L.A.E.

J

AMERICAN
CRIMINAL
JUSTICE
ASSOCIATION

OURNAL
2018

1937-2018
81 YEARS OF SERVICE
“Dedicated to professionalism
in the administration of
justice and public safety”

A

MERICAN CRIMINAL
JUSTICE ASSOCIATION
LAMBDA ALPHA EPSILON

This Association was formed at San Jose, California in 1937.
It was incorporated under the laws of the State of California as a
non-profit society on August 31, 1954.
American Criminal Justice Association/Lambda Alpha
Epsilon is dedicated to the advancement of professionalism in
the administration of criminal justice. Membership is open to
collegiate and professional personnel, as well as those who have
retired from the criminal justice field.
Inquiries regarding membership should be directed to the
nearest local chapter or to the Grand Chapter.
Publication
The L.A.E. Journal of the American Criminal Justice
Association is published annually. Copyright (1988) by the
American Criminal Justice Association/Lambda Alpha Epsilon.
All rights reserved. No part of this journal may be reproduced
without the permission of the Journal Editor.
Membership
Membership in the American Criminal Justice Association/
Lambda Alpha Epsilon is available at $40.00 for the first year
and $35.00 thereafter. Individuals interested in membership
should write the Executive Secretary, Karen K. Campbell, P.O.
Box 601047, Sacramento, California 95860. Membership in the
Association includes a subscription to the L.A.E. Journal.

Specifications for Manuscripts
Manuscripts should be double-spaced and be no more
than twenty (20) pages in length. All footnote references
should be added to the of the manuscript, not on each
individual page where the footnote appears.
Manuscripts should be prepared in accordance with
the Publication Manual of the American Psychological
Association (2nd Edition), with the exception of the metric
requirements.
To permit anonymous review, all identifying materials
should be kept out of the article. The cover page should give
the author’s name and institutional affiliation; the first page
should contain only the title and abstract of the article.
The L.A.E. JOURNAL is the official publication of the
American Criminal Justice Association; National headquarters
in Sacramento, California. The Journal is currently published
annually from the Association's headquarters office.The
L.A.E. JOURNAL is the official publication of the American
Criminal Justice Association; National headquarters in
Sacramento, California. The Journal is currently published
annually from the Association's headquarters office.

Editorial Policy
The L.A.E. Journal of the American Criminal Justice Association
publishes general interest articles on all facets of the criminal
justice system. The Journal provides a forum for academicians,
practitioners and students in criminal justice in order to improve
communications and to increase understanding and knowledge of
the system. Articles are desired which deal with issues, problems
and research in law enforcement, criminology, juvenile justice,
courts, corrections, prevention and planning and evaluation.
Related articles on education, career development and student
attitudes will also be considered.

Editor
Fred R. Campbell,
President, Criminal Justice
Research Foundation,
Sacramento, CA
Associate Editor
Steve Atchley (retired)
Delaware Technical and
Community College
Newark, DE

Associate Editor
Greg Galardi
Peru State College
Peru, NE

Submission of Manuscripts
Manuscripts should be submitted to: crimjust@jps.net,
Please be sure to include an Abstract of no more than 100
words, together with a brief biographical sketch or the author(s)
covering recent publication, professional experience and
research interests.
Manuscripts can also be mailed to Fred R. Campbell, Journal
Editor, PO Box 601047, Sacramento, CA 95860. Please include
a CD or “jump / flash drive” along with a printed copy of the
Manuscript. Please be sure the Abstract and biographical sketch
are included on the CD or “jump / flash drive.”.
It is the policy of the Journal Editor not to publish articles
which have appeared or are to appear in other publications.
Therefore, simultaneous submissions to another journal
is unacceptable. Every effort will be made to notify authors
of editorial decisions within ninety (90) days of receipt of the
Manuscript.

L.A.E.
JOURNAL
of
the

AMERICAN
CRIMINAL JUSTICE
ASSOCIATION

ISSN No. 1094-8482

T

able of Contents

Conference Highlights – 2018....................................... 2 - 3 In Mermoriam
Conference Competition Winners – 2018............................4

Craig Laker............................................................................................................. 25

Articles
Regional Competition Winners – 2018........................ 5 - 10 Is Deportation Effective Policy?
Awards and Recognitions................................................................11
ACJA/LAE 2018 National Scholarship & Student Paper
Competition and Executive Secretary's Report...................12
ACJA/LAE Roster.................................................................26

1st Place Winner, Graduate Division, 2018 National Student Paper
Competition..................................................................................................... 13

The Need to End Solitary Confinement
1st Place Winner, Upper Division, 2018 National Student Paper
Competition................................................................................................. 16

The War on Drugs and a Nation of Incarceration
1st Place Winner, Lower Division, 2018 National Student Paper
Competition..................................................................................................... 19

President’s Message
I am grateful for the privilege of addressing the entire membership of
ACJALAE as National President for the last time. I have had a marvelous time
during the past two years attending National and Regional Conferences, which
gave me the opportunity to sit and talk with many of you. One of the joys of
being the National President (or Vice President) is the ability to attend Regional
Conferences across the United States. Time and time again, I am impressed
and delighted by our differences, our similarities and our willingness to work
together for the good of the Association.
I am a big fan of service work. Many people who I have admired and have
mentored me over the years gave of their experience, time and energy to
help individuals and organizations. They would not talk about how wonderful
they were because of their efforts, but instead, spoke about the intangibles
they received because of what they were doing. Most of them did not tell me
that I had to participate in what they were doing, but instead, offered me the
opportunity to join them or choose another path. I have had the privilege to
serve on several organizations’ boards over the years, with ACJA being the
current board along with a men’s group here in Delaware. Below are some of
the benefits that I have received.
Service work allows you to connect to your community and make it a better
place. Community means more than the area you live in. In this case I mean
community as your ACJA community, but other associations or organizations can
also be part of your community. Volunteering is a two-way street. Dedicating your
time helps you make new friends, expand your network and boost your social
skills. It is also a fun and easy way to explore your interests and passions. Doing
service work you find meaningful and interesting can be a relaxing, an energizing
escape from your day-to-day routine of work, school, or family commitments. It
can also provide you with renewed creativity, motivation and vision that can carry
over into your personal and professional life.
Socially, the benefits of service work show up quickly and have long-term
effects. Social interaction improves mental and physical health. The benefits of
consistent socializing will lower the risk for depression and anxiety. It creates
stronger bonds between friends, family and coworkers. People build closer

