state has its own particular issues. But, over time, patterns emerge. North Carolina keeps popping up on the lists with least addiction and abuse. Something is going on there.  North Dakota, so far, has ranked near the top in alcohol but ranks almost last in drug abuse categories. 

Perhaps we should look at the 12 -17 year olds again. Among this age group the state with the greatest percentage of young people dependent on drugs is Massachusetts followed by Connecticut, California, and Washington. The state with the lowest rate among this age group is (once again) North Carolina followed by Mississippi, the District of Columbia, and Alabama.
We can play with these statistics in numerous ways. Break the drugs down by category and Alaska and Arizona win the top position for cocaine abuse. When you combine drug abuse with co-occurring alcohol abuse, the top three abusing state are Alaska, Colorado, and Massachusetts. Not being a statistician, I draw no conclusions about these numbers even though I trust the data gathering capabilities of SAMSA implicitly.

I know that Massachusetts leads the nation in marijuana use followed by Colorado, Vermont, and Rhode Island. I know that Massachusetts has more 12 – 17 year olds, per capita, smoking marijuana than the rest of the nation. I also know that Delaware, Colorado, and New Hampshire are not that far behind in youthful marijuana consumption. And I’ve been told by the state of Oregon that marijuana is our second most profitable agricultural product, after wheat production. Go figure.
In these days of looming budget cuts it seems appropriate to take a very close look at the populations we serve and the programs we fund which purport to have a positive outcome. This outcome must be defined as a measurable improvement in the health and safety of the community. The U.S Department of Justice authorized the Center for Community Corrections to publish a document about ‘Special Populations’ in October 2000.
  The report states, in part, that “Any development of intermediate punishment options must be based on what is known about how to improve public safety. Although it seems an easy solution for most taxpayers to favor the use of prison or jail, after informed consideration of the options, polls reveal that the public prefers the community corrections approach for non-violent offenders. This is particularly true when offenders can work, maintain family ties, and pay back victims. When non-violent offenders are linked to programs that create life skills, cognitive and behavioral changes and motivation, the rate of return to prison can be cut in half.” 
  The document points out that this population is diverse in ways most citizens typically don’t consider when voting more money for more prisons.  For example, of the nearly 2 million people in custody, approximately 5% are elderly, disabled, or terminally ill.
  18% are mentally ill 
 and 56% are parents of minor children.
 
These are simply numbers on a page until our system attaches faces to the statistics. What happens to programs, offenders, and staff who are providing training, community reintegration, job referrals, drug counseling, and the community surveillance of these offenders when resources are withdrawn in favor of protecting incarceration dollars? As I say, we are about to find out. I read an article in my local paper yesterday stating that Massachusetts, for example, is facing a 3 billion dollar shortfall. The solution in that area is a proposal to cut 150 million from schools, 127 million in prescription funding to the disabled and elderly, and 11 million in benefits from the Family Health Program which  serves low income families.

I wonder if the programs being considered for these cuts in Massachusetts were effective in the first place. I wonder how many children of offenders will be affected if these particular type of cuts come to pass. I often wonder if my own tax dollars are being spent effectively and I wonder what will happen to the Massachusetts statistics, quoted above, in terms of overall public safety in that part of the country.

The difficult part about this tour through some random statistics is that we are discussing a population that has been unable to lobby for its own best interest. I’ve never seen a substance abusing burglar addressing a legislative committee on the need for proper services. After all, these are the very people Community Corrections agencies are supposed to protect us from. This population is only dimly aware that their life is a disaster. This population is masterful at manipulation, lacks self-control, often gives vent to their anger, and thrives on both confrontation and their own perceived victimhood. This population is not particularly persuasive in front of State Senators and Representatives. How odd that the people charged with sanctioning them, supervising them, and protecting the community from their actions are also the only voice that might speak on their behalf. For if Community Corrections cannot vocalize the needs and issues of this population I believe there would be no services. It is precisely for the facts outlined above that our profession owes a debt of gratitude to the statisticians.

On the other hand, perhaps the moral relativists are correct and all ways of behaving are equally moral. In that case, offenders are simply exercising their ‘right’ to behave as they see fit. Perhaps the law is seen, among certain segments of our society, as simply serving the rich or other interest groups. In that case programming represents only a type of cultural imperialism designed to force all citizens to behave in a similar manner and strive for similar goals. If that is the case, then there should never be a great deal of movement within the criminal and substance abuse statistics. All I know, for sure, is that the burglars, thieves, drug addicts, and rapists I currently supervise believe that they are victims of either (a) an unjust society or (b) bad luck.      
But, as Senator Monyhan reminds us, statistics are hard to refute. The conclusions about the most effective Community Corrections agencies, in terms of simple recidivism, tell us the following:
· Criminal sanctioning without reference to correctional treatment service does not work; it does not reduce recidivism

· Providing correctional treatment services that are inconsistent with principles of risk, need, and responsivity does not work.

· Services should be focused on moderate and high risk cases

· Services must be matched to the learning style and motivation of offenders by using cognitive behavioral styles and modes of service

· Variations in types of punishments show absolutely no consistent reduction of recidivism. Some types of punishment have actually been shown to increase recidivism.

· Modeling, graduated practice, role playing, reinforcement, and referral to community resources are the best behavioral teaching tools

With no constraint on their movements in the community, no particular schedule to attend to, no mandated programming, and limited job skills training available, unsupervised offenders have some definite benefits to their chosen lifestyle. They don’t have to maintain sobriety, work for a living, or answer to anyone about their activities. If the direction of states to dismantle certain community programs continues, I am curious about possible changes to the social fabric of our country over the next decade or so. If the preferred response to crime is incarceration, the data suggests an increase in criminal behavior when the current crop of offenders are released from custody. 
Aren’t statistics fascinating?
� Oregon Social Learning Center (Daugherty and Hurwich) Sept 02


� State estimates of substance use  from the 2000 national survey (SAMSA Office of Applied Studies  2002)  series H-15


� Targeting Special Populations; Bureau of Justice Assistance #99-DD-BX-0090 (Oct ’00)


� Ibid


� Correctional Populations in the U.S; Bureau of Justice Statistics Sourcebook ( 2000)


� Reentry Courts Initiative; U.S. Department of Justice (Allen Beck, 2000)


� Incarcerated Parents;  Bureau of Justice Statistics (2000)


� National Symposium on Violent Offenders, Summary; National Institute of Corrections (Feb ’96)





