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T hree decades o f gro w th  in  Am ericaÕs priso n

po pu latio n  has qu ietly  nudged  the natio n  acro ss a

so bering thresh o ld : fo r the first tim e, m o re than  o ne

in  ev ery  100 adu lts is n o w  co n fined  in  an  Am erican

jail o r priso n . Acco rd ing to  figures gathered  and

analy zed  by  the Pew  Public Safety  Perfo rm ance

Pro ject, the num ber o f peo ple beh ind  bars in  the

U n ited States co n tinued  to  clim b in  2007, sadd ling

cash-strapped  states w ith  soaring co sts they  can  ill

affo rd  and  failing to  hav e a clear im pact either o n

recid iv ism  o r ov erall crim e. 

Fo r so m e gro ups, the incarceratio n  num bers are

especially  startling. W h ile o ne in  30 m en  betw een

the ages o f 20 and  34 is beh ind  bars, fo r black

m ales in  that age gro up the figure is o ne in  n ine.

Gender adds an o ther d im ensio n  to  the picture. Men

still are ro ugh ly  10 tim es m o re likely  to  be in  jail o r

priso n , bu t the fem ale po pu latio n  is burgeo n ing at a

far brisker pace. Fo r black w o m en  in  their m id - to

late-30s, the incarceratio n  rate also  has h it the 1-in -

100 m ark. Gro w ing o lder, m eanw h ile, co n tinues to

hav e a d ram atic ch illing effect o n  crim inal behav io r.

W h ile o ne in  ev ery  53 peo ple in  their 20s is beh ind

bars, the rate fo r th o se ov er 55 falls to  o ne in  837.

W h ile the natio nal incarceratio n  trend  rem ains o n

the rise, so m e states repo rt a flatten ing o f gro w th ,

o r ev en  a decline, figures fro m  January  1 o f th is

y ear sh o w . Tex asÕ co un t d ro pped  sligh tly  o v er the

prev io us y ear, bu t w ith  C alifo rn iaÕs m assiv e sy stem

d ipping by  4,068 inm ates, Tex as has beco m e the

natio n Õs im priso nm en t leader. N ew  Yo rk and

Mich igan , also  am o ng the co un try Õs biggest

sy stem s, repo rted  declines as w ell.

T here is reaso n  to  suspect

tho se states m ay  so o n

hav e lo ts o f co m pany.

Priso n  co sts are blo w ing

ho les in  state budgets bu t

barely  m aking a den t in

recid iv ism  rates. At the

sam e tim e, po licy  m akers

are beco m ing increasingly

aw are o f research-backed

strategies fo r co m m unity

co rrectio nsÑ better w ay s to  iden tify  w h ich  o ffenders

need a priso n  cell and  w h ich  can  be safely  hand led

in  the co m m unity, new  techno lo gies to  m o n ito r their

w hereabo u ts and  behav io r, and  m o re effectiv e

superv isio n  and  treatm en t pro gram s to  help them

stay o n  the straigh t and  narro w . Taken to gether,

these trends are enco uraging po licy  m akers to

d iv ersify  their statesÕ array  o f crim inal sanctio ns w ith

o ptio ns fo r lo w -risk o ffenders that sav e tax  do llars

bu t still ho ld  o ffenders acco un table fo r their actio ns.

Policy Choices Drive Growth

In  ex plo ring such  alternativ es, law m akers are

learn ing that cu rren t priso n  gro w th  is n o t d riv en

prim arily  by  a parallel increase in  crim e, o r a

co rrespo nd ing surge in  the po pu latio n  at large.

R ather, it flo w s principally  fro m  a w av e o f po licy

ch o ices that are send ing m o re law breakers to  priso n

and , thro ugh  po pu lar Òthree-strikesÓ m easures and

o ther sen tencing enhancem en ts, keeping them  there

lo nger. O v erlay ing that picture in  so m e states has

been  the habitual use o f priso n  stay s to  pun ish
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Executive Summary

“There isn’t a person in
public office that’s not

sensitive to the accusation
of being soft on crime. But

you don’t have to be soft
on crime to be smart in

dealing with criminals.”

OH Gov. Ted Strickland (D)
The Columbus Dispatch

January 26, 2008



th o se w h o  break ru les

go v ern ing their pro batio n

o r paro le. In  C alifo rn ia,

fo r ex am ple, such

v io lato rs m ake up a large

pro po rtio n  o f priso n

adm issio ns, churn ing in

and  o u t o f bad ly

o v erlo aded  facilities.

N atio nally , m o re than

half o f released  o ffenders

are back in  priso n  w ith in  three y ears, either fo r a

new  crim e o r fo r v io lating the term s o f their

release.1

Few  d o ubt the necessity  o f lo ck ing up v io len t

crim inals an d  th o se w h o  repeated ly  th reaten

co m m u n ity  safety . An d  po licy  m akers

u n derstan dably  are m o v ed  to  act by  especial ly

hein o us crim es o r v ictim s seeking justice in  the

nam e o f a lo v ed  o ne. 

Increasingly , h o w ev er, states are d isco v ering that

casting such  a w ide net fo r priso ners creates a

v ex ing fiscal  bu rden Ñ especial ly  in  lean  tim es.

Fin d ing en o ugh  d o llars to  h o use, feed  an d  pro v ide

a d o cto rÕs care to  a lo w -risk  in m ate is a struggle

besetting states fro m  Arizo na to  V erm o n t. In  the

absence o f tax  h ikes, law m akers m ay  fin d

them selv es fo rced  to  cu t o r lim it o ther v ital

pro gram sÑ fro m  transpo rtatio n  to  ed ucatio n  an d

healthcareÑ to  fo o t the incarceratio n  tab.

T hat tab, m eanw h ile, is ex plo d ing, fueled  in  part

by  staff o v ertim e ex penses an d  a steep rise in

in m ate healthcare co sts. In  1987, the states

co llectiv ely  spen t $10.6 billio n  o f their general

fu n dsÑ their prim ary  po o l o f d iscretio nary  tax

d o llarsÑ o n  co rrectio ns. Last y ear, they  spen t m o re

than  $44 billio n , a 315 percen t ju m p, data fro m  the

N atio nal  Asso ciatio n  o f State Bu dget O fficers

sh o w . Ad justed  to  2007 d o llars, the increase w as

127 percen t. O v er the sam e perio d , ad justed

spen d ing o n  h igher ed ucatio n  ro se just 21 percen t.

Taking a Different Tack

Faced  w ith  the m ushro o m ing bills, m any  states are

co n fro n ting ago n izing ch o ices an d  w eathering

bitter d iv isio ns in  their legislatu res. Bu t law m akers

are by  n o  m eans po w erless befo re the bu dget

o nslaugh t. In deed , a r ising n u m ber o f states

alread y  are d iv ersify ing their m en u  o f sanctio ns

w ith  new  appro aches that sav e m o ney  bu t sti l l

ensu re that the public is pro tected  an d  that

o ffen ders are held  acco u n table. An d  so m e alread y

are reaping enco u raging resu lts.

Kansas an d  Tex as are w ell o n  their w ay . Facing

dau n ting pro jectio ns o f priso n  po pu latio n  gro w th ,

they  hav e em braced  a strategy  that blen ds

incen tiv es fo r red uced  recid iv ism  w ith  greater use

o f co m m u n ity  superv isio n  fo r lo w er-risk  o ffen ders.

In  ad d itio n , the tw o states increasingly  are

im po sing sanctio ns o ther than  priso n  fo r paro le

an d  pro batio n  v io lato rs w h o se in fractio ns are

co nsidered  Òtech n ical,Ó such  as m issing a

co u nseling sessio n . T he new  appro ach , bo rn  o f

bipartisan  leadersh ip, is al lo w ing the tw o  states to

ensure they  hav e en o ugh  priso n  beds fo r v io len t

o ffen ders w h ile helping less dangero us law breakers

beco m e pro d uctiv e, tax pay ing citizens.

N o  po licy  m aker w o u ld  ch o o se th is path  if it

m ean t sacrificing public safety . Bu t grad ual ly , so m e

states are pro v ing that deplo y ing a bro ad  range o f

sanctio ns can  pro tect co m m u n ities, pu n ish

law breakers an d  co nserv e tax  d o llars fo r o ther

pressing public needs. 
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“There’s a shift away 
from the mindset of lock
them up and throw away
the key. That cannot
sustain itself.”

OH State Rep. John J. White 
(R-Kettering)
Dayton Daily News
February 11, 2007



The United States incarcerates
more people than  any  co u n try  in  the

w o rld , inclu d ing the far m o re po pu lo us

natio n  o f C h ina. At the start o f the new  y ear, the

Am erican  penal  sy stem  held  m o re than  2.3 m illio n

ad u lts. C h ina w as seco n d , w ith  1.5 m illio n  peo ple

beh in d  bars, an d  R ussia w as a d istan t th ird  w ith

890,000 in m ates, acco rd ing to  the latest av ai lable

figu res. Bey o n d  the sheer n u m ber o f in m ates,

Am erica also  is the glo bal  leader in  the rate at

w h ich  it incarcerates its citizen ry , o u tpacing natio ns

like So u th  Africa an d  Iran . In  Germ any , 93 peo ple

are in  priso n  fo r ev ery  100,000 ad u lts an d

ch ild ren . In  the U .S, the rate is ro ugh ly  eigh t tim es

that, o r 750 per 100,000.2 (See Appendix A-7 for
additional international analysis.)

To pro d uce a fresh  po rtrait o f incarceratio n  lev els

at the start o f 2008, Pew  co n d ucted  a su rv ey  o f

in m ate co u n ts fro m  the states an d  the federal

go v ern m en t. O u r fin d ing: the U .S. priso n

po pu latio n  ro se by  m o re than  25,000 in m ates in

2007Ñ a 1.6 percen t rate o f gro w th  that bro ugh t the

natio nal  priso n  census to  1,596,127. Alth o ugh  the

2007 ex pansio n  d id n Õt m atch  the 3.1 percen t h ike

d u ring 2006, the gro w th  tracks pro jectio ns3 an d

co n tin ues a pattern  o f stead y  ex pansio n  that has

characterized  the U .S. penal  sy stem  fo r m o re than

30 y ears.

1 in 100 Adults Behind Bars

T he co nsequences o f that upw ard  tren d  are m any ,

bu t few  can  riv al  th is: m o re than  1 in  100 ad u lts is

n o w  lo cked  up in  Am erica. W ith  1,596,127 in  state

o r federal  priso n  custo d y , an d  an o ther 723,131 in

lo cal  jai ls, the to tal  ad u lt in m ate co u n t at the

begin n ing o f 2008 sto o d  at 2,319,258. W ith  the

n u m ber o f ad u lts just shy  o f 230 m illio n , the actual

incarceratio n  rate is 1 in  ev ery  99.1 ad u lts.

T hat statistic m asks far h igher incarceratio n  rates

by  race, age an d  gen der. A separate analy sis o f

m id y ear 2006 data fro m  the U .S. D epartm en t o f

Justice sh o w s that fo r H ispan ic an d  black m en, fo r

instance, im priso n m en t is a far m o re prev alen t

Public Safety Performance Project 5

A Snapshot of 
Prison Growth

PRISON COUNT PUSHES UP

SOURCES: Bureau of Justice Statistics; Pew Public Safety Performance Project

NOTE: 1987-2006 data are 
year-end prison counts from 
the Bureau of Justice Statistics. 
2007 figure is Pew Public
Safety Performance Project's
count as of Jan. 1, 2008.
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Between 1987 and 2007, the national prison population has 
nearly tripled. 
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WHOÕS BEHIND BARS  

SOURCE: Analysis of "Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2006," published June 2007 by the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics. All 
demographic statistics, with exception of "1 in every 100 adults" are midyear 2006, not 2008 figures.

White women ages 35-39 1 in 355

All women ages 35-39 1 in 265

Hispanic women ages 35-39 1 in 297

Black women ages 35-39 1 in 100

White men ages 18 or older 1 in 106

All men ages 18 or older 1 in 54

Hispanic men ages 18 or older 1 in 36

Black men ages 18 or older 1 in 15

Black men ages 20-34 1 in 9

WOMEN

MEN

According to data analyzed for this report, as of Jan. 1, 
2008 more than 1 in every 100 adults is behind bars.

For the most part, though, 
incarceration is heavily 
concentrated among men, racial 
and ethnic minorities, and 20- 
and 30-year olds. Among men the 
highest rate is with black males 
aged 20-34. Among women it’s 
with black females aged 35-39.

