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The future of Corrections 

Hi,

This is an interesting research project! Let’s take a closer look through discussion and example, which you can draw on for your final copy.  I also attached two supporting articles, and other links for you to consider below.  

1. Discuss the future of corrections as you see it? An option to consider may be: Will corrections become more community oriented and demand that offenders repay victims more often? 
2. Will corrections become more dependent on incarceration as people tire of crime and spending money on alternative programs? 
3. What about mandatory sentences? Will they become harsher, or less restrictive to allow judges more latitude? 
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1. Discuss the future of corrections as you see it? An option to consider may be: Will corrections become more community oriented and demand that offenders repay victims more often? 


How do you see the future of corrections? Do you see a slow move toward community policing and restorative justice principles (repay victim versus repay society for crime)? Would you like to argue that corrections will become more community oriented and demand offenders repay victims more often? 

Or, would you rather position yourself along the second premise made in #2, and argue that corrections will become more dependent on incarceration as people tire of crime and spending money on alternative programs (and don’t seem to be working according to the crime statistics)? 

Or, would be prefer to argue that both trends will occur.  Although corrections might become more community oriented and demand that offenders repay victims more often, it will also become more dependent on incarceration for certain crimes where alternative programs have proven not to work (i.e., pedophiles, etc.).  In fact, Canada just passed into law that a pedophile offender convicted of three offences against children, will then remain behind bars indefinitely (perhaps for life). This decision is based on public outrage and crime statistics that show that most pedophiles re-offend. However, community policing is also taking hold, for example, in Saskatoon, which has yet to be researched to know the efficacy and benefits. 

In the attached article, it argues that community policing began around 1994 with the increase in street crime, but that the policing of 21st century will be more technology based using tactics and force (see p. 4, under heading ‘Changes in the next Five years’). It is also argues that in the future public policing will be customized to the individual (Tom Blocker).  Likewise, policing styles will change from neighborhood to neighborhood depending on the threat and the needs of the people (Tom Blocker) (p. 5).  Better technology, better educated and trained officers and leaders, and better community ties were seen by most as the most significant promises in future policing. See section “The Promises of the Future” (p.6, attached article) for further discussion. 

For other information on Community Corrections see http://nicic.org/Downloads/PDF/Library/period285.pdf. 

See http://www.nicic.org/Library/period285  for other articles. 

2. Will corrections become more dependent on incarceration as people tire of crime and spending money on alternative programs? 


The public and legal officials are indeed tired on the more violent or chronic offenders, evidenced in the changes made to the North Carolina law, for example, (structured sentencing). Therefore, corrections might be more and more dependent on incarceration for these more violent crimes (by chronic offenders) to avoid these chronic offenders getting out via alternative programs and again commit horrendous and violent crimes (as evidenced by crime statistics). However, the reverse seems to be true for non-violent crimes, with a steady increase in the use of intermediate and community corrections.  For example, as a result of recent changes in sentencing laws, more violent and chronic offenders will be admitted to prison (North Carolina).  It has also resulted in lesser crimes resulting in intermediate or community punishments (p. 20, http://crrp41.doc.state.nc.us/docs/pubdocs/0003979.PDF). Also due to the sentencing changes, there was an expected 90% decrease in paroles, meaning that corrections are keeping the offenders incarcerated (versus the alternative program of parole). This trend is expected to continue to 2020 (see full report at http://crrp41.doc.state.nc.us/docs/pubdocs/0003979.PDF). 

See some interesting future scenarios starting on p. 23, http://crrp41.doc.state.nc.us/docs/pubdocs/0003979.PDF.

See http://www.ncsconline.org/WC/Publications/Trends/2006/DocManBiometricsTrends2006.pdf. 

3. What about mandatory sentences? Will they become harsher, or less restrictive to allow judges more latitude?

Some argue that there is a steady trend toward making a distinction between violent and nonviolent crimes (drugs), with sentences becoming harsher for the violent and chronic offender as discussed briefly above (http://72.14.203.104/search?q=cache:NjGpkPMrtIAJ:www.truman.missouri.edu/uploads/Publications/MLA%252002-2002.pdf+future+trends+in+corrections+means+stiffer+penalties&hl=en&gl=ca&ct=clnk&cd=2). 

Presently, there are mandatory minimum sentences in place to avoid any large disparity across offenders for the same offense.  The mandatory minimum sentences are already moving toward being harsher for certain violent crimes against for example child (chronic pedophiles) and state (terrorists).  However, for the non-violent crimes that judges will perhaps be given more latitude in the sentencing process. At the same time that Congress became active in promoting a nationwide movement toward a structured sentencing system devised by an expert body—the U.S. Sentencing Commission (“Commission”)—it also embarked on a protracted period in which it took it upon itself to adopt significantly harsher punishments for a wide variety of offenses (Blakely and Booker), which seems to be a trend that might extend into the future, as well. Thus, according to the author of this review, rather than allow the Commission to set the appropriate punishments for all crimes according to a comprehensive methodology, Congress micromanaged the project of overhauling federal sentencing and directed the Commission to incorporate legislatively enacted sentencing laws into the Guidelines. Predictably, the system brought about a population explosion in the federal prison system as more people were sent to prison for longer periods of time. The structured nature of the Guidelines also shifted the balance of power in sentencing decisions from the judiciary to the prosecution. By allowing prosecutors to decide the sentence ranges through the charging power and, to some extent, through control of what sentencing facts were brought to the court’s attention, prosecutors could effectively decide the guideline range that would be applied in a particular case. The resultant imbalance became a source of great frustration for defense attorneys and judges who found their influence over sentencing decisions greatly weakened in relation to prosecutors. http://www.houstonlawreview.org/archive/downloads/43-2_pdf/Thompson.pdf.
However, this trend will change in the future, with the main focus of incarceration being for the chronic and violent offenders. There has also been a shift from mandatory to advisory (Houston), which seems to be the trend that might carry on in the future, which would give judges more latitude. For future trends along these lines, see http://www.houstonlawreview.org/archive/downloads/43-2_pdf/Thompson.pdf (p. 10). The author argues against mandatory sentences:  

The dilemma for proponents of major change is this: The type of system that does a good job of tightly constraining judicial discretion, allowing some flexibility for extraordinary cases, and giving prosecutors broad latitude to determine sentencing outcomes is precisely the system that the Supreme Court disapproved in Booker. Any system that too nearly approaches a mandatory guidelines system and which does not include jury fact-finding will likely be unconstitutional. Other proposed solutions pose such serious drawbacks as to make them politically dubious and not sensible as a matter of policy. Not surprisingly, Commission Chairman Ricardo Hinojosa has advocated in favor of maintaining the Guidelines, as they presently exist. After all, one could view Booker as a judicial rejection of the Guidelines as Congress wrote them; however, the remedial opinion preserved so much of the system as to maintain its normal functioning almost in its entirety. http://www.houstonlawreview.org/archive/downloads/43-2_pdf/Thompson.pdf
For future trends along these lines, see http://www.houstonlawreview.org/archive/downloads/43-2_pdf/Thompson.pdf (p. 10).

FINAL COMMENTS I HOPE THIS HELPS AND TAKE CARE.
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