relationships, better connections and attachment to people when they work
together.
We all know that helping other people gives us more of a sense of purpose.
Being engaged with others allows us to focus less upon ourselves and develop
the ability to empathize, build self-esteem and other emotional strengths in
ourselves. This is accomplished by building strong social relationships.
I have made lifelong friends, going back over twenty to thirty years by being
involved in service work. Those relationships are an integral part of my life
and although I may not interact with those friends on a daily or even weekly
basis, we remain in contact until this day. Those people have contributed
immeasurably to my life and I am grateful for that gift.
A couple of quotes that I thought were pertinent to this article. The first is not
credited to an author but I believe it to be relevant to our current climate.
“Volunteering is the ultimate exercise in democracy. You vote in elections
once a year, but when you volunteer, you vote every day about the kind of
community you want to live in.” — Unknown
Service work is a direct contribution to my community and is immensely
important. The second quote which I like has meaning to me. Perhaps it will to
you also.
“What is the essence of life? To serve others and to do good.” — Aristotle
I have spoken before about “the gift of your presence”. Money comes and
goes. The time that you spend helping others is immeasurable in its value to
that person or community. So, why this topic today?
Stay involved in ACJALAE. Help a brother or sister to understand how
important and valuable they are to the profession of Criminal Justice and to the
organization. Be that person who freely gives of themselves and my promise to
you, is that you will receive it back many times over.
I hope to see all of you in Hunt Valley, Maryland for the 2019 National
Conference of the American Criminal Justice Association, Lambda Alpha
Epsilon.
Steve Atchley
National President
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onference Highlights - 2018
316 members and guests attended the 2018 National Conference held in Cleveland, OH
last March. Many thanks to Christina Fouse, 2018 National Conference Director and Joe
Davenport, Region 6 President and Conference Coordinator for putting together an excellent
Conference.
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1. Many members had the opportunity to attend
the 2018 Job Fair which included Federal, State and
local law enforcement and corrections agencies.
2. The Physical Agility course presented a significant challenge for our student and professional
members.
3. 14 Star Members were able to attend the 2018
National Conference.
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4. Dr. Laura Bedard was one of the workshop
presenters and also participated in a panel discussion at the 2018 National Conference.
5.Chief Kilbane participated in the Conference
workshop panel. He was also the keynote speaker at the Opening Banquet.
6. Nu Tau members won the Spirit Award
7. Gamma Epsilon Delta members display their
many trophies the group won at Nationals..
8. Several members enjoyed a dinner together
during the Conference week.
9. Roy Bedard held an interesting and well-attended workshop for Conference participants
10. Numerous shooters participated in the indoor
Firearms Competition.
11. Past President, Preston Koelling awards the
Star pin to Lori Schmitz during the 2018 Awards
Banquet. Lori was voted to receive the Star
Award in 2017, but had to leave the Conference
before the 2017 Awards Banquet.
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onference Competition Winners - 2018
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wards and Recognitions 2018

Jim Hooker Outstanding Advisor Award
At the 2007 National Conference held in
Wilmington, Delaware, the membership voted
to establish the Jim Hooker Outstanding Advisor
Award. The Jim Hooker Outstanding Advisor
Award is an earned Award granted to Advisors
of ACJA-LAE in recognition of outstanding
service to a chapter and/or region of ACJA-LAE.
Nominations for this Award may be submitted
by any member in good standing and the
Award is granted upon the favorable vote of
a majority of the voting membership present
at the National Conference. The minimum
criteria for the nomination of this Award shall
be membership in the Association; at least five
(5) years continuous service to at least one
ACJA-LAE chapter; and attendance with said
chapter(s) at the National Conference during
that period. A distinctive plaque of recognition
is presented to the awardee.

President Steve Atchley presents Professor Danny
Maxwell with the Outstanding Advisor Award Plaque

Jim Hooker Outstanding Advisor Award –
Professor Daniel (Danny) Maxwell
At the 2018 National Conference held in
Cleveland, OH, Professor Daniel (Danny) Maxwell
was elected to receive the Jim Hooker Outstanding
Advisor Award. Professor Maxwell was nominated to
receive this Award by Paul Raffile, Amber Dunphy

must have made a contribution to the field of the
nominated Award that is recognized as significant by peers within that field. Nominees may be
selected from within or without ACJA/LAE membership. Awardees receive an ACJA-LAE plaque
of distinctive design that includes the ACJA-LAE
logo and a brief description of the significant
contribution.
Chief Michael J. Kilbane, was nominated and
awarded the 2018 Orlando W. Wilson Award. He was
nominated by Joe Davenport, Region 6 President.
Mr. Chief Kilbane is the Chief of Police of Independence, Ohio. Chief Kilbane became Chief of Police
in May 2013. Chief Kilbane joined the South Euclid
Police Department as a police officer in June 1989.
During that time, he received numerous awards
including Mothers Against Drunk Drivers for DUI
enforcement, instructed 3rd grade seat belt awareness classes for the South Euclid School District
and he received multiple commendations for his
investigations and traffic enforcement.
Chief Kilbane transferred to the North Olmstead,
Ohio Police Department as a police officer in
January 1994. During this time, he served as a
Field Training Officer, Certified Instructor of the
Ohio Police Officer Training Academy, Firearms
Range Officer and consistent received the highest
annual evaluations among patrol officers. In April
1998, he was promoted to Sergeant at the North
Olmsted, Ohio Police Department.
In January 2007, Sergeant Kilbane was
promoted to Lieutenant of the North Olmsted
Police Department. He served Lieutenant until
July 2011. During this time, he implemented and
facilitated annual in-service training programs,
supervised a Department-wide Incident Command
System (ICS) training and updated and presented
many departmental policies and procedures for
officer performance evaluation, risk-management
2018 Orlando W. Wilson Award
systems to assess Department training needs.
The Orlando W. Wilson Award is presented
In July 2011, Lieutenant Kilbane was promoted
to individuals who have made an Outstanding
to Captain of the North Olmsted Police DepartContribution to the field of Law Enforcement.
ment. His duties included being the Executive
Individuals may be nominated for this Award and Officer who was responsible for the day-to-day opthe Executive Board of Grand Chapter determines erations of the Police Department and was secondAward recipients. The criteria for selecting each
in-command for the Division of Police, serving as
awardee should include: (1) the nominee must
acting Chief in the Chief’s absence. In May, 2013,
be actively involved in the field of the Award for
Captain Kilbane was appointed to Chief of Police of
which they are nominated, and (2) the nominee
the Independence, Ohio Police Department.
and Alyssa Stolecki. These members are either
present or past members of the Psi Omega Chapter
at the University of New Haven where Professor
Maxwell is the Chapter Advisor. President Steve
Atchley presented the Award to Professor Maxwell.
Professor Danny Maxwell is the advisor to
the Psi Omega Chapter at the University of New
Haven. The University of New Haven prides itself
on being a leader in “experiential education”
emphasizing the quality of education that can
only be obtained through hands-on experience.
Danny Maxwell embodies this ideal. Professor
Maxwell, through his 25 year tenure as a
professor and ten years with ACJA-LAE, has been
a trailblazer and advocate for the criminal justice
student experience. Professor Maxwell brings an
enthusiastic energy to his students whether it is
at an ACJA-LAE Conference or in the classroom.
In the classroom, he teaches with wisdom and
insight, highlighting his past experiences in law
enforcement. Professor Maxwell is, without a
doubt, one of the most involved advisors of any
of the University of New Haven’s 200 student
organizations – he exemplified the ideal advisor,
mentor and strategist. During ACJA-LAE’s
Regional and National Conferences, Professor
Maxwell emphasizes the importance of building
camaraderie across all chapters and regions and
he leads by example. In addition, he insists that
his students conduct themselves in a professional
manner. The Psi Omega Chapter can always be
counted on to assist wherever they are needed.
They dress professionally, when necessary and
work together as a team while supporting one
another. Professor Maxwell also encourages
his students to remain members of ACJA-LAE
following graduation. Professor Maxwell also
serves on the National Scholarship Committee.
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CJA/LAE 2018 National Scholarship &
Student Paper Competition
National Scholarship Competition

In 2018, a total of 22 Applications were received to compete in the National Scholarship Competition. Five (5) Applications were disqualified because
the members did not include the specified material and did not follow directions for submitting the Applications. Members must be in good standing to be
considered and be a student enrolled with a minimum two-thirds (2/3) of a full load as established by the institution. Awards are judged on overall GPA or
3.0 or better on a scale of 4.0 and Statement of Goals. Financial need, race, age, sex, religion, or national origin are not considered in selecting recipients.
Those receiving the 2018 National Scholarship Awards are as follows:

Lower Division:  		

3rd: Emily A Maurer, Region 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
2nd: Sabrina R. Morgan, Region 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
1st: Alyssa T. Stolecki, Region 4, Psi Omega