A sampling of incarceration rates by various demographics. Additional information available in Appendix A-6.



real ity  than  it is fo r w h ite m en.4 T he y o u ng,

m eanw h ile, are d ispro po rtio nately  m o re likely  to

w in d  up in  priso n  than  their elders. W h ile o ne in

ev ery  15 black m ales aged  18 o r o lder is in  priso n

o r jai l, fo r black m en  o v er 55, the rate is o ne in

115. (See Appendix A-6 for additional analysis of
incarceration rates by race, sex and age.)

State Trends Vary Widely

Lo o k  beneath  the natio nal  incarceratio n  

n u m bers an d  y o u Õll fin d  the gro w th  in  2007

transcen ded  geo graph ical  bo u n daries. A m ajo rity

o f states in  al l  fo u r regio ns o f the co u n try  fin ished

the y ear w ith  m o re priso ners than  they  h o used  at

the start. T he So u th  led  the w ay , w ith  its

po pu latio n  ju m ping fro m  623,563 to  641,024Ñ a

rise o f 2.8 percen t. O n ly  th ree o f the 16 states in

the so u thern  regio n  repo rted  a d ro p in  in m ates,

w h ile n ine ex perienced  gro w th  ex ceed ing 4

percen t. In  the W est, m eanw h ile, Arizo na o u tpaced

al l  o ther states, an d  in  the N o rtheast, N ew

H am psh ireÕs po pu latio n  grew  the fastest. Am o ng

Mid w estern  states, Io w a w as the gro w th  leader,

ex pan d ing its in m ate co u n t by 6.1 percen t.

All to ld , 36 states repo rted h igher num bers as 2008

daw ned. Am o ng the eigh t largest co rrectio nal

agenciesÑ th o se w ith  m o re than  50,000 inm atesÑ fo ur

grew  (O h io , Flo rida, Geo rgia and  the Federal

Bureau  o f Priso ns) w h ile fo ur (N ew  Yo rk, Mich igan,

Tex as and  C alifo rn ia) saw  their po pu latio ns d ip.

Ten  states, m eanw h ile, ex perienced  an  inm ate

po pu latio n  jum p o f 5 percen t o r greater, a list

to pped  by Ken tucky, w ith  a surge o f 12 percen t.

Ken tucky  an d  N ev ada are tw o states w ith

relativ ely  sm al l  co rrectio nal  sy stem s h it hard by

gro w th . In  Ken tucky , an  in determ inate sen tencing

structu re m eans the paro le bo ard has bro ad  po w ers

to  determ ine w hen  a priso ner is su itable fo r

releaseÑ an d  th us, to  a large degree, h o w  big the

cro w d  beh in d  bars w ill be. Gu idelines requ ire
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TOTAL BEHIND BARS 2,319,258 TOTAL BEHIND BARS 2,319,258

ADULT POPULATION

229,786,080
ONE IN EVE RY

99.1
U.S. ADULTS ARE 

BEHIND BARS

PRISON POPULATION 1,596,127

JAIL POPULATION 723,131

1 2 3

NOTE: See Methodology Notes for jail and adult population estimates.

DOING THE MATH 
The calculation behind the 1 in 100 U.S. adults behind bars statistic.

“I don’t think we’re getting the worst 
drug lords into the prisons. We’re just

getting the people who went out and got
caught. It’s the low-hanging fruit.”

KY State Justice Secretary J. Michael Brown
Testimony to KY Senate Judiciary Committee

Lexington Herald-Leader
January 24, 2008



in m ates to  serv e a certain  pro po rtio n  o f their

sen tence, bu t bey o n d  that, bo ard d iscretio n  co m es

in to  play in  decid ing w hether to  gran t o r deny

paro le. O v er the past y ear, u n der new  appo in tees

to  the bo ard , the paro le gran t rate declined  an d  the

priso n  po pu latio n  increased  as m o re in m ates

stay ed  lo cked  up fo r a lo nger tim e. T he resu lt o f

th is an d  o ther po licies w as a 12 percen t ju m p in

the incarcerated  po pu latio n  in  2007. Absen t a

change o f d irectio n , pro jectio ns sh o w  the in m ate

co u n t w ill co n tin ue to  rise to  nearly  31,000Ñ an

increase o f 40 percen tÑ o v er the nex t decade.

O u t W est, N ev ada at the start o f the 2007

legislativ e sessio n  also  faced  a rapid ly  ex pan d ing

priso n  po pu latio n , fueled  by  an  u nex pected  ju m p

in priso n  ad m issio ns fro m  the Las V egas area. N ew

fo recasts w arned  that w ith o u t in terv en tio n  by  the

state, the po pu latio n  w o u ld  co n tin ue its steep

ascen t, clim bing fro m  13,000 priso ners to  m o re

than  18,000 o v er the nex t 10 y ears. T he fiscal

co nsequences w ere alarm ing. Am o ng o ther th ings,

the gro w th  fo rced  priso ners fro m  W ash ingto n  an d

W y o m ing w h o  w ere h o used  in  N ev ada back to

th o se states. T hat m ean t bo th  lo st rev en ue an d

new  appro priatio ns fro m  the state general  fu n d . At

the begin n ing o f 2008, N ev adaÕs jai ls an d  priso ns

held  13,552 in m ates, a 5 percen t ju m p o v er the

n u m ber incarcerated  in  the Silv er State at the en d

o f 2006.
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WIDE VARIANCE IN PRISON GROWTH
State prisoner change, 2007, by quintile

Change in 
prison inmates

Lowest fifth
Second lowest
Middle fifth
Second highest
Highest fifth

Ind.
+158

N.Y.
-695Wisc.

-741
S.D.
-57

Utah
+103

Ore.
+148

N.C.
+965

Ga.
+2,413

Fla.
+4,447

(highest)

Tenn.
+1,093

W. Va.
+323

N.H.
+186

R.I.
+28

Mass.
+332

Conn.
+218
N.J.
-549

Del.
-125

Pa.
+1,631

Texas
-326

Iowa
+544Neb.

+65

Wy.
-61

Idaho
+195

Calif.
-4,068

(lowest)

Ariz.
+1,908

Minn.
+465

Maine
+24

Md.
+397

Va.
+1,867

Ohio
+1,564

Mich.
-1,251

N.D.
+77

Mont.
-141

S.C.
+601

Ky.
+2,402

Miss.
+1,267

Colo.
+360

Alaska
+237

Hawaii
+69

Nev.
+651

Wash.
+565

Ala.
+1,171

Ark.
+585

N.M.
-99

Mo.
+157

Ill.
+199

La.
+706

Okla.
-325

Kan.
-60

Vt.
-83

SOURCE: Pew Public Safety Performance 
Project

NOTE: Change is from 12/31/06 to 1/1/08 
unless otherwise noted in the appendix.



Florida: A Case Study in
Growth

Fo r po licy  m akers keen  o n  understand ing the

d y nam ics o f priso n  gro w th , Flo rida serv es as a

co m pelling case. Betw een  1993 and  2007, the stateÕs

inm ate po pu latio n  has increased  fro m  53,000 to

o v er 97,000. W h ile crim e and  a gro w ing residen t

po pu latio n  play  a ro le, m o st o f the gro w th , analy sts

agree, stem m ed  fro m  a h o st o f co rrectio nal po licies

and  practices ad o pted  by  the state.

O ne o f the first cam e in  1995, w hen  the legislatu re

abo lished  Ògo o d  tim eÓ cred its an d  d iscretio nary  

release by  the paro le bo ard , an d  requ ired  that al l

priso nersÑ regard less o f their crim e, prio r reco rd ,

o r risk  to  recid iv ateÑ serv e 85 percen t o f their

sen tence. N ex t cam e a Òzero  to leranceÓ po licy  an d

o ther m easures m an dating that pro batio n  o fficers

repo rt ev ery  o ffen der w h o  v io lated  any  co n d itio n

o f superv isio n  an d  increasing priso n  tim e fo r these

Òtech n ical  v io latio ns.Ó As a resu lt, the n u m ber o f

v io lato rs in  Flo rida priso ns has ju m ped  by  an

estim ated  12,000.5 C rim e in  Flo rida has d ro pped

substan tial ly  d u ring th is perio d , bu t it has fal len  as
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HIGH GROWTH RATES SPREAD ACROSS NATION
Percent change in state prison populations, 2007, by quintile

SOURCE: Pew Public Safety Performance 
Project
NOTE: Change is from 12/31/06 to 1/1/08 
unless otherwise noted in the appendix.

Ind.
+0.6%

N.Y.
-1.1%Wisc.

-3.2%
S.D.

-1.7%

Utah
+1.6%

Ore.
+1.1%

N.C.
+2.6%

Ga.
+4.6%

Fla.
+4.8%

Tenn.
+4.2%

W. Va.
+5.6%

N.H.
+6.6%

R.I.
+0.7%

Mass.
+3.0%

Conn.
+1.1%

N.J.
-2.0%

Del.
-1.7%

Pa.
+3.7%

Texas
-0.2%

Iowa
+6.1%Neb.

+1.5%

Wy.
-2.9%

Idaho
+2.7%

Calif.
-2.3%

Ariz.
+5.3%

Minn.
+5.1%

Maine
+1.1%

Md.
+1.7%

Va.
+5.1%

Ohio
+3.2%

Mich.
-2.4%

N.D.
+5.6%

Mont.
-3.9%

(lowest)

S.C.
+2.5%

Ky.
+12.0%

(highest)

Miss.
+6.0%

Colo.
+1.6%

Alaska
+4.7%

Hawaii
+1.2%

Nev.
+5.0%

Wash.
+3.2%

Ala.
+4.1%

Ark.
+4.3%

N.M.
-1.5%

Mo.
+0.5%

Ill.
+0.4%

La.
+1.9%

Okla.
-1.2%

Kan.
-0.7%

Vt.
-3.7%

Percent change 
in prison 
population

Lowest fifth
Second lowest
Middle fifth
Second highest
Highest fifth



m uch  o r m o re in  so m e states that hav e n o t gro w n

their priso n  sy stem s, o r ev en  hav e sh ru nk them ,

such  as N ew  Yo rk.

W ith o u t a change o f d irectio n , Flo rida is ex pected

to  reach  a peak o f nearly  125,000 in m ates by  2013.

Based  o n  that pro jectio n , the state w ill ru n  o u t o f

priso n  capacity  by  early  2009 an d  w ill need  to  ad d

an o ther 16,500 beds to  keep pace.6
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Prisons and jails are “24-7”
operations. T hey  requ ire large, h igh ly

trained  staffs. T heir inhabitan ts are tro ubled,

aging and  generally  sicker than  peo ple o u tside

priso n  w alls. Ev en  absen t co n tinued  gro w th, the co st

o f keeping the natio nÕs lo ck-ups runn ing safely  is

staggering. To tal state spend ing o n  co rrectio nsÑ

includ ing bo nds and  federal co n tribu tio nsÑ to pped

$49 billio n  last y ear, up fro m  $12 billio n  in  1987. By

2011, co n tinued  priso n  gro w th  is ex pected to  co st

states an  add itio nal $25 billio n .7

T he prim ary  cataly st beh ind  the increase is o bv io us:

priso n  gro w th  m eans m o re bo d ies to  feed, clo the,

h o use and  superv ise. W h ile figures v ary  w idely  by

state, the av erage per priso ner o perating co st w as

$23,876 in  2005, the m o st recen t y ear fo r w h ich

data w ere av ailable. R h o de Island  spen t the m o st

per inm ate ($44,860) w h ile Lo u isiana had  the lo w est

per inm ate co st, $13,009.8 W h ile em ploy ee w ages

and  benefits acco un t fo r m uch  o f the v ariance

am o ng states, o ther facto rsÑ such  as the inm ate-to -

staff ratio Ñ play  a ro le as w ell. C apital ex penses,

m eanw h ile, are d ifficu lt to  estim ate, bu t researchers

cite $65,000 per bed  as the best appro x im atio n  fo r a

ty pical m ed ium  security  facility.9

California: $8.8 Billion 
and Growing

R em arkably , 13 states n o w  dev o te m o re than  $1

billio n  a y ear in  general  fu n ds to  their co rrectio ns

sy stem s. T he u n d ispu ted  leader is C al ifo rn ia,

w here spen d ing to taled  $8.8 billio n  last y ear. Ev en

w hen  ad justed  fo r in flatio n , that

represen ts a 216 percen t increase

o v er the am o u n t C al ifo rn ia spen t

o n  co rrectio ns 20 y ears earlier.

An d  last y ear, the go v ern o r

signed  a bill au th o rizing

an o ther $7.9 billio n  in

spen d ing, th ro ugh  lease

rev en ue bo n ds, fo r 53,000

m o re priso n  an d  jai l  beds.

