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Abstract 

The purpose of this research was to determine whether there are differences in the correctional 

approach of the federal government and the state of Arizona. To determine if those differences 

exist, a comparative study was done which looked at the mission statements, programs and 

services offered to inmates, cost, and recidivism rates at both the Federal Bureau of Prisons and 

the Arizona Department of Corrections. Because differences were found to exist between the two 

levels of government, a policy recommendation was formulated to discuss how the Arizona 

Department of Corrections could implement new programs in order to have more success like its 

federal counterpart.  
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Introduction 

 Uniquely designed by the founding fathers, the governmental systems put into place in 

the United States were markedly different from the systems the colonists rebelled against. It is no 

surprise, then, that the corrections system in the United States is different from its English 

counterpart. While drawing from English common law principles, the correctional system in the 

United States was, and is, distinct.  

 One way in which the American system is unique is that each state has its own 

department of corrections in addition to the federal bureau of prisons. Given the current social, 

political, and economic climate surrounding controversies of prisons, it is critical to gain an 

understanding of what is happening inside American prisons. This research intends to compare 

the similarities between the Arizona Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of 

Prisons and contrast their differences based on their correctional approaches. The result of the 

research will be a policy recommendation, discussing potential avenues toward improvement for 

the Arizona Department of Corrections.  

Before delving into this matter, an overview of correctional approaches and the historical 

shifts in these approaches will develop the context of the comparison and recommendation. 
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Overview of Correctional Approaches 

 The purpose of corrections is, as its name implies, to “correct” a person. In the United 

States, this is primarily accomplished through imprisonment. Not only is corrections meant to 

influence the offender, but it is also supposed to act as a crime prevention policy. In their book 

on correctional theory, Cullen and Jonson explain, “it is likely that putting someone behind bars 

prevents somewhere between 4 and 10 crimes a year” (125). Because of this statistic, 

departments of correction heavily rely on prisons. Not all prisons, or corrections departments for 

that matter, are the same though. There are different correctional approaches and rationales for 

prisons across the nation. Three such approaches are deterrence, rehabilitation and just deserts. It 

is necessary to understand these correctional approaches in general, as well as how the 

approaches have changed over time in the United States, because they provide the backdrop for 

the comparison of two specific correctional departments. Thus, the following will provide an 

overview of the deterrence, rehabilitation, and just deserts approaches to corrections, as well as a 

brief review of shifts in correctional approaches in the United States.  

Deterrence 

 There are two types of deterrence: general and specific. General deterrence is intended to 

influence those who are not in prison from breaking the law to avoid imprisonment. Specific 

deterrence is intended to influence the one offender in prison into not breaking the law again.   

One way in which specific deterrence is accomplished is through the conditions inside of 

prisons. Offenders typically do not have positive views on life inside a prison. Anguish in prison 

is achieved through ”the deprivation of liberty, goods and services, heterosexual relationships, 

autonomy, and security” (Welch 72). Despite this punitive nature of prison in order to deter 

current and potential offenders, many inmates who have served time in prison, “view several 
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alternatives as more punitive than prison,” which “brings into question the use of brief 

imprisonment as a specific deterrent” (May and Wood 84). According to inmate surveys, some 

“inmates would rather serve a brief prison term than most of the alternatives, and many inmates 

view a brief prison term as an opportunity to relax away from the pressures of surviving on the 

street” (May and Wood 132). This approach has been questioned as to whether it is truly 

deterring people from crime in a general and specific sense.  

Rehabilitation 

 Rehabilitation is another approach within corrections. This approach developed while 

prisons were seen as a place for reform, and “reform was seen as a matter of the individual 

choosing to reform. Hence, prison would be a place where a person could reform, not a place 

where the person would be reformed by others” (Panzarella and Vona 250).  In some ways, this 

is still the case, in that rehabilitative programs are in place for inmates to participate in. 

However, in many facilities, specific rehabilitation programs not optional, but rather are 

required, thus taking away the choice from the person trying to reform.  