Upper Division:  		

Graduate Division:

3rd: Alexandra M. Smith, Region 4, Psi Omega
2nd: Emily L. Wible, Region 4, Psi Omega
1st: Ashley K. Brooks, Region 4, Sigma Tau Omicron

3rd: Ryan M. Clancy, Region 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
2nd: Nolan Q. Johnson, Region 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
1st: Chris B. Traxson, Region 2, At-Large

Student Paper Competition
In 2018, a total of 37 Applications were received to compete in the National Student Paper Competition. This competition is open to any degree-seeking
student currently enrolled in an academic program at either the undergraduate or graduate level who is a member of ACJA/LAE. All papers must be by a
single author and all entries must be original papers which deal with issues and problems in the areas of criminology, law enforcement, juvenile justice,
courts, corrections, prevention, planning and evaluation, career development, or education in the field of criminal justice. Entries are sorted by category and
judged by professionals in the field. Entries are judged on such criteria as relevancy of the topic, topic coverage, clarity of presentation, organization, writing
style and quality and contribution to the field. The winning 1st papers in each of the three categories (Lower, Upper and Graduate) are printed in this issue
of the LAE Journal. Those receiving the 2018 National Student Paper Competition Awards are as follows:

Lower Division:  		

Upper Division:

Graduate Division:

3rd: Miranda R. Fisherisbell, Reg. 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
2nd: Samantha L. Walker, Reg. 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
1st: Alyssa T. Stolecki, Region 4, Psi Omega

3rd: Alexandra M. Smith, Region 4, Psi Omega
2nd: Benjamin R. Gross, Region 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta
1st: Andrea N. Jamiel, Region 3, Delta Tau Omega

3rd: No Entry, ,
2nd: Chris B. Traxson, Region 2, At-Large
1st: Ryan M. Clancy, Region 3, Gamma Epsilon Delta

2018 Executive Secretary’s Report
Between March 4, 2017 and February 23, 2018, the Association chartered 12 new or re-chartered chapters. The number of active chapters totaled 108.
The largest chapters nation-wide as of the cut-off date were:
Delta Chi, Sam Houston State University, TX (Region 2): 172 members
Lambda, Florida State University, FL (Region 5): 149 members
Phi Omega Alpha, Fresno State University, CA (Region 1): 110 members
Psi Omega, University of New Haven, CT (Region 4): 108 members

A total of 316 members and guests attended the 2018 National Conference
held in Cleveland, OH. The theme of the Conference was “Modern Technology,
Police Training & Equipment (AM) and Police Accountability & Community
Involvement (PM).” Members enjoyed five days of competitive competitions,
banquets, workshops and entertainment. As of the 2018 National Conference,
the number of active members and chapters nation-wide included:
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Members

Chapters

Region 1

387

16

Region 2

431

17

Region 3

212

10

Region 4

601

20

Region 5

647

32
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s Deportation Effective Policy?
By Ryan M. Clancy, Gamma Epsilon Delta, University of Central Missouri, Region 3
1st Place Winner, Graduate Division, 2018 National Student Paper Competition

Abstract
According to the United States
Department of Homeland Security, a
deportation or a removal refers to “the
compulsory and confirmed movement of
an inadmissible or deportable alien out
of the United States based on an order
of removal” (2016). This policy has been
in place and recorded since 1892. The
main purpose is to remove individuals
who are in the country illegally and
bring them back to their nation of origin,
but some policies have been enacted
in the hope of having a deterrent effect
on hopeful illegal immigrants. This
policy has been used for immigration
enforcement purposes as well as
criminal punishments. This paper will
focus primarily on the removals from
the United States to countries in Central
America and the Caribbean and discuss
the effectiveness of the policy. The
paper argues that the policy has been
ineffective in it’s goals of border security
and deterrence and has influenced an
increase of the drug trade in the region.

Introduction
Deportations or, as the United States
Department of Homeland Security (USDHS)
officially calls it, removals involve detaining a
person who is not wanted in the United States
and displacing them in their country of origin.
The United States government has increased
the amount of deportations over the past couple
of decades. Since the beginning of the War on
Drugs in the 1990’s and the terrorist attacks
on September 11, 2001, the country has taken
a stronger stance on border security. Removals
became part of this policy in attempt to keep
illegal immigrants and illegal drug operations
out of the country. In 2005, 208,521 people were
removed from the United States. USDHS recorded
that 42 percent of the deportees had prior criminal
convictions (2004, 2006). By 2012, removals had
hit over 416,000 and climbed even more in 2013
to 434,015 (USDHS, 2016). Since that year, official
removals have been decreasing after 2015 ended
with only 333,341 (USDHS, 2016). Mexico and
the Northern Triangle countries (Guatemala, El
Salvador and Honduras) account for 95% of all
criminal aliens removed (USDHS, 2017). These
countries are known as hubs for drug trafficking
and gang activity. The amount of removals has
become especially controversial recently due to
the current executive administration’s stance on
immigration and the threats that Central American
and Caribbean drug cartels pose to the American
society. This policy needs to be researched because
of the possible negative effects it could have on
the problem of the drug trade. This paper asks the
question, “is deportation effective policy?” It will
begin with a discussion about the policy’s history
and its intentions. It will continue with analysis of
the current research on the effects of deportation
with special attention given to Central America and
the Caribbean and will end with a conclusion on
the effectiveness of the policy as well as possible
recommendations.

Literature Review
Deportation in America goes all the way back
to the Colonial Period. In the early 18th century,
Britain shipped masses of criminals and religious
objectors to America to work on plantations
(Daniels, 2002). This practice ended when the

colony became independent in 1776, but the
history of deporting criminals would not stop there
in this new country. Since 1892, the United States
has been removing individuals from the country.
The United States Department of Homeland
Security has been recording the number of these
removals since then. From 1892 to 1991, the
number of removals per year stayed between
1,630 and 38,471. (USDHS, 2016). There were
fluctuations during that period most notably after
World War Two (WWII). In the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, U.S. deportation policy
made it legal to remove women from the country
who had children out of wedlock, has sexual
relations outside of marriage, or were suspected of
participating in prostitution (Moloney, 2006). PostWWII immigration policy created increasing rights
for immigrants and their families which caused
the number of removals to decrease for a number
of years (Hagan, Eschbach, & Rodriguez, 2008).
This policy changed when the 1990’s brought
along the “get tough on crime” and “immigrations
control” movements. President Clinton signed the
Illegal Immigration Reform and Responsibility
Act (IIRIRA) and the Anti-Terrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act (AEDPA) into law in 1996
(Hagan et al., 2008). IIRIRA contained two clauses
that greatly increased deportations (or removals
as the government began to call it). First, it made
“expedited removal” without judicial review legal
for noncitizens who arrived at U.S. ports of entry
without proper documentation. The second clause
added more criminal offenses that could result in
deportation including 28 specific crimes and any
violent crime that is punishable by more than one
year of imprisonment (Hagan et al., 2008). Before
this act, only aggravated felonies carried a possible
punishment of deportation. IIRIRA also called
for retroactive punishment for crimes that were
committed before 1996 but were now punishable
by deportation, even if the offender had already
served their sentence. The act went even further
to place a possible bar from reentry of 5 years
to life depending on the cause of deportation
(Hagan et al., 2008). The AEDPA essentially cut
judicial review out of the deportation process.
Before the law was passed, deportation orders
nearly always underwent a judicial review from
13