Tex as, w ith  a sligh tly  larger

n u m ber o f in m ates, ranks a

d istan t seco n d  in  spen d ing, inv esting

ro ugh ly  $3.3 billio n  last y ear.

C al ifo rn ia v iv id ly  sy m bo lizes the financial  perils o f

the state priso n  business. O n  to p o f the peren n ial

po litical  tug-o f-w ar, the stateÕs w h o pping

co rrectio ns bu dget is shaped  by  a bev y  o f co u rt

settlem en ts that m ake pred icting an d  co n tro lling

spen d ing tricky . Fo llo w ing successfu l law su its by

priso ner plain tiffs, C al ifo rn ia n o w  is subject to

co u rt o v ersigh t o f in m ate m ed ical  an d  den tal  care,

m en tal  health  serv ices, its ju v en ile o ffen ders, an d

the treatm en t o f d isabled  in m ates. Ev en  its paro le

rev o catio n  sy stem  is co n tro lled  by  a legal

settlem en t, an d  thereby  subject to  ju d icial  o rders

that in fluence spen d ing.

H ealthcare co sts hav e been affected m o re than  any

o ther catego ry. In  FY 2000-01, C alifo rn ia spen t $676

m illio n  o n  such  co sts. By  FY 2004-05, after the state

settled  a law suit alleging negligen t and  insufficien t

m edical care, spend ing had  soared  to  $1.05 billio n ,

an  increase o f 55 percen t.10 And  that w as befo re a
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judge appo in ted a federal receiv er to  run  priso n

healthcare, a m ov e that is driv ing such  spend ing up

ev en m o re dram atically . It no w  stands at $2.1 billio n

annually , a 210 percen t increase since 2000.

Health Care, Geriatrics Drive
Costs

As C al ifo rn ia has learned , m ed ical  care is o ne o f

the principal  co st d riv ers in  co rrectio ns bu dgets

to day . Fro m  1998 to  2001, healthcare spen d ing in

state priso ns grew  10 percen t an n ual ly , a 2004

repo rt by  the C o u ncil o f State Go v ern m en ts fo u n d .

At the tim e o f the stu d y , m ed ical  care co sts to taled

$3.7 billio n  an n ual ly  an d  acco u n ted  fo r abo u t 10

percen t o f co rrectio nal  spen d ing.11

U n der the 1976 U .S. Suprem e C o u rt ru ling 

Estelle v. Gamble, states are co m pelled  to  pro v ide a

co nstitu tio nal ly  adequate lev el o f m ed ical  care, o r

care that general ly  m eets a Òco m m u n ity  stan dard .Ó

Bey o n d  that m an date, the rise in  m ed ical  o u tlay s

largely  stem s fro m  m ushro o m ing co sts asso ciated

w ith  special  needs po pu latio ns, inclu d ing H IV -

po sitiv e priso ners an d  geriatric in m ates.

C o m m un icable d iseases are a particu lar co ncern ,

spread ing qu ickly  in  a cro w ded  priso n  env iro nm en t

w here risky  behav io rs such  as tatto o ing and

piercing, unpro tected  sex , figh ting and  in trav en o us

drug use are n o t unco m m o n.12 H epatitis C , a blo o d -

bo rne, life-threaten ing d isease, is the biggest w o rry .

T he latest H epatitis C  treatm en ts co st as m uch  as

$30,000 per inm ate annually . At o ne C alifo rn ia

priso n , in  V acav ille, the ch ief m ed ical o fficer

estim ates that half o f the 3,200 inm ates hav e been

in fected  w ith  H epatitis C .13 O ther states pu t the in -

priso n  prev alence at betw een  25 and  40 percen t.14

Increasingly , the gray ing o f the natio n Õs priso ns is

causing co sts to  sw ell. W h ile crim e rem ains

o v erw helm ingly  a y o u ng m an Õs gam e, betw een

1992 an d  2001, the n u m ber o f state an d  federal

in m ates aged  50 o r o lder ro se fro m  41,586 to

113,358, a staggering ju m p o f 173 percen t, a 2004

N atio nal  Institu te o f C o rrectio ns repo rt fo u n d .15

An d  o lder in m ates are grad ual ly  m aking up a

larger pro po rtio n  o f the o v eral l  co u n t. In  the

federal  priso ns, fo r ex am ple, abo u t o ne-quarter o f

the po pu latio n  w as o v er 50 in  1989. By  2010, that

pro po rtio n  is fo recast to  gro w  to  o ne-th ird . O n  the

state lev el, O klah o m a recen tly  fo u n d  that 16

percen t o f new ly  ad m itted  in m ates w ere o v er 45

y ears o ld Ñ m o re than  d o uble the rate in  1990.16

W hile aging decreases crim inal activ ity, it brings a

m ultitude o f challenges in  a priso n  setting. Because

they  are o ften prey ed  upo n  by  y o unger, stro nger

inm ates, o lder co nv icts m ay  requ ire special ho using.17

H earing and  v isual im pairm en ts, inco n tinence,

d ietary  in to lerance, depressio n  and  the early  o nset o f
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SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officers, "State Expenditure 
Report" series; Inflation adjusted figures are based on a reanalysis of data in 
this series.

NOTE: These figures represent state general funds. They do not include 
federal or local government corrections expenditures and typically do not 
include funding from other state sources.
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chro n ic d iseases are o ther co m plicating m anagem en t

facto rs. As a resu lt, the av erage co st asso ciated w ith

an  o lder priso ner is $70,000Ñ tw o  to  three tim es that

o f a y o unger priso ner.18

T he bo tto m  line: So m e crim es are so  hein o us they

w arran t a l ifetim e beh in d  bars. Bu t states are

spen d ing m o re an d  m o re o n  in m ates w h o  are less

an d  less o f a th reat to  public safety . 

Staff Vacancies, Overtime
Spike

An o ther key  co st d riv er is co m pensatio n  fo r the

o fficers w h o  patro l cellblo cks. 

In  2006, the m o st recen t y ear fo r w h ich  data w ere

av ai lable, there w ere appro x im ately  4.25 m illio n

state go v ern m en t em plo y ees. Abo u t 11 percen t o f

them Ñ o r o ne in  n ineÑ w o rked  in  co rrectio ns,19 bu t

priso ns are struggling m igh ti ly  to  keep a fu ll

co m plem en t o f o fficers o n  staff. T he resu ltÑ the

ex tensiv e use o f o v ertim eÑ is o ne o f the biggest

bu dget busters co n fro n ting states. 

In  W isco nsin , fo r instance, ov ertim e ro se 27 percen t

betw een  2005 and  2006, largely  due to  an

unan ticipated 1,200-inm ate jum p in  the priso n

po pu latio n .20 C alifo rn iaÕs ov ertim e co sts, m eanw h ile,

ex plo ded  by  35 percen t betw een  2005 and  2006, as

the state struggled  to  keep its 33 priso ns staffed

despite nearly  4,000 v acancies. O v ertim e co sts in

C alifo rn ia to pped  half a billio n  d o llars in  2006, w ith

15 percen t o f the co rrectio ns w o rkfo rce earn ing at

least $25,000 in  ov ertim e that y ear. Six  em ploy ees

ev en  earned  m o re than  the $212,179 annual salary

set aside fo r Gov. Arn o ld  Schw arzenegger.21

T he eco no m ic picture is so

d ire in  C alifo rn ia, w here a

budget deficit o f $14.5

billio n  is pred icted fo r the

co m ing fiscal y ear, that the

R epublican  gov erno r has

pro po sed releasing m o re than

22,100 inm ates befo re their

term s are up. Eligibility  w o u ld

be lim ited to  no nv io len t, no n -

serio us o ffenders, and  the

plan  ex cludes sex  o ffenders

and  tho se co nv icted o f 25

o ther specific crim es.

Gov erno r Schw arzenegger

say s the state w o u ld  sav e $1.1 billio n  thro ugh

h is pro po sal, bu t so  far it has receiv ed  a co o l

receptio n  fro m  bo th  parties in  the legislature.

Restitution, Child Support,
Tax Payments Lag

W hile o v ertim e an d  healthcare co sts sh o w  up

v iv id ly  in  bu dget d o cu m en ts, the natio n Õs reliance

o n  incarceratio n  fo r m any  lo w -risk  o ffen ders

in flicts eco n o m ic hardsh ip in  m any  o ther, less

o bv io us w ay s. If they  hav e a jo b at al l, priso ners

are ty pical ly  u nable to  earn  m o re than  a v ery  lo w

w age, m aking it u n likely  they  w ill pay  m uch , if

any th ing, in  ch ild  suppo rt, v ictim  restitu tio n  o r

tax es. N atio nal  statistics o n  such  im pacts are

scarce. Bu t a few  state-lev el repo rts d o cu m en t the

d ifference incarceratio n  can  m ake.

In  a 2001 stu d y , Massach usetts fo u n d  that m o re

than  th ree-quarters o f the stateÕs priso n  po pu latio n

had  paid  n o ne o f its m an dated  ch ild  suppo rt in  the

prev io us 12 m o n ths. D u ring the sam e tim efram e,

m o re than  tw o -th irds o f paro lees w ith  ch ild
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suppo rt o bligatio ns m anaged  to  m ake at least

partial  pay m en ts. O v eral l, the av erage priso ner

paid  o n ly  $206 o v er the prev io us y ear fo r

ch ild  suppo rt o bligatio ns, w h ile the av erage

am o u n t paid  by  paro lees w as $1,538Ñ m o re

than  sev en  tim es as m uch .22

In  Flo rida, m eanw h ile, statistics sh o w  that

o ffen ders u n der superv isio n  in  the co m m u n ity

m ake substan tial  restitu tio n  pay m en ts to

v ictim s. In  FY 2004-2005, o ne stu d y  sh o w ed ,

Flo rida pro batio ners paid  m o re than  $37.3

m illio n  in  restitu tio n  u n der m an dato ry

financial  o bligatio n  agreem en ts established  at

the o nset o f their superv isio n .23

Crowding Out Other
Priorities

Year by y ear, co rrectio ns bu dgets are

co nsu m ing an  ev er larger ch u nk o f state

general  fu n ds, leav ing less an d  less in  the po t

fo r o ther needs. C o llectiv ely , co rrectio nal

agencies n o w co nsu m e 6.8 percen t o f state

general  fu n ds, 2007 data sh o w .24 T hat m eans

o ne in  ev ery  15 d o llars in  the statesÕ m ain  po o l

o f d iscretio nary  m o ney  go es to  co rrectio ns.

C o nsidering al l  ty pes o f fu n ds, co rrectio ns had

the seco n d  fastest rate o f gro w th  in  FY 2006.

W ith  a 9.2 percen t ju m p, it trai led

transpo rtatio n  bu t o u tpaced  increases in

spen d ing o n  ed ucatio n  an d  Med icaid .25

So m e states spen d  an  ev en  larger pro po rtio n  o f

their bu dgets o n  co rrectio ns. O rego n , fo r

ex am ple, d irected  o ne in  ev ery  10 d o llars to

co rrectio ns, w h ile Flo rida an d  V erm o n t spen t

o ne in  11. Min neso ta an d  Alabam a are at the

o ther ex trem e, spen d ing less than  3 percen t o f
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SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officers, "State Expenditure Report" 
series; Percentage point increases are based on a reanalysis of data in this series.

NOTE: Michigan does not have a comparable figure because of the state’s general 
fund definition. See Jurisdictional Notes.
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their general  fu n d  d o llars o n  co rrectio ns. O v er

the past 20 y ears, co rrectio ns spen d ing to o k  up a

larger share o f o v eral l  general  fu n d  ex pen d itu res

in  42 states.

So m e po licy  m akers are questio n ing the w isd o m  o f

dev o ting an  increasingly  large slice o f the budget

pie to  incarceratio n , especially  w hen  recid iv ism

rates hav e rem ained  d isco uragingly  h igh. Are w e

getting o ur m o ney Õs w o rth? Is o ur inv estm en t in

th is sy stem  return ing su fficien t d iv idends fo r

v ictim s, tax pay ers and  so ciety  at large?

O n av erage, co rrectio ns is the fifth -largest state

budget catego ry, beh ind  health, elem en tary  and

seco ndary  educatio n , h igher educatio n  and

transpo rtatio n . Bu t nearly  all co rrectio ns d o llars

co m e fro m  the statesÕ o w n  co ffers; healthcare, by

co n trast, d raw s a m ajo rity  o f fund ing fro m  the

federal gov ernm en t, prim arily  thro ugh  Medicaid .