 Rehabilitation has many documented benefits. For example, rehabilitation makes society 

safer. “Rehabilitation makes offenders think more prosocially, develop skills to resist going into 

crime, and acquire human capital…it tends to make them better people and members of society” 

(Cullen and Jonson 213). Despite these benefits, all inmates are not necessarily getting the 

opportunity to participate in rehabilitation. According to a 1997 Survey of Inmates in State and 

Federal Correctional Facilities, “two out of three inmates admitted drug histories, but less than 

15% received any professional treatment while in prison” (Gideon and Sung 158). This figure is 

unsettling given that, according to two researchers, it is un-American not to rehabilitate 

offenders. According to criminal justice scholars Cullen and Jonson, “the reformation of 
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offenders has been a core goal of the correctional system” since the invention of the penitentiary 

system (213).  

 A key part of rehabilitation is prison programming. Programs in prison serve to 

rehabilitate inmates by allowing them to be productive while incarcerated, and better prepare for 

reentry. Programs are important because “education level, work experience, and skills of 

prisoners are well below the averages for the general population” (Lawrence et. al. 3). Prison 

programming has the ability to change this. Additionally, it allows for more successful reentry 

into the community: “In general, participants in prison-based educational, vocational, and work-

related programs are more successful” (Lawrence et. al. 8).  Among the four major types of 

programs (educational, vocational, prison industries, and employment services), education is the 

one primarily offered to inmates. However, “because inmates’ educational needs are so 

widespread, few prison systems are able to offer an adequate number of programs” (Lawrence et. 

al. 14).   

Just Deserts 

 Just deserts is a theory of sentencing based on a retributive approach. This theory 

“advocates that punishment should be proportionate to the seriousness of the offense committed” 

(Barton 504). As opposed to rehabilitation and deterrence, retribution focuses on punishing for 

crimes that have already been committed, and does not concern itself with changing the behavior 

of the offender. Just deserts implies that the offender is getting what he or she has coming to him. 

The punishment is to have the offender stay in prison for a proportionate amount of time as the 

seriousness of the offense. Because of the retributive nature of this approach that seeks only to 

punish and not correct, critics question why retribution and just deserts is accomplished through 
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the correctional system. Critics also contend that the states use this theory “to relinquish all 

responsibility for the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders” (Barton 506).  

Clearly, there are drawbacks and benefits to deterrence, rehabilitation, and the just deserts 

approaches. In recent history, each approach has been employed in corrections, throughout the 

many shifts in corrections.  

Shifts in Correctional Approaches 

 As with every criminal justice policy, there have been major shifts in correctional 

approaches in recent history. These shifts have gone from rehabilitation to getting tough, then a 

focus on early release, to a shift away from spending on corrections, then toward a focus on 

alternative sentences, to now, which is seen as a deterioration of rehabilitation.  

 After a perceived failure on rehabilitation in the 1970s, based on Robert Martinson’s 

infamous declaration that nothing works to rehabilitate offenders, there was a focus on getting 

tough on crime. This just deserts approach “sees punishment as prison’s main function” 

(Benson). This was due, in part, by the punitive nature of correctional systems, where it was 

difficult to develop effective rehabilitative programs in a punishment-driven atmosphere. 

However, according to Travis Pratt, this shift toward toughness on crime was misguided, as “the 

unmistakable conclusion from a collection of studies is that policy makers’ claims of massive 

reductions in crime that can be attributed to the expansion of the prison population are patently 

false” (67).  

 Yet, due to the tough on crime mentality, prisons became overcrowded with inmates 

serving hard time for relatively minor crimes. Because of the inflating prison population, 

spending on prisons and corrections ballooned, which led to a shift away from spending on 

corrections, characterized by early release programs. The three-strikes laws in many jurisdictions 
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caused an influx of inmates and these jurisdictions explored drug treatment and early-release 

initiatives. As Welch explains, these policies “do not represent a shift in crime control 

philosophy, but rather a fiscal acknowledgement that spending habits in the past were wasteful” 

(175). Another factor in this shift was changing public attitudes: “Public polls consistently show 

that Americans are now more interested in spending money on education and health care than on 

building more prisons” (Goode). Accordingly, existing prisons have had to make do with less.  