an immigration judge. The USA Patriot Act, which
was enacted in 2001, widened the net even further
for immigration enforcement. This increased the
categories of immigrants who were targeted by the
ever-increasing governmental powers to detain and
deport (Hagan et al., 2008). These three laws have
had a large impact on the amount of deportations
from the U.S. From 1990 to 1995, deportations
stayed around an average of 40,000 per year. After
IIRIA and AEDPA passed in 1996, the average
went up to over 180,000 annually through 2005.
During this period, immigration enforcement
responsibilities moved from the Immigration
and Naturalization Service to the Department of
Homeland Security. This symbolized immigration
enforcement’s move towards a counter-terrorism
role after the events on September 11, 2001. In
the past ten years, America has deported at least
300,000 individuals annually and that number
was over 400,000 during the years 2012, 2013 and
2014 (USDHS, 2016). As mentioned in the section
above, Mexico and the Northern Triangle account
for around 95% of those deportations. Similarly,
those countries account for a large amount of the
illegal drugs smuggled into the country and are
home to some of the most violent gangs on the
globe.
In presentations given at the National Gang
Crime Research Center’s Twentieth International
Gang Specialist Training Program, Joseph listed
American deportation as a reason for the existence
of gangs in Central America and the Caribbean
(2017a, 20017b). She has found that deportees
from the U.S. brought the gang culture to these
regions. With them they also brought tactics,
organization and other criminal skills to these
countries. Evidence of this phenomenon can be
seen when looking at the deportation numbers
in the region. Mexico and the Northern Triangle
receive most of the deportees from America.
These countries also have the most organized
drug trafficking gangs in the Central America.
This strong correlation between the deportation
numbers and the increased organization of the
gangs in the countries who receive the deportees
supports these observations. Furthermore,
Nicaragua, a nation just outside of the Northern
Triangle, has the same geographical advantage
as the Northern Triangle countries to be a player
in the organized drug trade but their gangs are
mostly local and unorganized (Joseph, 2017b).
A difference between them and the Northern
Triangle is that Nicaragua received approximately
7,500 deportees between 2010 and 2015 while
the Northern Triangle received over half a million
deportees from the United States over that same
period (USDHS, 2016). This lends more support
to the observation of deportation leading to
increased organized gang activity. Joseph has also
found three other factors that cause increased
14

gang activity in these areas due to deportation.
First, when most deportees are taken to their
countries of origin, they have very few or zero
local relatives. This makes transitioning to the
new country very difficult. Secondly, at least in
the Caribbean countries, there are no transitional
programs available for the deportees to help
them become integrated into their new societies
(Joseph, 2017a). Finally, the countries of origin
that these deportees are being brought back to
are experiencing rising unemployment rates and
inflation. These three factors create immense
pressure on the removed individuals and many
fall into the gang subculture.
Hagan, Eschbach and Rodriquez (2008)
found a few more problems caused by increased
deportation from the United States to Central
America. These researchers studied 300 deportees
in El Salvador and found that the U.S. removal
policies have caused social, economic and
psychological problems among deportees, their
families, the United States and the deportees’
countries of origin. They found that many
deportees who were targeted by removal policies
were settlers within the United States and were the
breadwinners of their families. Some had their
families with them in America while others sent
money back to their families in El Salvador. When
these immigrants are detained, their families
lost the income from the jobs they had and
ironically, the families still in the United States fell
back on government assistance. The deportation
of loved ones also had an extreme impact on
family members’ mental health. The researchers
also found that many of the deportees planned
to migrate back to the U.S. 38 percent of their
sample reported they would migrate back while at
least 23 percent of the sample had already been
deported before. When this study was done in
2005, the total number of removals completed by
USDHS was just over 200,000 so the researchers
estimated approximately 80,000 of those deportees
had plans to migrate back to the U.S. They also
suggested that this number would be even higher
than they could estimate with their data for two
reasons. First, most U.S. deportees come from
Mexico and they have an easier time getting back
into the United States. Secondly, they believed that
while some deportees did not think they would
migrate back again, many would change their
minds eventually due to family pressures and
for economic survival. These findings illustrate
the circular migration patterns of many illegal
immigrants who are deported. This pattern costs
the United States extremely large amounts of
money to continue to enforce these laws through
detention and deportation.
Another viewpoint is presented by Hiemstra
(2012) in her article about the effects on
Ecuador from the U.S. deportation policies. She

argues that immigration policies enacted by U.S.
policymakers that are supposed to deter illegal
immigration do not have the desired effect. In
particular, she studied the “Prevention Through
Deterrence” strategy that was adopted by the US
Border Patrol in 1994. This policy was the product
of an American policymaker belief that detention
and deportation would work together to deter
possible immigrants from attempting to enter
the country illegally. She found that these policies
have little to no influence over an individual’s
decision to migrate to the country. She believes
that these policies fail to recognize the true driving
force behind illegal immigration. Her research
has lead her to believe that the main reasons
behind migration to America are structural
factors. She found that many hopeful migrants
believed the benefits of getting away from their
current economies and socioeconomic inequality
outweighed the costs of getting detained and
deported by U.S. authorities. Even though stories
of being caught at the border or after crossing
into the country made it back to individuals who
were thinking about attempting the migration,
many refused to give up on their dreams to make
it to the U.S. Finally, Hiemstra argues that these
detention and deportation policies will never work
because they lack compassion and are unable to
acknowledge the structural realities behind illegal
immigration.

Discussion:
The IIRIRA, the AEDPA, the USA Patriot Act,
the “Prevention Through Deterrence” and other
policies enacted since the 1990’s have increased
the number of removals from the United States
by ten times from 1991 to 2015. The current
literature on the topic of America’s deportation
policies has described many flaws with the policy
and lends support towards the policy being
ineffective. Joseph (2017a, 2017b) found that
deportation to Central America and the Caribbean
correlated with increased organized crime and
drug trafficking operations. This is believed to be
due to the removed Americans bringing expertise
on the subject to their countries of origin and
inability to become legitimately integrated into a
new country that already has high unemployment
rates and inflation. Hagan, Eschbach and
Rodriquez (2008) compiled data which illustrated
negative impact on the livelihood of deportees as
well as their families. They also found a data that is
constant with Hiemstra’s findings on the deterrent
effect of these policies which she described in her
2012 article. Both articles found that deportees
and hopeful migrants continued to have plans to
cross the border illegally even though they knew
about the high risks and penalties. Hiemstra
(2017) argues that the deterrent effect does not
exist because the migrants weigh the escape from

their current structural hardships to be greater
than the possibility of being caught. Her research
finds that since the deportation policymakers do
not have compassion, nor do they understand
the hardships that the migrants endure in their
countries of origin, they are unable to fully respect
the benefits that the migrants gain from getting
into America. Therefore, they are unable to create
policy based off a rational choice or deterrence
model. The policymakers also neglect to look at
their deportation policies a machine which creates
social disorganization. The lack of reintegration
and strain that a deportee is exposed to often
creates more problems than a policymaker can
see. These cases go unnoticed by Americans until
the removed individuals fall into the world of
organized, transnational drug trafficking and gang
activity.