Fo r so m e public o fficials, that d istinctio n  h igh ligh ts

the effect o f co rrectio ns spend ing o n  o ther prio rities.

Pre-K, Higher Ed Funding Lags

H igher ed ucatio n  is o f particu lar co ncern . H igher

ed ucatio n  spen d ing acco u n ts fo r a ro ugh ly

co m parable po rtio n  o f state ex pen d itu res as

co rrectio ns, an d  o ther than  tu itio n  is paid  fo r

alm o st en tirely  o u t o f state rather than  federal

fu n ds. States d o n Õt necessarily  m ake ex plicit

ch o ices betw een  h igher ed ucatio n  an d  co rrectio ns

fu n d ing, bu t they  d o  hav e to  balance their bu dgets.

So , u n like the federal  go v ern m en t, a d o llar spen t in

o ne area is u nav ai lable fo r an o ther.

In  1987, states co llectiv ely  spen t $33 billio n  o f their

general  fu n ds o n  h igher ed ucatio n . By  2007, they

w ere spen d ing $72.88 billio n , an  increase o f 121

percen t. Ad justed

to  2007 d o llars, the

increase w as 21

percen t. O v er the

sam e tim efram e,

in flatio n -ad justed

co rrectio ns

spen d ing ro se 127

percen t, fro m  $10.6

billio n  ($19.4

billio n  in  2007

d o llars) to  m o re than  $44 billio n .

So m e regio nal d ifferences w ere m o re dram atic.

W h ile in flatio n -ad justed priso n  spend ing ro se 61

percen t in  the N o rtheast in  the last 20 y ears, h igher

educatio n  spend ing w en t the o ther w ay, d ro pping

by  5.5 percen t. In  the W est, m eanw h ile, the num ber

o f d o llars allo cated to  priso ns sky ro cketed by  205

percen t. At the sam e tim e, h igher educatio n

spend ing ro se just 28 percen t.

Public Safety Performance Project 15

SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officers, "State Expenditure 
Report" series; Inflation adjusted general fund figures are based on a 
reanalysis of data in this series.

OF BOOKS AND BARS
Between 1987 and 2007, the amount states spent on 
corrections more than doubled while the increase in higher 
education spending has been moderate. 

+21%

Higher 
education

Corrections

+127%

“If we don’t change the course
now,we will be building

prisons forever and everÑ
prisons we can’t afford.”

TX State Senator John Whitmir e
(D-Houston)

Chair, Senate Criminal Justice Committee
Austin-American Statesman

January 31, 2007



C o rrectio ns spen d ing also  co m petes w ith  the

fu n d ing m any  states w an t to  dev o te to  early

ch ild h o o d  ed ucatio n , o ne o f the m o st pro v en

crim e prev en tio n  strategies. R esearch  sh o w s that

atten d ing a h igh -qual ity  pre-k in dergarten

in fluences a ch ild Õs success bo th  in  sch o o l an d  in

life. O ne rigo ro us stu d y  that fo llo w ed  sev erely

d isad v an taged  ch ild ren  in to  ad u lth o o d  sh o w ed

that participatio n  in  pre-k in dergarten

dram atical ly  red uced  participatio n  in  ju v en ile

an d  ad u lt crim e, an d  increased  h igh  sch o o l

grad uatio n , em plo y m en t an d  earn ings, w ith  a

to tal  benefit-co st ratio  o f 16 to  1.26

Backed w ith  such  ev idence o f success, states hav e

substan tially  increased suppo rt fo r h igh-quality,

v o lun tary  pre-kindergarten. N ew  state pre-k

fund ing ex ceeded $525 m illio n  in  FY 2008, an

increase o f m o re than  12 percen t ov er FY07

ex pend itures, bringing to tal state inv estm en ts in

early  educatio n  acro ss the co un try  to  $4.8 billio n .27

Increasingly , state po licy  m akers are fin d ing that

a d o llar spen t fo r pre-k  classes n o w  can  fo restal l

m any m o re d o llars fo r priso n  beds d o w n  the

ro ad .
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MAKING DECISIONS 
WHERE TO SPEND
While states don’t necessarily choose between higher 
education and corrections, a dollar spent in one area is 
unavailable for another. 

SOURCE: Reanalysis of data presented in the National Association of State 
Budget Officers, "State Expenditure Report" series

Ratio of corrections to higher education 
spending, 2007

Vermont
Michigan

Oregon
Connecticut

Delaware
Massachusetts

Rhode Island
California

Pennsylvania
Montana
Colorado
Arizona
Alaska

Maryland
Wisconsin
New York

New Hampshire
Ohio

New Jersey
Missouri

Florida
Virginia

Idaho
Washington

Oklahoma
Texas

Illinois
Georgia

Maine
South Carolina

Louisiana
Arkansas

Nevada
South Dakota

Utah
Tennessee

Indiana
Kansas

Iowa
West Virginia

Kentucky
North Carolina

New Mexico
Hawaii

Mississippi
Nebraska

North Dakota
Wyoming
Alabama

Minnesota

Five states 
spent as much 
or more on 
corrections 
than they did 
on higher 
education

For every dollar 
spent on higher 
education, 
Minnesota 
spent 17 cents 
on corrections.

For every 
dollar spent on 
higher 
education, 
Georgia spent 
50 cents on 
corrections

For every 
dollar spent on 
higher 
education, 
Alaska spent 
77 cents on 
corrections

0.17

0.23

0.23

0.24

0.28
0.30
0.31
0.32

0.33

0.35
0.36
0.38

0.40
0.40

0.41
0.41

0.41

0.43

0.46
0.46

0.49

0.49

0.50
0.51

0.51
0.51

0.55
0.56

0.60

0.66

0.67
0.67

0.69

0.73

0.73
0.73

0.74

0.77
0.77

0.78

0.81
0.81

0.83

0.83

0.98
1.00

1.03
1.06

1.19
1.37

50-state average: 60 
cents spent on 
corrections for every 
dollar spent on higher 
education

“It’s not good public
policy to take all of these
taxpayer dollars at a very
tough time, and invest it

in the prison system when
we ought to be investing 

it in the things that are
going to transform the

economy, like education
and diversifying the

economy.”

MI Gov. Jennifer Granholm (D)
Associated Pr ess

December 12, 2007



The politics of crime fighting hav e

m ade m o st law m akers u n derstan dably

w ary  o f ad v o cating a d iv erse pu n ish m en t

strategy. T here are po liticians w h o  hav e seen  their

careers to rped o ed  by  o ppo nen ts w h o  used  a lo ne

v o te, o r ev en  a co m m en t, to  create a d readed  Òso ft-

o n -crim eÓ im age at electio n  tim e.

Sti l l, in  so m e states, po licy  m akers o n  bo th  sides o f

the aisle are fin d ing a safe path  th ro ugh  th is

m inefield . In  so m e cases, the so aring co sts o f

im priso n m en t hav e h in dered  spen d ing o n  o ther

v ital  pro gram s to  a degree that m any  fin d

unacceptible. At the sam e tim e, po lls sh o w  a sh ift in

public attitu des to w ard crim e, w h ich  has d ro pped

d o w n  the list o f issues o f m o st co ncern  to  v o ters.28

Taken  to gether, these facto rsÑ co upled  w ith  new

strategies that can  cu t recid iv ism  ratesÑ are fueling

a bipartisan  appetite fo r new  appro aches.

Fo rtu nately , public o fficials to day  en jo y  a pan o ply

o f o ptio ns as they  co nsider h o w  to  rein  in

ex pansio n  o f their priso n  po pu latio n  w h ile

m ain tain ing public safety . In deed , po licy  ch o icesÑ

m o re than  crim e rates, general  po pu latio n  gro w th

o r o ther facto rsÑ are w hat determ ine the n u m ber o f

peo ple beh in d  bars. Po licy  m akers largely  co n tro l

the lev ers that go v ern  w h o  go es in  an d  w hen  they

get o u t. In  sh o rt, they  co n tro l their o w n  fiscal

destiny .

So m e states alread y  hav e bro ken  aw ay  fro m  o ld ,

priso n -fits-al l  patterns to  create m o re d iv erse

co rrectio nal  sy stem s that are pro v ing m o re co st-

effectiv e an d  at least as effectiv e at prev en ting

o ffen ders fro m  retu rn ing to

crim e an d  d rugs. T hese

sy stem s ty pical ly  blen d

incarceratio n  fo r h igh -risk  an d

v io len t o ffen ders w ith  the

increased  use o f o ther

pu n ish m en ts fo r law breakers

gu ilty  o f less serio us crim es.

T h o se at the v anguard  inclu de

states w ith  lo ngstan d ing

repu tatio ns fo r to ugh

sen tencing. Tex as, w ith  the

seco n d  h ighest incarceratio n

rate in  the natio n , is o ne o f

them .

A New Path in Texas

Betw een  1985 an d  2005, the Tex as priso n

po pu latio n  ju m ped  300 percen t, fo rcing a v ast

ex pansio n  o f priso n  capacity . After inv esting $2.3

billio n  to  ad d  108,000 beds, Tex as d id n Õt get m uch

o f a breather. W ith in  less than  a decade, its priso ns

w ere teem ing an d  ex perts fo recast the arriv al  o f

an o ther 14,000-17,000 in m ates w ith in  fiv e y ears.

In  2007, legislato rs fro m  bo th  parties decided  it

w as tim e fo r a co u rse change. R ather than  spen d

$523 m illio n  o n  m o re priso n  cells, they  au th o rized

a v irtual  m akeo v er o f the co rrectio nal  sy stem .

Anch o ring their appro ach  w as a d ram atic

ex pansio n  o f d rug treatm en t an d  d iv ersio n  beds,

m any  o f them  in  secure facilities. Legislato rs also

appro v ed  bro ad  changes in  paro le practices an d
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Controlling Crime 
and Costs

“It’s far better for our
society if we can get
rid of the drug habit

than if they just serve
a short period of

incarceration and go
back to drugs after

they come out.”

TX State Rep. Jerry Madden
(R-Plano)  

Chair, House 
Corrections Committee



ex pan ded  d rug co u rts. In  al l, the refo rm s are

ex pected  to  sav e Tex as $210 m illio n  o v er the nex t

tw o  y earsÑ plus an  ad d itio nal  $233 m illio n  if the

recid iv ism  rate d ro ps an d  the state can  av o id

co n tingency  plans to  bu ild  th ree new  priso ns.29

ÒItÕs alw ay s been  safer po litical ly  to  bu ild  the nex t

priso n , rather than  sto p an d  see w hether thatÕs

real ly  the sm artest th ing to  d o ,Ó said  state Sen .

Jo h n  W h itm ire o f

H o usto n , chairm an  o f the

senateÕs crim inal  justice

co m m ittee. ÒBu t w eÕre at a

po in t w here I d o n Õt th ink

w e can  affo rd  to  d o  that

any m o re.Ó

At the start o f 2008, the

fu tu re lo o ked  pro m ising in

the Lo ne Star state. Fo r the

nex t fiv e y ears, new

pro jectio ns by the

Legislativ e Bu dget Bo ard

sh o w , the priso n  tren d  is a

flat l ine.

Managing Prison Admissions

As Tex as has fo u n d , tw o  principal  v ariables go v ern

the size o f the cro w d  o n  a stateÕs priso n  y ardsÑ the

n u m ber o f ad m issio ns an d  the length  o f tim e an

in m ate rem ains beh in d  bars. Ev en  the sm al lest

m o d ificatio ns can  y ield  a m arked  slo w d o w n Ñ o r

acceleratio n Ñ in  po pu latio n  gro w th .

At the fro n t en d  o f the pipeline, states are reaping

sav ings prim arily  th ro ugh  tw o  m aneu v ersÑ the

d iv ersio n  o f lo w er-risk  o ffen ders aw ay  fro m  priso n

in to  less-co stly  settings an d  the use o f a v ariety  o f

Òin term ed iateÓ sanctio ns fo r paro lees an d

pro batio ners w h o  v io late co n d itio ns o f their

release.

O ne co m m o n  target fo r d iv ersio n  is n o nv io len t

o ffen ders w ith  d rug ad d ictio ns o r m en tal  i l lnesses.