One method of reducing spending in prisons has been redirecting inmates from prisons to 

alternative sentences. According to an article in the New York Times, “changes in state and 

federal sentencing laws for lower-level offenses like those involving drugs have played a central 

role in the shift, with many states setting up diversion programs for offenders as an alternative to 

prison” (Goode). Interestingly enough, the shift to alternative sentences has not led to an increase 

in crime. Rather, some inmates find some alternatives as more punitive than actual 

imprisonment. (May and Wood 27) However, the correctional officers may also influence the 

perception of the alternative sentences by inmates, so alternatives are not without limitations or 

possible failures.  

 These shifts have all but culminated in the deterioration of the traditional pattern of 

rehabilitation. According to professors of criminal justice Richard Seiter and Karen Kadela, “the 

current model of prison operations and prisoner reentry does not focus on inmate rehabilitation 

and preparation for release, but on punishment, deterrence, and incapacitation to prevent future 

crimes” (363). This widespread rejection of rehabilitation will have profound impacts on the 

inmates when they reenter society, as they may not be well equipped to be a successful member 

of society. 



 

10 

 The shifts in correctional approaches in recent history, along with the overview of 

correctional approaches in general offer brief insight into correctional trends, which will aid in 

the understanding of the current state of the United States corrections system.  
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Current State of the U.S. Corrections System 

 Now that there is a basis for understanding general correctional approaches and theories, 

it is important to understand the specific nature of the U.S. Corrections System as it stands today. 

This includes a description of the current state of prisons, prison programming, measuring 

success in prison facilities, and understanding what programs work, what programs do not work, 

barriers to implementing successful programs, and the cost of implementing programs. This 

information provides a look into the current state of the corrections system of the United States, 

which will allow for a more informed comparison of two particular jurisdictions later on.   

Current State of Prisons 

 In order to understand a comparison and recommendation on a prison system, it is useful 

to first comprehend the general state of prisons, including the prison population, the economy of 

a prison, and the budgetary allocations for prisons.  

Population 

 The United States has the largest prison population in the world, with over 2 million 

incarcerated adults housed in federal and state prisons, and county jails, according to the U.S. 

Bureau of Justice Statistics. However, this population has been declining. “The prison population 

in the United States dropped in 2012 for the third consecutive year…in what criminal justice 

experts said was the biggest decline in the nation’s recent history” (Goode).  

Economy 

 Because of the large prison population and increases in expenditures in prisons, “a 

lucrative market economy with seemingly unlimited opportunities for an array of financial 

players” has been created (Welch 145) There is an entire economy built around the use of 

prisons. While this research will not discuss private prisons in depth, it is important to note that 
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private prisons are involved in this so-called “market economy” of financial players in the prison 

industry. This industry demonstrates that prisons are not just in the hands of the government – 

there are major players in the mix as well.  

Budget 

 Later sections will discuss the monetary cost and expenses that prisons cost to the federal 

government and the state of Arizona. This section discusses where the money that is allocated is 

going, or rather, where it is not going. Michael Welch in his book titled, “Ironies of 

Imprisonment,” explains that, “resources could be better allocated for drug treatment, job 

training, and education for prisoners before release. More than three-quarters of the 160,000 

prisoners [in California] report drug or alcohol problems, but only 6% receive treatment, and 

only one-third participate in job or education programs” (Welch 164). These figures are 

especially troubling given the potential opportunity to help inmates reform during their time in 

custody. Even more worrisome, though, is that with budgets being reduced as states and the 

federal government attempt to curb spending, many of these programs are being cut back: in 

California, substance-abuse programs will close altogether at eight prisons and scaled-down 

versions will, “remain at only 12 of the state’s 33 lockups and one of its privately run prisons” 

(Rothfeld). As budgets become slimmer, prison spending is being cut back, especially in prison 

programs. Yet, as Travis Pratt explains, “the impact of prisons on crime…is quite weak when 

considered in light of the dollars that state and federal corrections budgets absorb that could be 

spent addressing the underlying social factors more strongly related to crime rates” (Pratt 67-68). 