Conclusion:
Throughout America’s history, deportation
has been a way to remove individuals who
were unwelcome in the nation. With today’s
globalization, simply displacing individuals to
another geographical location does not solve big
picture problems in the U.S. If anything, research
has shown that America’s deportation policies
have only increased their problems in the past
couple of decades. The drug epidemic is out of
control, the American drug market’s demands
are being met with plenty of supplies and illegal
immigrants are still not deterred and flood across
the border. The land of opportunity is simply too
good for individuals living in poor, unstructured
countries to pass up. Possible remedies for these
problems could begin with creating reintegration
programs for deportees to find their way back
into the society of their origin country. This
would not be a complete fix to the problem since
many people flee these countries because of the
lack of opportunity within these economies. The
programs could at least attempt to find a way for
deportees to find legitimate ways to make a life for
themselves within their country of origin to keep
them from turning to organized crime. The U.S.
could also invest within the countries around them
to build better economic and social infrastructure
to decrease the amount of organized crime and
increase amount of opportunities within the
origin countries. If potential illegal immigrants
had access to more legitimate opportunity within
their own countries, then the benefits of getting
in America would not be a significant. This would,
in theory, lower the amount of people attempting
to get into the country. Another possible remedy
would be to create legislation that would make it
easier for individuals who are trying to come to
America to work and provide for their families
to gain citizenship or at least work visas. The
American people should want to allow people from

all backgrounds to come and take advantage of the
stable economy and contribute to the nation. This
should be especially true for people who are trying
to escape poor economic conditions and social
inequality. If more hardworking, contributing
individuals were able to gain legal citizenship, then
law enforcement agencies would be able to spend
more resources on interrupting organized crime
and drug trade. These agencies should be able
to focus more on individuals and organizations
who are causing real harm to society rather than
chase down people who are just trying to work and
provide for themselves and others.
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Abstract
The use of solitary confinement
has failed to achieve desired goals.
Throughout history, it was thought
that solitary confinement was an
effective way to reduce violence or
recidivism, but placing an inmate
in solitary confinement achieves
neither of these goals. The United
States houses a disproportionately
large number of its population in
prisons and a high percentage of those
prisoners are housed in restrictive
housing. Although much research has
been conducted on the populations and
conditions in restrictive housing, the
effectiveness of restrictive housing and
potential solutions, the United States
has still not made sufficient progress
toward reforming the current system.
By adopting recommendations of the
American Public Health Association
and the World Medical Association,
the U.S. can overcome the health and
public safety issues that are a result of
solitary confinement.
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Imagine being trapped, isolated from any
human contact, from all but a small crack of
daylight, where a faceless person sticks meals into
your cage through a small slot a few times a day.
The only items in your cage are a cot, a toilet and a
sink (Cloud, Drucker, Browne, & Parsons, 2015).
Now imagine that you have been there for months,
even years and have no hope of ever getting out
alive. How do you feel? At the very least, you
probably feel hopeless. These are the conditions
dealt with by inmates in solitary confinement.
Most of the public likely assumes that inmates
in solitary confinement deserve to be there.
Common sense dictates that those inmates are
kept away from the general population to protect
the other inmates or guards. Often, however, this
is not the case (Cloud et al., 2015; Gordon, 2014;
Wachtler & Bagala, 2014). Research has been
conducted on the effects of solitary confinement
on individuals and the prison system and how
those effects impact society. The evidence supports
the idea that solitary confinement as it has been
used does not accomplish the intended goals and
does more harm than good. The use of solitary
confinement should be drastically altered and
reduced.
Supermax facilities are essentially prisons of
solitary confinement cells. These facilities are
designed to house the worst criminals in 23 hours
of isolation per day (Mears, 2005). In a study by
The Urban Institute, reviewed by Mears (2005),
some prison officials and wardens believe that
supermax facilities generally increase order and
safety in the prison system and that supermax
facilities increase the public’s perceptions of
safety. Prison officials in this study do admit to
other negative side effects of supermax facilities,
including overuse of force by guards, decreased
local business and property values and supermax
prisoners’ decreased ability to re-enter into society.
According to the Walmsley R. World prison
population list, the United States has five percent
of the total world population but houses one
quarter of the world’s prisoners (as cited in Cloud
et al., 2015). According to the Federal Bureau of
Prisons (2017), as of December 6, 2017, of the
155,161 inmates in the custody of the Bureau
of Prisons, 10,908 inmates (about 7%) are in

restrictive housing, including Special Housing
Units (SHU), Special Management Units (SMU)
and Administrative Maximum Facilities (ADX).
Of the 9,835 inmates in SHU, 1,611 have been in
SHU for longer than 90 days. Inmates spend up to
an average of 23 hours per day confined to their
cells and the average time spent in SHU is 65 days
(U.S. Department of Justice Office of the Inspector
General, 2017). The entire practice of solitary
confinement is built on flawed logic and little solid
research.
According to the Vera Institute, the U.S. also
holds a proportionally large percentage of their
prisoners in solitary confinement and this number
increased by 40% from 1995 to 2005 (as cited
in Cloud et al., 2015). Solitary confinement has
a long history, even before the recent increase in
use. Solitary confinement was first introduced by
reformers who believed silence and confinement
would lead to prisoners repenting. This lead to
“silent prisons” in which prisoners were only
placed in solitary confinement. Gray (1847),
long before the completion of currently-available
research, observed that, “the system of constant
separation...even when administered with the
utmost humanity produces so many cases of
insanity and of death as to indicate most clearly,
that its general tendency is to enfeeble the body
and the mind” (p. 181). After the time of silent
prisons, the practice of solitary confinement was
gradually reduced to the point that prisons did not
use it regularly in the early 20th century. However,
the establishment of Alcatraz Prison in 1936 and
another prison in Marion, Illinois in 1963 started
the use of solitary confinement as a method for
controlling prisoners that presented a risk to other
prisoners or guards. Other prisons soon followed
suit, leading to the modern system of supermax
facilities and solitary confinement (Cloud et al.,
2015).
Cells in solitary confinement usually consist
of only a toilet, cot and sink (Cloud et al., 2015).
The only access to natural sunlight is through a
narrow window and light inside the facility usually
comes from harsh bulbs, which are sometimes
left on 24 hours per day. Prisoners are usually only
allowed out of their cells in shackles for five hours
per week. One might think that such situations

constitute cruel and usual punishment, but Eighth
Amendment challenges to solitary confinement
largely fail due to the lack of “grave physical
harm” (The Psychology of Cruelty, 2015). Very few
courts have recognized the psychological harm
done to prisoners isolated in solitary confinement.
Lovell, Cloyes, Allen and Rhodes contend that
many of the prisoners in solitary confinement
are not a threat to others (as cited in Cloud et al.,
2015). Rather than placing inmates in solitary
confinement for legitimate reasons or threats to
others, many are placed in solitary confinement
for minor prison rule violations (Lovell et al., as
cited in Cloud et al., 2015). There are also many
arbitrary factors that administrators use to put
prisoners in solitary confinement. Assignment
to solitary confinement is supposedly based on
behavior and offending history, used to separate
the most “dangerous” criminals, but with the
prison population outgrowing the number of
cells, individuals may be narrowed down as far
as possible and then randomly selected (Gordon,
2014). This method of selection is neither
objective nor scientifically based.
Another large group of those in solitary
confinement include the mentally ill and other
vulnerable individuals. Sol Wachtler (assisted by
Bagala, 2014), former Chief Judge of the State
of New York, writes that mentally ill inmates in
solitary confinement receive no or minimum
treatment and may become irritable, act out,
harm themselves and attempt suicide; these
behaviors and symptoms are seen as rule
infractions and are punished with even more
time in solitary confinement. In New York, the
SHU Exclusion law now protects severely mentally
ill inmates from solitary confinement. However,
persons with autism are not considered “severely
mentally ill” under the SHU Exclusion Law and are
not protected. Solitary confinement is likely to only
scare the person with autism, which will likely not
lead to rehabilitation.
Even inmates who are not mentally ill
when entering solitary confinement can be
psychologically damaged by the experience
(Cloud et al., 2015; Haney, 2003; World Medical
Association, 2014). The World Medical Association
(2014) states that, “Negative health effects
can occur after only a few days [in solitary
confinement] and may in some cases persist when
isolation ends” (p. 147). Prisoners kept in solitary
confinement for more than several days suffered
severe mental, physical and social problems
including hallucinations, rage, anxiety, fear of
social situations and a lack of independence
(Haney, 2003). In the United States, mentally ill
inmates also spend much longer periods of time
in restrictive housing than do inmates without
mental illnesses (DOJ OIG, 2017). The harmful
psychological effects of solitary confinement