Since 2004, at least 13 states hav e ad o pted

legislatio n  creating o r ex pan d ing co m m u n ity

co rrectio ns o ptio ns fo r n o nv io len t o ffen ders,

inclu d ing d rug co u rts that co m bine the Òcarro tÓ o f

substance abuse treatm en t w ith  the ÒstickÓ o f

penalties fo r m issing treatm en t o r fai l ing a d rug

test.30

An o ther fo cus o f d iv ersio n  pro gram s is th o se w h o

hav e bro ken  the ru les o f their release o n  pro batio n

o r paro le. In  2005, paro le v io lato rs acco u n ted  fo r

m o re than  o ne-th ird  o f al l  priso n  ad m issio ns, the

federal  Bu reau  o f Justice Statistics repo rts.31

Sim ilarly , half the peo ple in  U .S. jai ls are there

because they  fai led  o n  pro batio n  in  the

co m m u n ity .

W h ile so m e v io lato rs are reincarcerated  fo r new

crim es, a sign ifican t n u m ber w in d  up back in

priso n  fo r so -cal led  Òtech n icalÓ v io latio nsÑ

transgressio ns such  as a fai led  d rug test o r m issed

appo in tm en t w ith  a superv iso ry  agen t. C al ifo rn ia

lo cks up m assiv e n u m bers o f v io lato rs, scram bling

to  acco m m o date them  in  a spraw ling, 171,444-

in m ate sy stem  so  cro w ded  that a th ree-ju dge panel

m ay  o rder a po pu latio n  red uctio n . A 2005 stu d y

sh o w ed  that m o re than  tw o -th irds o f paro lees in

the Go lden  State w ere retu rned  to  priso n  w ith in

th ree y ears o f release; o f th o se, 39 percen t w ere

d ue to  tech n ical  v io latio ns.32

V iew ing tech n ical  v io lato rs as a lesser th reat to

so ciety  than  o ther o ffen ders, states are increasingly

o pting to  pu n ish  them  w ith  co m m u n ity -based
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“For continued
funding, we have to
achieve that goal
statewide. The DOC
has announced to us
our funding will no
longer be based solely
on how many clients
we have, but on our
performance.”

Ken Moore, Director, 
Reno County (KS) 
Community Corrections
The Hutchinson News
January 19, 2008



sanctio ns. T hese inclu de a m ix  o f day  repo rting

cen ters, electro n ic m o n ito ring sy stem s, an d

co m m u n ity  serv ice. T h is strategy  m akes o ffen ders

pay  fo r their m issteps bu t keeps priso n  beds free

fo r m o re v io len t an d  ch ro n ic law breakers. An d , it

m akes it m o re likely  the v io lato rs w ill be able to

pay  v ictim  restitu tio n , ch ild  suppo rt an d  tax es. 

Kansas is am o ng the states giv ing th is appro ach  an

aggressiv e try . In  2006, Kansas faced  bleak fai lu re

rates am o ng o ffen ders, w ith  pro batio n  o r paro le

rev o catio ns acco u n ting fo r tw o -th irds o f priso n

ad m issio ns, an d  n ine o u t o f 10 o f th o se rev o catio ns

resu lting fro m  tech n ical  v io latio ns. Meanw h ile, the

state w as bracing fo r a 22 percen t increase in  its

incarcerated  po pu latio n  by  2016Ñ an d  a bill o f

nearly  $500 m illio n  fo r new  priso n  co nstructio n

an d  o peratio ns.

To gain  a sense o f public attitu des abo u t such

sign ifican t new  spen d ing, legislato rs co m m issio ned

a surv ey, w h ich  rev ealed  that m o st Kansans

fav o red  co m bin ing so m e co nstructio n  w ith

pro gram s to  help o ffen ders o n  pro batio n  succeed

an d  av o id  reincarceratio n . At the reco m m en datio n

o f a bipartisan  task fo rce, the Kansas Legislatu re

o ffered  gran ts to  co m m u n ity  co rrectio ns agencies

to  cu t rev o catio ns fo r th o se o n  paro le an d

pro batio n  by  20 percen t. Key  elem en ts o f the

strategy  inclu de tracking an d  m o n ito ring

rev o catio ns an d  creating gu idelines to  assist ju dges

an d  o fficers in  rev o catio n  decisio ns.33

ÒBy  h o ld ing in d iv id uals w h o  co m m itted  less

serio us crim es acco u n table fo r co m pleting

treatm en t an d  v o catio nal  pro gram s, w e w ill ensu re

w e hav e space in  o u r priso ns to  keep v io len t

o ffen ders beh in d  bars,Ó said  Go v . Kath leen

Sebelius, a v o cal  suppo rter o f her stateÕs d irectio n .

Adjusting
Length of Stay

T he o ther key  lev er states

can  pu ll to  tam e priso n

gro w th  is ad justing the

length  o f tim e inm ates

rem ain  beh ind  bars. In  so m e

states w ith  indeterm inate

sen tencing, such  as Tex as,

paro le boards are taking

pains to  ensure their paro le

gran t rates are m eeting the

m in im um  lev el m andated by

law . Ev en  a sm all tw eakÑ

such  as the 5 percen t

increase in  gran ts by  the

Tex as Board  o f Pard o ns and

Paro le betw een  2006 and  2007Ñ can  hav e an

appreciable th inn ing effect o n  the priso n  po pu latio n .

Mo re co m m o n ly , states are o pting to  use Òearned

tim e,Óo r cred its that sh o rten  an  in m ateÕs term , to

co n tro l the priso n  n u m bers. T y pical ly , o ffen ders

are o ffered  such  cred its if they  co m plete

rehabilitatio n  o r ed ucatio n  pro gram s, dem o nstrate

go o d  behav io r o r m eet so m e o ther bench m ark. In

ad d itio n  to  freeing up cell space, th is strategy  aids

w ardens an d  co rrectio nal  o fficers by  giv ing

in m ates an  incen tiv e to  behav e, an d  helps cu t

reo ffense rates by  increasing participatio n  in  risk-

red ucing pro gram s.

N ev ada is am o ng the states en jo y ing benefits fro m

th is appro ach . W ith  pro jectio ns fo r d ram atic priso n

gro w th  o v er the co m ing decade, N ev ada at the

start o f 2007 faced  a serio us fiscal  struggle that

th reatened  spen d ing o n  o ther key  go v ern m en t

serv ices. W ith  public safety  param o u n t, po licy

m akers decided  to  get creativ e. First, the legislatu re
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“Community release
programs that are

conducted under strict
guidelines and

conditions enhance
public safety because

offenders who re-enter
society under parole

supervision are far less
likely to re-offend than
those who are released
without the benefit of a

supervised release.”

CT Gov. Jodi Rell (R)
Press release

Januar y 27, 2008
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an d  ex ecu tiv e branch  agreed  to  ex pan d  earned

tim e cred its fo r priso ners, ex cept sex  o ffen ders an d

th o se co nv icted  o f v io len t crim es. In  passing AB

510, law m akers increased  the am o u n t o f go o d  tim e

an  in m ate co u ld  earn  fo r go o d  co n d uct an d

co m pletio n  o f ed ucatio n  an d  treatm en t pro gram s.

To ach iev e an  ad ded  po pu latio n  benefit, N ev ada

m ade the law  retro activ e to  priso ners sen tenced  as

lo ng ago  as 2000. 

So  far, the resu lts in  N ev ada hav e fu lfilled

ex pectatio ns, an d , after the bu m p upw ard  in  2007,

the priso n  po pu latio n  has begu n  a m o derate

decline. A co m m issio n  created  to  track im pacts o f

the refo rm s has fo u n d  n o  increases in  key

in d icato rs such  as crim e, arrests o r co u rt filings. 

CONTROLLING CRIME AND PRISON POPULATIONS: TWO LEVERS
States that want to protect public safety while slowing the growth of their prison populations can pull two basic 
policy levers: they can divert a greater number of low-risk offenders from prison; they can reduce the length of time 
that the lowest-risk offenders stay behind bars; and, of course, they can do some combination of the two. 

Both options require strong community corrections programs to ensure that offenders in the community remain crime- 
and drug-free.

NOTE: For a summary of recent and upcoming state activity on sentencing and corrections issues, see National Conference of State Legislatures, “State 
Sentencing and Corrections Legislation: 2007 Action, 2008 Outlook,” January 2008. www.ncsl.org/programs/cj/pewpublicsafety.htm.

REDUCE
PRISON

ADMISSIONS

REDUCE
LENGTH
OF STAY

Front-End:
Sentencing

and Diversion

Back-End:
Accountability
for Parole and

Probation
Violations

Release:
Risk

Reduction
Before

Reentry

Drug courts that break the cycle of crime and addiction with frequent 
drug tests, a continuum of treatment services and increasing penalties 
for violations.

Targeted penalty changes that steer selected low-risk offenders to 
community corrections programs or modify mandatory minimums.

Comprehensive sentencing guidelines that allow states to decide as a 
matter of policy which types of offenders should go to prison and which 
are appropriate for community corrections.

Intermediate sanctions such as day reporting centers for offenders 
who break the rules of their release, to ensure that each violation 
receives a swift, certain and proportionate response.

Short-te rm residential facilities for persistent rule violators with 
substance abuse problems.

Perfo rmance incentives that shorten terms of supervision for offenders 
who comply with their conditions and fulfill obligations such as victim 
restitution and child support.

Risk reduction credits that allow slightly earlier release for inmates 
who complete treatment and education programs designed to reduce 
recidivism.

Risk-based release instruments that use analysis of actual recidivism 
patterns to help releasing authorities decide who should remain behind 
bars and who is ready for release.

Sufficient program availability in prisons and the community so 
release isn’t delayed because inmates cannot complete requirements.



A Final Word

As a natio n , the U n ited States has lo ng anch o red  its

pun ishm en t po licy  in  bricks and  m o rtar. T he

tangible feel o f a jail o r priso n , w ith  its surefire

incapacitatio n  o f co nv icts, has been  an  unquestio ned

w eapo n  o f ch o ice in  o ur battle against crim e. R ecen t

stud ies sh o w , h o w ev er, that a co n tinual increase in

o ur reliance o n  incarceratio n  w ill pay  declin ing

d iv idends in  crim e prev en tio n . In  sh o rt, ex perts say,

ex pand ing priso ns w ill acco m plish  less and  co st

m o re than  it has in  the past.34

Meanw h ile, the breath taking rise in  co rrectio nal

co sts is triggering alarm  in  stateh o uses aro u n d  the

natio n . By  inev itably  red ucing the am o u n t o f tax

d o llars that are av ai lable fo r o ther v ital  needs,

relen tless priso n  gro w th  is d raw ing clo ser scru tiny

fro m  law m akers an d  the public. In  so m e states,

that scru tiny has ev o lv ed  in to  actio n , pro d ucing

enco u raging resu lts bo th  fo r public safety  an d

public spen d ing. T hese states are fin d ing that by

bro aden ing the m ix  o f sanctio ns in  their

co rrectio nal  to o l bo x , they  can  sav e m o ney  an d

sti l l  m ake law breakers pay .

T he natio nal inm ate co un t m arches o nw ard  and

upw ard , alm o st ex actly  as it w as pro jected  to  d o

last y ear. And  w ith  o ne in  100 adu lts lo o king o u t at

th is co un try  fro m  beh ind  an  ex pensiv e w all o f bars,

the po ten tial o f new  appro aches cann o t be ign o red .
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“Nebraska’s prison population is
projected to grow in the coming years,
and the concept we’ve embraced through
community corrections is that there are
better solutions to this challenge than to
simply build another maximum-security
prison.”

NE Gov. Dave Heineman (R)
Press release
February 12, 2007
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T h is repo rt estim ates the n u m ber o f priso ners

h o used  in  state an d  federal  co rrectio nal  facilities as

o f Jan uary  1, 2008. A separate estim ate w as m ade

fo r the n u m ber o f perso ns in  lo cal  jai l  facilities o n

that date. In  o rder to  calcu late the natio nal

incarceratio n  rate, w e also  estim ated  the ad u lt

residen t po pu latio n .

T he 2008 natio nal incarceratio n  rate in  th is repo rt is

no t co m parable to  the rates published fo r prio r y ears

by  the U .S. D epartm en t o f Justice, Bureau  o f Justice

Statistics (BJS), o r to  tho se issued last y ear by  the

Pew  Public Safety  Perfo rm ance Pro ject. T he

d ifference o ccurs because th is repo rt uses the adu lt

residen t po pu latio n  to  calcu late the incarceratio n  rate

fo r adu lts, w h ile the BJS incarceratio n  rates and  the

earlier Pew  repo rt are based o n  the to tal U .S.

po pu latio n , includ ing tho se under age 18.

State and Federal Prison
Population Estimate

In m aking the state an d  federal  priso ner

po pu latio n  estim ate, w e to o k  a tw o -pro nged

appro ach  to  o btain  the co u n t o f in m ates u n der the

ju risd ictio n  o f each  stateÕs D epartm en t o f

C o rrectio ns (D O C ) an d  the Federal  Bu reau  o f

Priso ns (FBO P) o n  Jan uary  1, 2008. 