This information helps shed light on the current state of prison budgeting and prison spending, 

which will be analyzed further in contexts specific to the state of Arizona and the federal 

government.  
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Goals of Prison Programming 

 Prison programs are programs that are offered to inmates that allow the inmates to have 

the opportunity to spend their time doing something productive while in custody. The four main 

categories of prison programming are education, substance abuse treatment, trade skills, and 

employment preparation. While the programs do give the inmates the opportunity to better 

themselves, they also keep the inmates occupied, thus keeping them from starting fights or 

making trouble. Two important goals of prison programs are reducing recidivism rates, and 

aiding in reentry.  

Recidivism 

 Recidivism is a person’s “relapse into criminal behavior, often after the person receives 

sanctions or undergoes intervention for a previous crime” (“Recidivism.”). This construct is 

measured by “criminal acts that resulted in rearrest, reconviction, or return to prison with or 

without a new sentence during a three-year period following the prisoner’s release” 

(“Recidivism.”). Unfortunately, the reality is that the majority of prisoners will recidivate within 

three years of being released from custody. In a study that tracked 404,368 prisoners in 30 states 

after release from prison in 2005, 67.8% were rearrested within three years and 76.6% were 

rearrested within five years. (“Reentry Trends in the U.S.”). So although one goal of a prison 

should be to prepare inmates for release from custody so they do not commit more crimes, the 

reality is that over two-thirds of prisoners will commit another crime or violate their parole once 

released.  

Reentry 

 Prison reentry is objectively defined as “correctional programs that focus on the transition 

from prison to community and programs that have initiated treatment in a prison setting and have 
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linked with a community program to provide continuity of care” (Seiter and Kadela 368). From 

this perspective, it is a method of treatment that attempts to ease inmates back into society 

through treatment programs and resources in the community. However, there is another 

perspective of reentry. According to two professors of criminal justice at the John Jay College of 

criminal justice, “reentry is not a form of supervision, like parole. Reentry is not a goal, like 

rehabilitation or reintegration. Reentry is not an option. Reentry reflects the iron law of 

imprisonment: They all come back” (Gideon and Sung 385). This perspective illustrates what the 

professors believe to be an absolute truth: after imprisonment, most inmates are released back to 

society.  The percentage of inmates who will be released is quite staggering. “99 percent of those 

entering prison eventually return to society to become our neighbors in the communities where 

we live and work…With few exceptions we can count on those persons entering prison to come 

out again better or worse for their experience” (Hancock and Sharp 290). This statement 

highlights how important a focus on reentry can be in prison programming. If 99 percent of 

inmates will be released back to the community, it is imperative that they return as better people 

than they were when sentenced.  

 Yet, based on a study of reentry trends from 30 states in the United States, of 400,000 

inmates who were released, more than two-thirds were rearrested within three years (“Reentry 

Trends in the U.S.”). This clearly demonstrates that reentry programs are simply not doing 

enough to facilitate inmate success upon reentry to the community. According to Travis Pratt, 

assisting inmates in the transition from prison to the community is a “dwindling concern” (Pratt 

85). There are a few possible causes of reentry failure. The first is that “a growing number of 

prisoners are being subjected to extremely long sentences…[which] make return to a productive, 

conventional life extremely difficult…many marginally involved petty criminals are converted 
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into hard core ‘outlaws’” (Hancock and Sharp 281). Additionally, there are barriers in the 

community upon release, such as “various forms of disenfranchisement that make it more 

difficult to shed the label of ‘ex-con’” (Pratt 85). The inmates who are released can face 

restrictions on “what kinds of job prospects will be available to the, access to student loans for 

furthering their education, and the right to participate in the political process” (Pratt 85). All of 

these factors make reentering society that much more difficult for an inmate.  