have been thoroughly researched and are welldocumented.
Self-harm and suicide are more prevalent in
solitary confinement than in the general prison
population (Haney, 2003). Kaba and colleagues
(2014) studied self-harm acts in the medical
records of 134,188 incarcerated individuals in New
York City. The authors found that having been in
solitary confinement at least once was significantly
correlated with the inmate having performed
a self-harm act. Approximately seven percent
of inmates spent time in solitary confinement;
however, 53.3% of all self-harm and 45% of all
potentially fatal self-harm incidents throughout
the entire inmate population occurred among
this group of seven percent that had been in
solitary confinement. After controlling for jail stay,
serious mental illness, age and race, the authors
found that inmates who had stayed in solitary
confinement were 6.9 times as likely to commit
acts of self-harm and 6.3 times as likely to commit
acts of potentially fatal self-harm. Noonan and
Carson report for the Bureau of Justice Statistics
that between 2000 and 2009, suicide accounted
for one-third of all prison deaths and Appelbaum,
Savageau, Trestman, Metzner and Baillargeon state
that this number rises in solitary confinement (as
cited in Cloud et al., 2015).
Most individuals seem to have an understanding
that people suffer when deprived of social
interactions, but in more recent decades, there
has been substantial research from psychological
observation and neuroscience supporting this
intuition (The Psychology of Cruelty, 2015).
Evidence also shows that social pain is processed
in the brain much like physical pain, which may
help courts accept the idea of grave mental harm
in solitary confinement.
To summarize, there is not a single published
study of solitary or supermax-like confinement in
which nonvoluntary confinement lasting for longer
than 10 days, where participants were unable to
terminate their isolation at will, that failed to result
in negative psychological effects (Haney 2003, p.
132).
Solitary confinement not only affects the individual but the neighborhoods and communities
that inmates return to when released from prison
(Cloud et al., 2015). Prisoners who are released
from solitary confinement straight to the community are more likely to reoffend and reoffend much
sooner than prisoners who spend at least three
months back in the general prison population
before release (Lovell, Johnson and Cain, as cited
in Cloud et al., 2015). According to Haney (2003),
prisoners with mental illnesses made worse or
caused by solitary confinement have a more
difficult time adjusting to life outside of prison
and therefore are more likely to revert to crime.
Prisoners in solitary confinement also do not have

access to resources, such as reentry programming
and occupational training, that could help reduce
recidivism and improve functioning (Haney,
2003). Therefore, not only does assigning prisoners to solitary confinement increase violence
while in prison, it also increases the likelihood
that prisoners will engage in violence and commit
crime again once they are released, thus putting
the public at risk.
There are arguments against ending the use of
solitary confinement. These include that solitary
confinement helps maintain order within prisons
and provides an undesirable punishment that
will deter prisoners from misbehaving. However,
research shows that solitary confinement does
not achieve these goals and may actually have the
opposite effect. Multiple studies have found that
solitary confinement either has no effect on the
level of violence in prisons or actually increases it
by increasing prisoners’ antisocial tendencies and
tensions (Gordon, 2013Gordon, 2014). According
to The Crime Report, some states have reduced
violence in their prison systems by reducing the
number of people in solitary confinement (as
cited in Cloud et al., 2013). Therefore, rather
than increasing violence by reducing the use of
solitary confinement, reducing the use of solitary
confinement can actually reduce violence in
prisons.
Some of the public believe that solitary
confinement is the only way left to punish the
most violent criminals and keeping them in
solitary confinement will teach them remorse
and prevent them from re-offending. However,
since many of the inmates placed in solitary
confinement are not dangerous, placement in
solitary does nothing to protect the public upon
the inmates’ release (Lovell et al., as cited in
Cloud et al., 2015). Solitary confinement most
likely increases recidivism; this means it actually
decreases the safety of the public.
Some alternative solutions to solitary confinement have been achieved in limited forms in recent years; however, there is still much that needs
to be done. Most of the strides made for rights of
prisoners in solitary confinement have targeted
the mentally ill. Rather than placing mentally ill
persons in solitary confinement or exposing them
to persecution by guards who do not understand
their symptoms, it would be more beneficial to
develop and fund alternatives to incarceration,
such as mental health treatment programs (Cloud
et al., 2015; Gordon, 2014).
One such effort for the benefit of mentally
ill inmates in solitary confinement is the SHU
Exclusion law (Wachtler & Bagala, 2014). The SHU
Exclusion Law requires training for staff members
to recognize symptoms of mental illness and
diverts severely mentally ill inmates to residential
mental health treatment units (RMHTU). Even
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though the law is a step in the right direction, the
diagnosis of severe mental illnesses in the state’s
prisons has decreased. This drop in diagnoses
may be due to this law and prison officials trying
to exclude inmates from the rights granted by it.
Wachtler and Bagala (2014) note the need for
a larger inclusion in the definition of “serious
mental illness” for the SHU Exclusion Law, the
need to expand the law to include jails and the
need for more beds in the residential mental
health treatment units than the secure housing
units in prisons.
Some progress has also been made toward
solitary confinement reform for all inmates. Some
recent legislation and organizations have sought
to reduce solitary confinement The American
Public Health Association officially recognized
the health issue of solitary confinement in
November 2013 (as cited in Cloud et al., 2015).
They laid out example guidelines regarding many
factors, including the length of stay in solitary
confinement, the reasons a prisoner could be
placed there, who could be placed there and the
need to create alternative solutions. The World
Medical Association (2014) states that certain
uses of solitary confinement can be considered
violations of international human rights law. They
also identify several guidelines for the reform of
solitary confinement, suggesting that governments
make the suggestions into law.
The first parts of legislative reform have also
begun. Two congressional subcommittee hearings,
in 2012 and 2014, led to the Bureau of Prisons
agreeing to assess its use of solitary confinement
(as cited in Cloud et al., 2015). On a state level,
the Mississippi prison system drastically reduced
the number of prisoners in solitary confinement
and rather than seeing an increase in violence
as one might have expected, they actually saw a
dramatic decrease. However, it is unlikely that
without the backing or requirement of a law, few
prisons will change their policies.
Gordon (2014) suggests reform through
legislation. Failure to comply with the reforms
would result in a reduction of funding by the
Department of Justice. Gordon also suggests that
reforms should come in the way of reducing the
maximum amount of time a prisoner can be held
in solitary confinement and only allowing solitary
confinement as protection, not punishment.
Minor punishments, such as restriction of
privileges, rather than solitary confinement,
can be used for minor rule violations; however,
emphasizing rewards over punishments is more
effective in controlling behavior (Kupers, as cited
in Gordon, 2014). Haney (2003) suggests that staff
be adequately trained to recognize mental illness
and transition training be provided to prisoners
about to be released.
Over the course of time, solitary confinement
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has been expected to induce penance in prisoners,
restore order, reduce violence, crush rebellion and
cause rehabilitation. Extensive scientific research
into solitary confinement has shown that it fails to
produce any of those results. Solitary confinement
is more likely to cause a prisoner to rage than
repent. It also causes more violence in prisons
and reducing the use of solitary confinement has
been shown to reduce prison violence as well (The
Crime Report, as cited in Cloud et al., 2015). As
far as rehabilitation, prisoners who are released
straight from solitary confinement are more likely
to commit another crime sooner than a prisoner
released from the general population.
Some progress has been made to end or at least
reform the use of solitary confinement and these
attempts have been met with success; however,
much more still needs to be done. The guidelines
of the American Public Health Association and
the World Medical Association and the reviews
of the congressional subcommittees need to be
considered more seriously. Action should be taken
to make the guidelines into federal law. Prisons
and jails should not use solitary confinement
to punish inmates for minor rule infractions.
Mentally ill inmates should not be housed in
solitary confinement because of the inadequately
trained staff. Only when absolutely necessary,
when a prisoner presents an immediate threat
and when no alternatives exist, should solitary
confinement be used. Due to the failure of the
use of solitary confinement to address any of
the issues it was intended to and to the negative
consequences that decades of research show
it has caused, solitary confinement should be
immediately drastically reduced and reformed.
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Background
In 1971, President Nixon declared there to be a
war on drugs and since then, we have become
a nation of incarceration. “The United States is
home to 5% of the world’s population... but 25%
of the world’s prisoners” (DuVernay, Barish,
Averick). Our approach toward drug crime is
flawed for both its inability to align with the goals
of the criminal justice system and the race and
class disparities in its application. This paper
will detail the current policy toward drug crime
(including mandatory minimum sentencing
laws), current public perception of our policy and
a new policy proposal in order to correct these
flaws and make offenders whole again.
After the War on Drugs was declared in June of
1971, lawmakers began cracking down on drug
crime with mandatory minimum sentencing laws
and increasing the prevalence of federal drug
control agencies in the United States of America.
According to an organization called Families
Against Mandatory Minimums (FAMM), “[m]
andatory minimum sentencing laws require
binding prison terms of a particular length for
people convicted of certain federal and state
crimes. Mandatory sentencing laws cause federal
and state prison populations to soar, leading to
overcrowding, exorbitant costs to taxpayers and
diversion of funds from law enforcement” (FAMM,
“What are Mandatory Minimums?”). As a result of
this ‘get tough’ approach toward drug crime with
the implementation of mandatory minimums,
incarceration rates have skyrocketed at an
alarming rate. Although mandatory minimums
exist for other types of crime, most mandatory
minimum prison sentences are for drug offenses.
As of October 2017, a total of 80,353 inmates
were incarcerated in federal prisons for drug
offenses, making up a whopping 46.3% of the
entire federal prison population (Federal Bureau
of Prisons, “Inmate Statistics by Offense”). There
are more inmates locked up in federal prisons
for drug crime than there are for weapons,
explosives, arson; sex offenses; extortion,
fraud, bribery; homicide, aggravated assault,
kidnapping; immigration; banking, insurance,
counterfeit, embezzlement; continuing criminal
enterprise, courts or corrections and national