T he first phase w as a tw o -page su rv ey  w h ich  the

Asso ciatio n  o f State C o rrectio nal  Ad m in istrato rs

(ASC A) sen t to  each  D O C  an d  the FBO P

requesting its to tal  ju risd ictio nal  co u n t as w ell as

certain  subpo pu latio ns (e.g., pretrial, sen tenced ,

m ales an d  fem ales, etc.) co m prising the to tal

ju risd ictio nal  co u n t. At the sam e tim e, the JFA

Institu te so ugh t to  o btain  each  departm en tÕs to tal

ju risd ictio nal  co u n t th ro ugh  a co m binatio n  o f

em ai ls an d  ph o ne cal ls to  each  D O C  an d  searches

o f the D O C  w ebsites fo r in m ate po pu latio n

statistics. T he o bjectiv e w as to  ensure that th ro ugh

tw o  o rgan izatio ns an d  tw o  m eth o ds w e w ere able

to  secure the m o st accurate co u n t fo r each  state

an d  the FBO P. W e inv estigated  an d  reco nciled  any

d ifferences in  the to tal  ju risd ictio nal  co u n ts, o ften

thro ugh  fo llo w -up em ails o r pho ne calls to  the states.

Fo r m any  D O C s, priso ners under their ju risd ictio n

are h o used  n o t o n ly  in  their o w n  priso n  facilities,

bu t also  in  facilities co n tro lled  by  o ther agencies

(i.e., lo cal jails, o ther statesÕ priso ns, federal priso ns,

and  priv ate priso ns). To  av o id  d o uble-co un ting, w e

specified  that the statesÕ respo nses sh o u ld  include

the inm ates under a D O C Õs ju risd ictio n  regard less

o f the inm atesÕ lo catio ns, and  ex clude any  inm ates

h o used  by  a D O C  w h o  are n o t under that D O C Õs

ju risd ictio n . As a hy po thetical ex am ple, Mississippi

w o u ld  ex clude inm ates they  are h o using in  their

priso ns fo r Tex as w h ile Tex as w o u ld  include its

priso ners h o used  in  Mississippi.

U n less o therw ise n o ted, fo r the Jan uary  1, 2008

in m ate po pu latio n  co u n t, w e u ti l ized  the to tal

ju risd ictio nal  co u n t that each  state D O C  pro v ided

This Bureau of 
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Adult Incarceration Rate Incarceration Rate
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o n  the ASC A su rv ey. Fo r the 2006 in m ate

po pu latio n  co u n t, w e u ti l ized  the D ecem ber 31,

2006 ju risd ictio nal  priso ner co u n t fro m  Table 1 o f

the Bureau  o f Justice StatisticsÕ ÒPriso ners in  2006Ó

repo rt. N o te that so m e states pro v ided  co u n ts o n

dates o ther than  Jan uary  1, 2008.

Many  states pro v ided  their to tal  ju risd ictio nal

co u n ts befo re perfo rm ing the data v erificatio n

pro cess they  w o u ld  n o rm al ly  u n dertake befo re

publish ing their o fficial  co u n ts. As a resu lt, the

in m ate figu res in  th is repo rt m ay  d iffer fro m  to tal

ju risd ictio nal  co u n ts subsequen tly  published . W e

ex pect any  such  d ifferences to  be m in o r. 

State-specific in fo rm atio n  abo u t the so u rce o f the

co u n ts an d  any ad d itio nal  ex planatio ns appear in

ÒJurisd ictio nal  N o tesÓ fo llo w ing th is sectio n . 

T he in m ate co u n t d o es n o t inclu de a sign ifican t

n u m ber o f in m ates held  in  facilities o ther than

federal  an d  state priso ns an d  lo cal  jai ls. It ex clu des

th o se in  custo d y  in  territo rial  priso ns, facilities

ad m in istered  by  U .S. Im m igratio n  an d  C usto m s

En fo rcem en t, m ilitary  facilities, jai ls in  In d ian

co u n try , an d  ju v en ile facilities. At y earen d  2006,

there w ere 126,230 in m ates in  custo d y  in  these

facilities, th ree-quarters o f them  ju v en iles,

acco rd ing to  the m o st recen t co u n t by  the Justice

D epartm en t. H o w ev er, the co u n t d o es inclu de

appro x im ately  8,500 ju v en iles in  jai ls o r priso ns.

Local Jail Population
Estimate

T h is estim ate takes in to  acco u n t peo ple w h o  are

incarcerated  in  lo cal  (co u n ty  an d  city ) jai ls.

T y pical ly  these in m ates are being held  pen d ing

trial  o r hav e been  sen tenced  to  less than  a y ear.

Since there are m o re than  3,000 lo cal  jai ls in  the

U n ited  States, it w as n o t feasible to  co n d uct a

co m plete natio nal  su rv ey . Instead , w e ex trapo lated

fro m  the m o st recen t natio nal  tren ds as repo rted

by  BJS, w h ich  d o es co n d uct an  an n ual  su rv ey

using a so ph isticated  sam pling m eth o d o lo gy .

Table 1 sh o w s the BJS jai l  po pu latio n  co u n ts fro m

its recen t su rv ey s. T here has been  co nsiderable

fluctuatio n  in  the rate o f gro w th  o v er the past six

y ears. T he av erage rate o f gro w th  has been  3.56

percen t, bu t the gro w th  rate slo w ed  co nsiderably

in  2006. 

To  help in fo rm  o u r estim ate, w e su rv ey ed  so m e o f

the natio n Õs largest jai l  sy stem s d u ring D ecem ber

2007. To gether these jai ls represen t 12 percen t o f

the natio n Õs jai l  po pu latio n . H ere w e see sign ifican t

fluctuatio n , w ith  an  o v eral l  increase o f o n ly  1

percen t since m id y ear 2004.

Since the BJS surv ey s represen t the po pu latio ns as

o f Ju ne 30, an d  giv en  that jai l  po pu latio ns hav e

sev ere seaso nal  fluctuatio ns, the D ecem ber 2007

jai l  co u n ts are n o t d irectly  co m parable to  the Ju ne

30 BJS co u n ts. Sti l l, th o se co u n ts o ffer so m e

ev idence that jai l  gro w th  m ay  in deed  hav e slo w ed .

So  using the av erage rate o f gro w th  since 2000

m ay  w ell o v er-estim ate the actual  jai l  po pu latio n .

Fo r these reaso ns w e decided  to  use the 2006

gro w th  rate o f 2.47 percen t. An  estim ate o f the

Jan uary  1, 2008 po pu latio n  m ust co v er the 18-

m o n th  perio d  begin n ing w ith  the last BJS repo rt,

fro m  m id -y ear 2006. So  w e m u ltiplied  the 2.47

percen t an n ual  rate by  a facto r o f 1.5 w h ich

pro d uces an  18-m o n th  gro w th  rate o f 3.7 percen t.

T h is pro d uced  an  estim ated  Jan uary  1, 2008 jai l

po pu latio n  o f 794,417. 
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Fo r pu rpo ses o f calcu lating the natio nal  ad u lt

incarceratio n  rate, state priso ners being held  in

lo cal  jai ls w ere backed  o u t o f the jai l  figu res to

av o id  d o uble-co u n ting. O u r su rv ey  o f the state

priso n  po pu latio n  inclu ded  iden tify ing the n u m ber

o f these lo cal ly -held  state in m ates. Based  o n  these

figu res, the u n d uplicated  co u n t o f jai l  in m ates o n

Jan uary  1, 2008 w as estim ated  at 723,131.

Jan uary  1, 2008 Lo cal  Jai l  Estim ate 794,417

State In m ates in  Lo cal  Jai ls (2008) -71,286

U n d uplicated  Lo cal  Jai l  Estim ate =  723,131

If the lo cal  jai l  po pu latio n  had  gro w n  by  21,397

few er in m ates than  w e estim ate, the natio nal  ad u lt

incarceratio n  rate w o u ld  be ex actly  1 in  100. T hat

w o u ld  resu lt in  an  an n ual  gro w th  rate o f 0.61% fo r

the 18 m o n ths en d ing o n  Jan uary  1, 2008. In  each

y ear since 2000, the jai l  gro w th  rate has been  at

least 2.5 tim es h igher than  that. If there w as n o

gro w th  in  the jai l  po pu latio n  betw een  m id -y ear

2006 an d  Jan uary  1, 2008, the natio nal  ad u lt

incarceratio n  rate w o u ld  be 1 in  100.3.

National Adult Population
Estimate

T here is n o t an  o fficial  U .S. C ensus co u n t o f the

natio n Õs ad u lt po pu latio n  (perso ns age 18 y ears

an d  o lder) fo r Jan uary  1, 2008. T he C ensus

Bureau  has issued  a to tal  natio nal  po pu latio n

estim ate fo r Ju ly  1, 2007, bu t at press tim e it had

n o t y et released  estim ates by  age.

Such  estim ates are av ai lable fro m  2000 to  2006. To

m ake o u r estim ate o f the Jan uary  1, 2008 ad u lt

po pu latio n  w e applied  the av erage an n ual  change

since 2000 to  the m o st recen t C ensus estim ate.

Specifical ly , w e calcu lated  the av erage an n ual
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Table 1: Estimate of Local Jail Grow th Rate

Year Jail Population % Change

2000 621,149

2001 631,240 1.62%

2002 665,475 5.42%

2003 691,301 3.88%

2004 713,990 3.28%

2005 747,529 4.70%

2006 766,010 2.47%

Average Change 2000-2006 3.56%

Jan. 2008 estimate 794,417 2.47% (annual)

3.70% (18-month)

Sources: 2000-2006 from Bureau of Justice Statistics, ÒPrison and Jail Inmates at
Mid-Y earÓ series, 2000-2006; Jan. 2008 estimate from JFA Institute

Table 2: U.S. Adult Resident Population Calculation

Population 18 Years 

Year and Over % Change

2000 209,851,322

2001 212,591,294 1.31%

2002 215,220,145 1.24%

2003 217,710,885 1.16%

2004 220,343,552 1.21%

2005 222,972,821 1.19%

2006 225,662,922 1.21%

Average Change 2000-2006 1.22%

Jan. 2008 estimate 229,786,080 1.22% (annual)

1.83% (18-month)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Annual Estimates of the Population by Selected
Age Groups and Sex for the United States: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2006; Jan.
2008 estimate from JF A Institute 
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percen tage change in  the census estim ates fo r the

po pu latio n  18 y ears an d  o v er fro m  Ju ly  1, 2000 to

Ju ly  1, 2006. To  pro ject fo rw ard  18 m o n ths fro m

the m o st recen t census estim ate, w e m u ltiplied  the

av erage an n ual  percen tage change fro m  2000 to

2006 (1.22%) by  1.5 an d  applied  that resu lt to  the

census estim ate fo r Ju ly  1, 2006 fo r the po pu latio n

18 y ears an d  o v er (Table 2). T h is y ields a Jan uary

1, 2008 ad u lt po pu latio n  estim ate o f 229,786,080.

Calculation of National
Incarceration Rate

T he actual priso ner co un ts and  estim ates abov e y ield

the fo llo w ing ov erall co m pu tatio n  o f the natio nÕs

adu lt incarceratio n  rate as o f January  1, 2008.

State incarceratio n  rates w ere n o t calcu lated  fo r th is

repo rt due to  the lack o f statew ide jail po pu latio n

co un ts o r a reliable m eth o d  to  estim ate them . 

Jail Po pu latio n  (estim ate, unduplicated) 723,131

Priso n  Po pu latio n  (state/federal co un t) + 1,596,127

To tal Inm ate Po pu latio n 2,319,258

Adu lt Po pu latio n  Estim ate =  229,786,080

Inm ates/Adu lts =  1 in  99.1 

(or 1,009 inmates per 100,000 adult residents)

Final ly , in m ate po pu latio ns w ere n o t ad justed  fo r

illegal  U .S. residen ts because such  residen ts are n o t

ex clu ded  fro m  the census co u n ts upo n  w h ich  o u r

ad u lt po pu latio n  estim ate is based .