 There are a few programs that can help alleviate some of these problems. For example, 

some prisons have opened up aftercare facilities like halfway houses in which, “they moved 

some prisoners into small facilities in urban areas and let these prisoners go out to work during 

the daytime will still serving the last part of a sentence. These programs were seen as more 

conducive to rehabilitation as well as being less expensive” (Panzarella and Vona 252-3). 

Halfway houses provide an opportunity for prisoners to become acclimated to the level of 

freedom they will receive once released, as well as the responsibility of maintaining a job and 

becoming a functioning member of society.  Another possibility for programming to aid in 

reentry is for local businesses from the private sector to become “engaged in the training and 

employment of offenders prior to their release, with the goal of linking these prisoners to 

employment after release” (Lawrence et. al. 21). This would allow for the inmates to become 

acclimated to working at an actual occupation, which can lead to success outside of prison. 

 Understanding the programs that can help with reentry is essential to understanding the 

current state of corrections in the United States, as more and more prisons are releasing inmates 

to relieve stresses from overcrowding.  
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Measuring Success in Prisons 

 In order to analyze and compare prisons, it is necessary to understand what constitutes 

success in a prison. The MTC Institute, a corporation that operates private correctional facilities, 

has identified three main dimensions of a successful facility. Each dimension can be measured 

with the logs and records that are kept and maintained in all facilities. While these records may 

be sufficient for now, the institute suggests the creation of a national performance management 

system in order to design more measurable outcomes and allow cross-agency evaluations of 

correctional facilities (Measuring Success 4).  

 The three main dimensions of a successful facility are: safety and security, reentry 

preparation, and quality of life. Safety and security is fairly straightforward, requiring facilities to 

be secure without escapes. Additionally, “staff must prevent drugs and other contraband from 

entering…there should be no murders, no hostage situations, few assaults on either offenders or 

staff, and a small number of racial disorders or gang related incidents. Disorder should be kept to 

a minimum allowing offenders to work and attend programming” (Measuring Success 3). The 

quality of life dimension involves the basic human rights that offenders are entitled to. This 

means that the offenders should be housed in decent conditions with access to a system of due 

process and family visits (Measuring Success 3). Finally, the reentry preparation involves, “a 

system that provides access to job training opportunities, [and] enabling employment with career 

job availability” (Measuring Success 3). Thus, according to the MTC Institute, a prison’s success 

can be measured by its success in these three dimensions.  

 In contrast, some other researchers in criminal justice believe it takes more than just 

success in these programs for a prison to be considered successful. Travis Pratt contends that the 

success of programs is not solely determined by whether or not the offender recidivates or is able 



 

17 

to successfully reintegrate into society. He explains, “it is important to note that not all treatment 

programs are created equal…whether a program works depends on who does what to work, why, 

and where” (Pratt 103). In this, he seems to express hesitation to call a program a success or a 

failure simply because of a few outcomes, without giving consideration to the context in which 

the programs were put into place.  

 Finally, criminal justice professors Cullen and Jonson believe it worthwhile to note that 

success in a prison program should not just be measured on how effective the program is as 

compared with an alternative correctional intervention. Instead, they conclude that, “the proper 

comparison ought to be how much crime is saved by locking someone up” (Cullen and Jonson 

126). 

 It is clear that there is a multitude of ways to measure successful prison facilities. This 

measurement should be based on the prison records, success in programming, preventing 

recidivism, and determining how much crime is saved through incarceration.  