security offenses combined.
Racial disparities exist and permeate the
criminal justice system at all levels and stages
of the criminal justice process. These disparities
exist within sentencing for drug crimes in
particular. One of the most notable examples of
racial disparity in this realm is the crack versus
powder cocaine sentencing disparity, ““[u]nder
the current penalty structure, established during
the so-called “crack epidemic” of the late 1980s,
possession of crack can carry the same sentence
as the possession of a quantity of cocaine that
is 100 times larger. The Controlled Substances
act established a minimum mandatory sentence
of five years for a first-time trafficking offense
involving over five grams of crack, as opposed to
500 grams of powder cocaine. The law imposed
the same ratio for larger amounts: a minimum
sentence of 10 years for amounts of crack
over 50 grams, versus 5 kilograms of cocaine”
(Kurtzleben, 2010). Although crack and powder
cocaine are both the same substance, the way we
prosecute the crime of possession for the two is
incredibly different. Some people associate the
difference in the prosecution of these crimes
with the tendency for crack cocaine to be linked
to more violent crime. Even if this is the case,
the application of this law is discriminatory- “[a]
ccording to the (U.S. Sentencing) Commission,
79 percent of 5,669 sentenced crack offenders
in 2009 were black, versus 10 percent who
were white and 10 percent who were Hispanic”
(Kurtzleben, 2010). In addition to the racial
disparity that exists, we also have disparities within
class. Crack cocaine happens to be significantly
cheaper than cocaine in powdered form, therefore,
crack cocaine is more prevalent in lower class
communities. There is higher visibility of criminal
activity in communities with lower socioeconomic
status as well as a heightened police presence.
Because crime is more likely to be committed
out on the streets in these areas, people of lower
socioeconomic status are not afforded the same
protections that wealthier people in suburban
areas have within their homes.

Interviews
A total of ten interviews on the topic of drug
crime were conducted in order to gauge public

opinion and better propose a policy change
moving forward. Five questions were asked in
total, with the first one being, what is your opinion
on mandatory minimum prison sentences for
nonviolent drug crime? Three of the ten subjects
were in favor of mandatory minimums for
drug offenses on the basis that they were fair,
reasonable and helped to prevent more violent
crimes from occurring. Another six people were
against having mandatory minimums on the
grounds that they are largely ineffective, biased
toward minorities and an unnecessary waste
of prison space. One person was unsure of
their stance on the issue. As FAMM stated about
mandatory minimums, “[t]hese inflexible,
“one-size-fits-all” sentencing laws may seem
like a quick-fix solution for crime, but they
undermine justice by preventing judges from
fitting the punishment to the individual and the
circumstances of their offenses” (FAMM, “What
are Mandatory Minimums”). This approach at
drug crime looks at the crime through a very
narrow lens that does not take the offender into
consideration- only the crime committed.
My second question was; do you believe that
incarceration serves as a deterrent for drug crime?
70% of the subjects felt that incarceration does not
serve as a deterrent for drug crime whereas the
other 30% believed that yes, imprisonment does
serve as a deterrent for drug crime. Interestingly,
prisons have actually been referred to by many
as ‘universities of crime’. Instead of being a
deterrent for crime, it has been said that prisons
cultivate crime and mold offenders into even
better criminals. The conditions and treatment
of offenders in prisons are a lot less than ideal.
Inmates are dehumanized all too often by
correctional staff and other inmates. Treatment for
substance abuse problems is difficult to come by
within prisons and there is little to no effort placed
on teaching the offenders the necessary skills
to better themselves and become contributing
members to society upon their release.
This brings me to my third question, do
you believe that our current approach to drug
crime accomplishes the goals of the criminal
justice system (retribution, incapacitation,
deterrence, rehabilitation and restoration)? Eight
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out of the ten interviewees responded no- our
current approach at tackling drug crime does
not accomplish the goals of the criminal justice
system. One argued that the current approach was
not helping to fix the problem, but rather simply
keeping it from getting worse. A lot of people
mentioned that nothing is really being done to
rehabilitate offenders. Drug addicts do not receive
proper forms of treatment while incarcerated and
often relapse upon their release due to the general
lack of rehabilitative structure in prisons. One
interviewee in particular mentioned that there is
no need for retribution in the case of drug crimes
because they are victimless crimes. Our current
approach is only successful in the incapacitation
aspect because for the most part, those who are
incarcerated for drug crimes are not able to use or
distribute drugs while serving their sentences.
The fourth question I posed was, what
alternatives to incarceration do you think would
be suitable for nonviolent drug offenses? Among
the suggestions, rehabilitation was the most
prominent answer. Some people suggested parole;
limiting jobs, loans, purchases, traveling; and inhouse arrest as alternatives. A lot of interviewees,
however, felt that education, treatment programs
and other restorative approaches were what
would be best for nonviolent drug offenders.
Restorative justice focuses on making the offender
whole again- in order to do so, one interviewee
mentioned that sending offenders to drug
rehabilitation centers or low-level offense centers,
somewhat like halfway houses, would be helpful.
In such a setting, the offender would learn the
useful skills they need to become a law abiding
citizen, find a job and contribute positively to our
society. More than anything, these people need
help getting back on their feet and these types of
programs would aid them in doing just that.
Last but not least, being well aware of the
racial disparities that exist within the criminal
justice system, I wanted to gauge other people’s
awareness on the topic racial disparity within
the system by asking- which populations do you
feel are most likely to be involved in drug crime?
The answers to this question ranged from white
suburban kids who are looking to kill time, those
who live in cities, minorities (specifically black
males), lower class citizens, etc. One person
mentioned how the likelihood of involvement
in drug crime is spread out among a bunch of
different groups including the poor, minorities and
the very wealthy. Another stated that not just one
population is effected, but it is spread out among a
bunch of different groups. They did note that only
the poor are convicted because of the disparity
in mass incarceration and the increased police
presence in inner cities where drug exchanges are
more likely to happen outside on the streets.
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Discussion