Cost Estimates

State co rrectio ns spen d ing figu res in  th is repo rt are

fro m  the m o st recen t data av ai lable fro m  the

N atio nal  Asso ciatio n  o f State Bu dget O fficers

(N ASBO ). N ASBO  ex plains that its co rrectio ns

spen d ing to tals inclu de Òthe co sts to  bu ild  an d

o perate priso n  sy stem s an d  m ay  inclu de spen d ing

o n  ju v en ile justice pro gram s an d  alternativ es to

incarceratio n  such  as pro batio n  an d  paro le.Ó T here

is n o  cu rren t natio nal  data so u rce that tracks

spen d ing o n  priso ns alo ne. So m e states o perate

paro le an d  pro batio n  sy stem s in  ad d itio n  to  priso n

sy stem s, an d  these co sts w o u ld  be inclu ded  in  the

figu res. In  m any  o ther states, pro batio n  o r ju v en ile

sy stem s o perate at the co u n ty  lev el o r w ith in  the

ju d iciary , so  these co sts w o u ld  n o t be inclu ded  in

the state to tals. In  ad d itio n , jai ls an d  o ther

co rrectio nal  pro gram s o perated  by  lo cal

ju risd ictio ns are n o t inclu ded  in  the figu res, w h ich

reflect spen d ing by state go v ern m en ts.



Jurisdictional Notes
U n less n o ted  belo w , fo r the Jan uary  1, 2008 in m ate po pu latio n  co u n t w e used  the to tal  ju risd ictio nal  co u n t

that each  state D O C  pro v ided  o n  the su rv ey  co n d ucted  fo r the Public Safety  Perfo rm ance Pro ject by  the

Asso ciatio n  o f State C o rrectio nal  Ad m in istrato rs (ASC A). Fo r the D ecem ber 31, 2006 co u n t w e used  the

D ecem ber 31, 2006 ju risd ictio nal  priso ner co u n t fro m  Table 1 o f the Bureau  o f Justice StatisticsÕ

ÒPriso ners in  2006Ó repo rt.

State Notes
Alabam a Alabam aÕs 2008 co u n t is the to tal  ju risd ictio nal  po pu latio n  o n  12/31/2007 sh o w n  in  the Alabam a

D O C Õs D ecem ber 2007 Mo n th ly  R epo rt an d  repo rted  by  ph o ne to  the JFA Institu te.

Alaska AlaskaÕs 2008 co u n t w as repo rted  by  ph o ne to  the JFA Institu te.

Arkansas ArkansasÕ co u n t ex clu des abo u t 1,500 in m ates u n der the ju risd ictio n  o f the D epartm en t o f
C o m m u n ity  C o rrectio n .

C al ifo rn ia C al ifo rn iaÕs 2008 co u n t is fro m  12/31/2007.

D istrict o f C o lu m bia T he D istrict o f C o lu m bia is n o t inclu ded  as a separate ju risd ictio n  in  th is repo rt. D .C . priso ners
w ere transferred  to  federal  custo d y  in  2001.

Federal Bureau  o f Priso ns T he BO P repo rted  its to tal  as 199,342, w h ich  inclu ded  189 ju v en iles an d  164 lo ng term  bo arders.
T hese po pu latio ns w ere n o t co u n ted  in  th is su rv ey , resu lting in  a co m parable to tal  o f 198,989.

Flo rida Flo ridaÕs 2008 co u n t is fro m  12/31/07.

Geo rgia Geo rgiaÕs 2008 co u n t represen ts the po pu latio n  in  o r aw aiting D O C  priso n  beds o n  12/28/2007,
an d  ex clu des o ffen ders in  o r aw aiting beds in  residen tial  pro batio n  facilities (5,287).

Illin o is Illin o isÕ 2008 co u n t is fro m  2/8/08.

In d iana O ne co m po nen t o f In d ianaÕs 2008 co u n t (state in m ates in  lo cal  jai ls) is fro m  12/28/07; the
rem ain ing co u n ts are fro m  1/1/08. 

Io w a Io w aÕs 2008 co u n t inclu des in m ates aw aiting trial  fo r civ il co m m itm en t as sex  o ffen ders (9). It also
inclu des detainees held  fo r federal  pretrial  (abo u t 116), a po rtio n  o f w h o m  are also  serv ing Io w a
priso n  sen tences.

Mich igan Mich igan Õs figu re fo r co rrectio ns share o f general  fu n d  spen d ing is n o t co m parable w ith  o ther
states. In  1994, Mich igan  separated  its K-12 ed ucatio n  sy stem  in to  a d ifferen t fu n d . T he resu lting
general  fu n d  w as sign ifican tly  sm al ler, an d  th us ex pen d itu res fo r co rrectio ns an d  al l  o ther state
agencies acco u n t fo r a m uch  greater po rtio n  o f it. C alcu latio ns that w o u ld  m ake Mich igan Õs
spen d ing patterns co m parable w ith  o ther states w ere n o t av ai lable.

Min neso ta Min neso ta subm itted  in m ate po pu latio n  co u n ts fo r Ju ly  1, 2007; m o re recen t figu res w ere n o t
av ai lable.

Mississippi MississippiÕs 1/1/08 co u n t inclu des o ffen ders pen d ing file rev iew  (111) an d  o u t o n  co u rt o rder
(272).

N ew  H am psh ire N ew  H am psh ireÕs 2008 co u n t inclu des in m ates assigned  to  Ad m in istrativ e H o m e C o n finem en t
(electro n ic m o n ito ring).

O klah o m a O klah o m aÕs 2008 co u n t is fro m  12/31/2007. N u m bers inclu de in m ates sen tenced  in  o ther states bu t
lo cated  in  either a state o r co n tract facility  u n der the O klah o m a D O C  ju risd ictio n  (abo u t 69).

R h o de Islan d R h o de Islan d Õs 2006 co u n t is based  o n  the to tal  po pu latio n  co u n t o n  12/31/06 fro m  R h o de Islan d
D epartm en t o f C o rrectio ns, n o t o n  the BJS 2006 co u n t.

Tex as Tex asÕ 2008 co u n t sh o w s the 12/31/07 to tal  po pu latio n  co u n t that is equ iv alen t to  the 2006 BJS
co u n t, as pro v ided  by  the Legislativ e Bu dget Bo ard  to  the Public Safety  Perfo rm ance Pro ject. T h is
co u n t inclu des in m ates that Tex as d o es n o t co nsider in  its co u n ting defin itio n  as being part o f its
priso n , state jai l  an d  treatm en t institu tio ns. Fo r ex am ple, BJS inclu ded  in  its D ecem ber 2006 co u n t
o v er 13,000 in m ates in  co u n ty  jai ls sen tenced  as felo ns o r paro le v io lato rs aw aiting a hearing.
T D C J co nsiders these in m ates as being u n der the ju risd ictio n  o f lo cal  jai l  au th o rities.
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Appendices

TABLE A-1 State, Regional and National Prison Counts

Prison Population 12/31/06 Prison Population 1/1/08 # Change % Change
U.S. Total 1,570,644 1,596,127 25,483 1.6%
Federal 193,046 198,989 5,943 3.1%
State 1,377,598 1,397,138 19,540 1.4%
Northeast 177,600 178,692 1,092 0.6%
Connecticut 20,566 20,784 218 1.1%
Maine 2,120 2,144 24 1.1%
Massachusetts 11,032 11,364 332 3.0%
New Hampshire 2,805 2,991 186 6.6%
New Jersey 27,371 26,822 -549 -2.0%
New York 63,315 62,620 -695 -1.1%
Pennsylvania 44,397 46,028 1,631 3.7%
Rhode Island 3,779 3,807 28 0.7%
Vermont 2,215 2,132 -83 -3.7%
Midwest 261,466 262,586 1,120 0.4%
Illinois 45,106 45,305 199 0.4%
Indiana 26,091 26,249 158 0.6%
Iowa 8,875 9,419 544 6.1%
Kansas 8,816 8,756 -60 -0.7%
Michigan 51,577 50,326 -1,251 -2.4%
Minnesota 9,108 9,573 465 5.1%
Missouri 30,167 30,324 157 0.5%
Nebraska 4,407 4,472 65 1.5%
North Dakota 1,363 1,440 77 5.6%
Ohio 49,166 50,730 1,564 3.2%
South Dakota 3,359 3,302 -57 -1.7%
Wisconsin 23,431 22,690 -741 -3.2%
South 623,563 641,024 17,461 2.8%
Alabama 28,241 29,412 1,171 4.1%
Arkansas 13,729 14,314 585 4.3%
Delaware 7,206 7,081 -125 -1.7%
Florida 92,969 97,416 4,447 4.8%
Georgia 52,792 55,205 2,413 4.6%
Kentucky 20,000 22,402 2,402 12.0%
Louisiana 37,012 37,718 706 1.9%
Mar yland 22,945 23,342 397 1.7%
Mississippi 21,068 22,335 1,267 6.0%
Nor th Car olina 37,460 38,425 965 2.6%
Oklahoma 26,243 25,918 -325 -1.2%
South Car olina 23,616 24,217 601 2.5%
Tennessee 25,745 26,838 1,093 4.2%
Texas 172,116 171,790 -326 -0.2%
Virginia 36,688 38,555 1,867 5.1%
West Virginia 5,733 6,056 323 5.6%
West 314,969 314,836 -133 0.0%
Alaska 5,069 5,306 237 4.7%
Arizona 35,892 37,800 1,908 5.3%
California 175,512 171,444 -4,068 -2.3%
Colorado 22,481 22,841 360 1.6%
Hawaii 5,967 6,036 69 1.2%
Idaho 7,124 7,319 195 2.7%
Montana 3,572 3,431 -141 -3.9%
Nevada 12,901 13,552 651 5.0%
New Mexico 6,639 6,540 -99 -1.5%
Oregon 13,707 13,855 148 1.1%
Utah 6,430 6,533 103 1.6%
Washington 17,561 18,126 565 3.2%
Wyoming 2,114 2,053 -61 -2.9%

Sources: 2006
figures - 12/31/06
Bureau of Justice
Statistics
Jurisdictional
Count of Prisoners

2008 figures -
1/1/2008 Public
Safety
Performance
Project
Jurisdictional 
Count of Prisoners

Notes: Change is
from 12/31/06 to
1/1/08 unless
otherwise
explained in
"Jurisdictional
Notes"

Many states have
not completed
their data
verification
process. Final
published figur es
may differ slightly.

The District of
Columbia is not
included. D.C.
prisoners were
transferred to
federal custody in
2001.



One in 100: Behind Bars in America 200830

TABLE A-2 State Corrections Spending, FY 2007

General Fund Percent of
(in millions) General Fund

State total $44,062 6.8%

Northeast $8,010 5.2%

Connecticut $661 4.4%

Maine $122 4.1%

Massachusetts $1,139 5.1%

New Hampshire $92 6.6%

New Jersey $1,468 4.9%

New York $2,622 5.1%

Pennsylvania $1,638 6.2%

Rhode Island $157 4.9%

Vermont $111 9.3%

Midwest $8,443 6.9%

Illinois $1,125 5.2%

Indiana $649 5.3%

Iowa $313 5.9%

Kansas $312 5.6%

Michigan* $2,063 22.6%

Minnesota $438 2.7%

Missouri $586 7.4%

Nebraska $172 5.2%

Nor th Dakota $55 5.3%

Ohio $1,766 7.0%

South Dakota $74 7.0%

Wisconsin $890 6.7%

South $14,182 6.8%

Alabama $388 2.6%

Arkansas $314 7.7%

Delaware $240 7.1%

Florida $2,719 9.3%

Georgia $998 5.4%

Kentucky $454 5.2%

Louisiana $552 7.5%

Maryland $1,084 7.6%

Mississippi $227 5.4%

North Carolina $1,083 5.7%

Oklahoma $461 7.8%

South Car olina $444 6.7%

Tennessee $619 5.6%

Texas $3,292 8.6%

Virginia $1,136 6.7%

West Virginia $171 4.6%

West $13,427 7.9%

Alaska $227 5.3%

Arizona $895 8.5%

California $8,795 8.6%

Colorado $599 8.8%

Hawaii $205 3.8%

Idaho $179 6.9%

Montana $142 8.3%

Nevada $222 6.4%

New Mexico $241 4.2%

Oregon $684 10.9%

Utah $324 6.9%

Washington $832 5.9%

Wyoming $82 4.0%

Source: National Association of State
Budget Officers, State Expenditure Report
FY 2006. FY 2007 NASBO figures are
estimates.

Notes: MichiganÕ s percentage is not
comparable with other states. See
Jurisdiction Notes for additional detail
about MichiganÕs figure.

The District of Columbia is not included.
D.C. prisoners wer e transfer red to federal
custody in 2001.
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TABLE A-3 State Spending on Corrections and Higher
Education, FY 1987-2007

State General Fund Ratio of Corrections Ratio of Corrections Change in Ratio,
Higher Education to Higher Education to Higher Education FY 1987-2007

Spending, General Fund General Fund
FY 2007 (in millions) Spending, FY 2007 Spending, FY 1987

State total $72,888 0.60 0.32 0.28
Northeast $10,253 0.78 0.46 0.32
Connecticut $644 1.03 0.35 0.68
Maine $247 0.49 0.31 0.18
Massachusetts $1,160 0.98 0.30 0.68
New Hampshire $126 0.73 0.29 0.44
New Jersey $2,204 0.67 0.49 0.18
New York $3,587 0.73 0.61 0.12
Pennsylvania $2,015 0.81 0.20 0.61
Rhode Island $189 0.83 0.32 0.51
Vermont $81 1.37 0.37 1.00
Midwest $15,377 0.55 0.25 0.30
Illinois $2,209 0.51 0.30 0.21
Indiana $1,610 0.40 0.24 0.16
Iowa $827 0.38 0.16 0.22
Kansas $785 0.40 0.23 0.17
Michigan $1,728 1.19 0.38 0.81
Minnesota $2,558 0.17 0.09 0.08
Missouri $880 0.67 0.25 0.42
Nebraska $604 0.28 0.16 0.13
North Dakota $229 0.24 0.08 0.16
Ohio $2,551 0.69 0.28 0.41
South Dakota $182 0.41 0.16 0.25
Wisconsin $1,214 0.73 0.20 0.54
South $28,874 0.49 0.32 0.17
Alabama $1,712 0.23 0.25 -0.03
Arkansas $683 0.46 0.14 0.32
Delaware $239 1.00 0.45 0.56
Florida $4,110 0.66 0.34 0.32
Georgia $1,979 0.50 0.28 0.22
Kentucky $1,281 0.35 0.21 0.14
Louisiana $1,193 0.46 0.41 0.05
Maryland $1,456 0.74 0.71 0.03
Mississippi $760 0.30 0.20 0.10
North Carolina $3,310 0.33 0.19 0.14
Oklahoma $897 0.51 0.27 0.25
South Car olina $911 0.49 0.35 0.14
Tennessee $1,527 0.41 0.36 0.04
Texas $6,444 0.51 0.17 0.34
Virginia $1,903 0.60 0.79 -0.19
West Virginia $469 0.36 0.11 0.26
West $18,623 0.72 0.30 0.42
Alaska $296 0.77 0.48 0.29
Arizona $1,158 0.77 0.39 0.38
California $10,652 0.83 0.32 0.51
Colorado $764 0.78 0.18 0.60
Hawaii $666 0.31 0.23 0.08
Idaho $322 0.56 0.19 0.37
Montana $175 0.81 0.29 0.52
Nevada $513 0.43 0.44 0.00
New Mexico $762 0.32 0.29 0.03
Oregon $648 1.06 0.34 0.71
Utah $799 0.41 0.23 0.17
Washington $1,507 0.55 0.23 0.32
Wyoming $361 0.23 0.13 0.10

Source: Data and
reanalysis of data
from National
Association of
State Budget
Officers, State
Expenditure
Reports. FY 2007
NASBO figures are
estimates.

Notes: The District
of Columbia is not
included. D.C.
prisoners were
transferred to
federal custody in
2001.

For every
dollar Ohio
spent on
higher
education, 
it spent 69
cents on
corrections.



TABLE A-4 National Corrections and Higher Education
Spending Trends, FY 1987-2007

Corrections as State General State General Ratio of Corrections National
Percent of All Fund Corrections Fund Higher to Higher Education Prison
State General Spending Education Spending General Fund Population

Fund Spending (in millions) (in millions) Spending
2007 6.8% $44,062 $72,888 0.60 1,596,127

2006 6.8% $40,661 $67,792 0.60 1,570,861

2005 7.2% $38,755 $63,202 0.61 1,527,929

2004 7.0% $35,744 $59,819 0.60 1,496,629

2003 7.2% $35,285 $61,638 0.57 1,468,601

2002 6.9% $34,364 $61,784 0.56 1,440,144

2001 6.9% $33,571 $62,079 0.54 1,404,032

2000 7.1% $32,195 $58,119 0.55 1,391,261

1999 7.1% $29,733 $52,470 0.57 1,363,701

1998 5.9% $27,021 $51,461 0.53 1,299,096

1997 6.8% $25,440 $48,352 0.53 1,240,659

1996 4.3% $24,847 $46,279 0.54 1,181,919

1995 4.4% $23,251 $44,588 0.52 1,125,874

1994 3.9% $20,062 $41,812 0.48 1,054,702

1993 3.5% $17,547 $40,137 0.44 969,301

1992 5.6% $16,504 $39,567 0.42 882,500

1991 5.7% $15,890 $39,267 0.40 825,559

1990 5.5% $14,453 $38,729 0.37 773,919

1989 5.3% $12,887 $36,919 0.35 712,364

1988 6.9% $11,744 $35,108 0.33 627,600

1987 5.0% $10,619 $33,026 0.32 585,084

SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officers, "State Expenditure Report" 
series; Inflation adjusted general fund figures are based on a reanalysis of data in 
this series.
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In 1987, for every 
dollar spent on 
higher education, 
32 cents was spent 
on corrections ...

General fund spending on corrections 
vs. general fund spending on higher 
education

... while in 2007, for 
every dollar spent on 
higher education, 60 
cents was spent on 

corrections.

Sources: Spending
data is from

National
Association of

State Budget
Officers, State

Expenditure
Reports or

reanalysis thereof.
FY 2007 NASBO

figures are
estimates.

Note: 1987-2006
prison populations

from Bureau of
Justice Statistics

2007 prison
population from

this r epor t (as of
1/1/08 for most

states)
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TABLE A-5 State Employees in Corrections Workforce, 2006

(by Region)

State total 11.0%
Northeast 10.2%
Connecticut 12.6%
Maine 6.1%
Massachusetts 7.1%
New Hampshire 7.1%
New Jersey 6.5%
New York 13.6%
Pennsylvania 10.9%
Rhode Island 8.2%
Vermont 8.3%
Midwest 10.3%
Illinois 10.3%
Indiana 8.3%
Iowa 6.0%
Kansas 8.5%
Michigan 12.8%
Minnesota 5.2%
Missouri 13.9%
Nebraska 8.6%
North Dakota 3.8%
Ohio 11.8%
South Dakota 6.3%
Wisconsin 14.0%
South 12.1%
Alabama 5.7%
Arkansas 8.5%
Delaware 11.0%
Florida 15.1%
Georgia 15.9%
Kentucky 5.2%
Louisiana 8.7%
Mar yland 13.1%
Mississippi 6.4%
North Carolina 15.0%
Oklahoma 8.4%
South Carolina 9.9%
Tennessee 8.8%
Texas 16.9%
Virginia 11.7%
West V irginia 8.7%
West 10.3%
Alaska 6.9%
Arizona 14.5%
California 12.8%
Colorado 9.7%
Hawaii 4.2%
Idaho 8.4%
Montana 6.3%
Nevada 13.5%
New Mexico 7.8%
Oregon 8.8%
Utah 6.5%
Washington 7.7%
Wyoming 7.4%

(by Percent)

State total 11.0%
Texas 16.9%
Georgia 15.9%
Florida 15.1%
North Carolina 15.0%
Arizona 14.5%
Wisconsin 14.0%
Missouri 13.9%
New York 13.6%
Nevada 13.5%
Maryland 13.1%
California 12.8%
Michigan 12.8%
Connecticut 12.6%
Ohio 11.8%
Virginia 11.7%
Delaware 11.0%
Pennsylvania 10.9%
Illinois 10.3%
South Carolina 9.9%
Colorado 9.7%
Tennessee 8.8%
Oregon 8.8%
Louisiana 8.7%
West V irginia 8.7%
Nebraska 8.6%
Kansas 8.5%
Arkansas 8.5%
Idaho 8.4%
Oklahoma 8.4%
Vermont 8.3%
Indiana 8.3%
Rhode Island 8.2%
New Mexico 7.8%
Washington 7.7%
Wyoming 7.4%
Massachusetts 7.1%
New Hampshire 7.1%
Alaska 6.9%
New Jersey 6.5%
Utah 6.5%
Mississippi 6.4%
Montana 6.3%
South Dakota 6.3%
Maine 6.1%
Iowa 6.0%
Alabama 5.7%
Minnesota 5.2%
Kentucky 5.2%
Hawaii 4.2%
North Dakota 3.8%

Source: Reanalysis of U.S.
Census Bureau, State
Government Employment and
Payroll data
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TABLE A-6

1 in X: Incarceration Rates by Sex, Race/Ethnicity, Age & State

All Men Women
All White Black Hispanic All White Black Hispanic All White Black Hispanic

All ages 133 245 41 96 72 136 21 54 746 1064 279 658

18+ 102 194 29 64 54 106 15 36 580 859 203 436

18-19 101 191 36 85 57 107 19 47 833 1235 382 571

20-24 53 103 17 41 30 60 9 24 345 453 157 289

25-29 53 104 17 43 30 59 9 26 333 443 140 328

30-34 54 92 17 47 30 53 9 27 270 343 108 300

35-39 63 104 19 55 36 61 10 32 265 355 100 297

40-44 76 124 24 66 43 71 13 38 352 500 125 358

45-54 153 266 45 101 83 148 23 55 893 1333 307 709

55+ 837 1249 264 383 391 588 115 184 8333 11111 3571 3846

Source: All data
are from BJS,

ÒPrison and Jail
Inmates at

Midyear 2006,Ó or
reanalysis thereof. 

Inmates per 
100,000 
residents

Lowest fifth
Second lowest
Middle fifth
Second highest
Highest fifth

Ind.
637

N.Y.
482Wisc.

653
S.D.
622

Utah
466

Ore.
531

N.C.
620

Ga.
1,021

Fla.
835

Tenn.
732

W. Va.
443

N.H.
319

R.I.
313

Mass.
356

Conn.
544

N.J.
532

Del.
820

Pa.
607

Texas
976

Iowa
412Neb.

421

Wy.
690

Idaho
784

Calif.
682

Ariz.
808

Minn.
300

Maine
273

(lowest)

Md.
636

Va.
759

Ohio
559

Mich.
663

N.D.
359

Mont.
526

S.C.
830

Ky.
720

Miss.
955

Colo.
728

Alaska
705

Hawaii
447

Nev.
756

Wash.
465

Ala.
890

Ark.
673

N.M.
782

Mo.
715

Ill.
507

La.
1,138

(highest)

Okla.
919

Kan.
582

Vt.
317

SOURCE: Bureau of Justice Statistics,
“Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2005”

STATE INCARCERATION RATES, 2005, BY QUINTILE

For example, this cell
indicates that 1 in every 115
black males 55 years or
older was behind bars on
June 30, 2006.
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TABLE A-7

SOURCE: International Centre for Prison Studies at King's College, London, ÒWorld Prison Brief.Ó Data downloaded January 2008.

NOTE: Rates are for total number of residents, not just adults. Figures in this chart may not align with others due to differences in counting methods.

Numbers in parentheses are 
total number of inmates.

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS
The U.S. inmate population compared to the 36 largest European inmate populations (years vary). 

36 countries
1,842,115

United States
2,245,189

US

Russian Fed.

Belarus

Georgia

Ukraine

Estonia

Latvia

Rep. of Moldova

Poland

Lithuania

Azerbaijan

Czech Republic

Hunga ry

Slovakia

Romania

England & Wales

Bulgaria

Spain

Scotland

Albania

Netherlands

Portugal

Serbia

Turkey

Austria

Armenia

Germany

Croatia

Greece

Belgium

France

Sweden

Switzerland

Norway

Finland

Italy

Denmark

Inmates per 100,000 residents Total inmates

Total resident populations

United States 299.4 million

36 countries 802.4 million

750 (2,245,189)

628 (889,598)

426 (41,538)

401 (18,138)

345 (160,046)

333 (4,463)

292 (6,676)

247 (8,876)

236 (89,805)

235 (7,983)

202 (16,969)

186 (19,145)

156 (15,720)

155 (8,380)

150 (32,292)

148 (80,229)

148 (11,436)

147 (66,129)

142 (7,261)

136 (4,300)

128 (21,013)

120 (12,803)

117 (8,600)

112 (82,742)

108 8,991)

104 (3,342)

93 (76,629)

93 (4,127)

91 (10,113)

91 (9,597)

85 (52,009)

79 (7,175)

79 (5,888)

75 (3,533)

68 (3,595)

67 (39,348)

67 (3,626)
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