heroin and opioid abuse in Bergen County by
encouraging those suffering from the disease of
It is evident through both scholarly resources
and the data collected from conducting interviews addiction to seek help and experience recovery”
that our current approach at cutting down on drug (Grewal, 2017). Having been an intern with the
Paramus Police Department this past summer,
crime fails to meet the goals that our criminal
justice system was created to achieve- retribution, I was able to see the impact of this program
firsthand. I saw people from all different races,
incapacitation, deterrence, rehabilitation and
classes, genders, age groups (even people whom
restoration. Our current focus is on retribution
and incapacitation. We have failed to deter people I had gone to high school with) and all different
walks of life come into the police department
from committing these drug crimes by housing
seeking treatment. I saw some people come in
them in universities for crime and depriving
on numerous occasions, having gone into a detox
them of the necessary resources to change their
or treatment program once, leaving before their
behavior. According to James Austin in “The
completion of the program and coming back to
Use of Incarceration in the United States”, “[w]
the department wanting to try again. Although
e are spending over $35 billion annually on
not everyone was successful, the fact that this
corrections…” (Austin, 2000, p. i). We have
program even existed between law enforcement
not placed enough focus on the rehabilitative
agencies and mental healthcare professionals was
and restorative aspects that are key in building
incredible. These people seeking help through this
the offender back up and ensuring that they do
program were very receptive and responded well to
not engage in the same maladaptive behaviors
the genuine care that was displayed by the police
again. For many years, we have been placing
officers. If even one life was changed as a result of
nonviolent people (who are not threats to public
safety) behind bars. There are a lot of alternatives it, that was viewed as a success.
Drug courts have been used in some states,
to our current drug policy that could provide a
specifically
in Arizona, in order to filter out
more successful outcome for offenders including
people
from
entering the revolving doors that
community relations efforts by law enforcement,
are
our
prison
system. According to the National
treatment programs and drug courts.
Association
of
Drug
Court Professionals, “Drug
The law enforcement standpoint on drug crime
Courts
are
the
most
effective justice intervention
has been extremely strict since the 1970s, but
for
treating
drug-addicted
people. Drug Courts
within more recent years, there have been some
reduce
drug
use.
Drug
Courts
reduce crime. Drug
changes in a more positive direction. In New
Courts
save
money.
Drug
Courts
restore lives. Drug
Jersey in particular, three police departments in
Courts
save
children
and
reunite
families.
Bergen County (the Mahwah Police Department,
Eligible
drug-addicted
persons
may be sent to
the Lyndhurst Police Department and the Paramus
Drug
Court
in
lieu
of
traditional
justice
system
Police Department) have implemented what is
case
processing.
Drug
Courts
keep
individuals
called the “Heroin Addiction Recovery Team”
in treatment long enough for it to work, while
or “HART” Program in response to the heroin
supervising them closely. For a minimum term of
epidemic that is currently taking over the state
one year, participants are: provided with intensive
of New Jersey. According to Bergen County’s
treatment and other services they require to get
Prosecutor Gurbir S. Grewal, “[t]he program
and stay clean and sober; held accountable by the
is designed to direct those suffering from the
Drug Court judge for meeting their obligations to
disease of addiction towards treatment options
the court, society, themselves and their families;
by offering recovery resources at municipal
regularly and randomly tested for drug use;
police departments. Pursuant to the Directive,
required to appear in court frequently so that the
participating departments will establish walkjudge may review their progress; and rewarded for
in hours one day per week staffed by a law
enforcement officer and a clinician. Those seeking doing well or sanctioned when they do not live up
help, who have personal use quantity of narcotics to their obligations”
(NADCP, “What are Drug Courts?”). One of
or drug paraphernalia on their person, will not
the
main concerns that most people have about
be charged for having such contraband” (Grewal,
rehabilitation
and drug treatment is that unless
2017). The Bergen County Prosecutor’s Office
someone
is
involuntarily
admitted, no one can
implemented this program with a “three-pronged
force
them
to
stay.
Drug
Courts
tackle this issue by
approach, which focuses on (1) innovative
keeping
individuals
in
treatment
long enough for
criminal enforcement, (2) treatment options
it
to
work
and
reviewing
their
progress
very closely.
for addicts and (3) educational programming
The
smartest
policy
for
drug
crime
is
to
find a
to prevent individuals from becoming addicted
happy
medium
between
the
law
enforcement
to opioids and heroin.” Grewal further stated,
aspect and rehabilitative treatment methods.
“[t]he HART program is a natural extension of
Drug use and involvement tears apart
the BCPO’s efforts to offer treatment options to
individuals,
families and whole communities. It’s
addicts. It is designed to reduce the impact of

about time we stop looking at drug crime as a
victimless crime- very many Americans fall victim
to drug abuse and addiction, therefore it is time
we make this more of a community relations issue
and a health issue rather than a law enforcement
issue. We must stop labeling nonviolent drug
offenders as criminals and stop treating them
as any less of human beings because of their
mistakes. Each offender is different; therefore, the
process must be individualized in order to achieve
the most successful outcome. We have been taking
the wrong approach for a very long time and it
is now time to shift our funds and our focus to
preventative measures, diversionary programs and
rehabilitative efforts to keep people from being
incarcerated.
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In Memoriam

Trine University and the Tau Alpha Omicron Chapter are mourning the death of Craig Laker following
a lengthy battle with brain cancer. Craig was considered by many to be the father of criminal justice at
Tine University. Though his first love was always criminal justice, Craig brought excellence to every role
he filled at Trine University. His leadership and his desire to guide students toward excellence in their
personal and professional lives will be sorely missed.
Craig joined the University in 1999. His tenure included serving as Associate Professor, Chair of the
Department of Criminal Justice, Psychology and Social Services, Dean od the Jannen School of Arts and
Sciences and Dean of the College of Graduate and Professional Studies.
Over his teaching career at Trine, which included unprecedented growth in Trine’s criminal
justice programs, he was awarded the Gerald H. Moore Overall Excellence in Teaching Award, the
Barrenbrugge Award for Faculty Excellence and the Merle May McKetta Thomas Excellence in Teaching
Award in Arts and Sciences.
He also served as Faculty Advisor for the Tau Alpha Omicron Chapter of the American Criminal
Justice Association – Lambda Alpha Epsilon. Craig was also the first Chapter Advisor to received the
Jim Hooker Outstanding Advisor Award. This Award is an earned Award granted to advisors to ACJA-LAE
in recognition of outstanding service to a chapter and/or region of the Association.
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