Which Programs Work 

 It is useful to provide a brief overview of which programs are currently considered to be 

successful in corrections. Gaining a basic comprehension of these programs is crucial because 

according to Craig Haney, a PhD and psychologist at UC Santa Cruz, “when properly 

implemented, work programs, education, and psychotherapy can ease prisoners’ transitions to the 

free world” (Benson).  All of the treatments to be described are designed “to give offenders skills 

to help them hold jobs and make other changes. They are taught to handle anger, build self-

esteem and search for the roots of their decisions to commit crimes, the better to avoid repeating 

them” (Rothfeld). First, there will be a brief review of the principles that constitute effective 

prison services. Then, each of the major categories of prison programming will be explained with 
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their current outcomes, including counseling and psychological treatment, substance abuse 

treatment, educational programs, employment programs, and reentry resources.  

Principles of Effective Services 

 According to criminal justice professors Cullen and Jonson, there are three principles to 

effective services that increase treatment effectiveness for offenders in prison. The first is called 

the needs principle. It states that the treatment or program “should target the known predictors of 

crime and recidivism for change” (Cullen and Jonson 166). These predictors include risk factors 

for crime. Essentially, the needs principle means that the program should be targeting the 

offenders who are more likely to need the programming.  

The second principle is called the responsibility principle. This principle provides the 

idea that treatment services should be behavioral in nature. This includes employing, “the 

cognitive behavioral and social learning techniques of modeling, graduated practice, role 

playing, reinforcement, extinction, resource provision, concrete verbal suggestions and cognitive 

restructuring” (Cullen and Jonson 167-8). The treatment should be intensive for three to nine 

months (depending on the offenders’ need) and should take up between 40 and 70% of the 

offenders’ time).  

The final principle is the risk principle, which argues that treatment interventions should 

primarily be used with higher risk offenders. This is because “higher-risk offenders are capable 

of change. And, more noteworthy, the most substantial savings and recidivism are required by 

providing them with treatment services” (Cullen and Jonson 168). Additionally, “it appears that 

less hardened or lower-risk offenders generally do not require intervention because they are 

unlikely to recidivate” (Cullen and Jonson 168). Essentially, because higher-risk offenders are 

more at risk to commit crimes once released and end up adding to the recidivism, it makes the 
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most sense to provide them with the treatment instead of the lower-risk offenders who are 

unlikely to recidivate anyway. 

Counseling/Psychological Treatment 

 Counseling and psychological treatment can occur both inside and outside of prison 

walls. According to studies in England and Canada for violent offenders, psychological treatment 

that includes cognitive-behavioral and social learning theory-based techniques, “were effective 

in reducing rates of high-risk offender recidivism 2 years after release” (Gideon and Sung 41). 

The caveat to this success rate is that treatment cannot just end once an offender is released from 

prison: “there is a general consensus in the clinical and research communities that in order for 

any therapeutic gains to be maintained, treatment must not end upon an offender’s release” 

(Gideon and Sung 41). In fact, standards of care for this type of treatment specify that, 

“community-based aftercare must continue for at least 6 months after prison release” (Gideon 

and Sung 167). So while counseling and psychological treatment has been found to be 

successful, it is necessary for treatment to continue after the offender is released from prison in 

order to maintain the therapeutic gains and reduce recidivism rates. 

Substance Abuse Treatment 

 Substance abuse treatment has also been shown to be effective in preventing recidivism, 

especially among offenders involved in drug-related crimes. This treatment must be “intensive 

and well-structured” according to Gideon and Sung (159).  Other researchers agree that 

substance-abuse treatment can be effective, stating, “drug treatment programs do work in easing 

the transition from prison to the community” (Seiter and Kadela 376).  Additionally, the 

researchers in a cost-effective analysis of prison based treatment and aftercare services for 

substance-abusing offenders found what they call a “continuum of treatment,” which has the 
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greatest potential to reduce recidivism (McCollister et. al. 76). This continuum includes both in-

prison services and aftercare programs. This type of treatment had the highest cost per avoided 

incarcerated day. However, this conclusion must be taken with a grain of salt, as it is based on 

data where participation in the aftercare treatment was voluntary, which may have had an effect 

because the subjects might have been predisposed to be successful, thus why they chose to 

participate in the program. Despite this methodological flaw, the researchers still conclude, “it 

does not appear that in-prison treatment alone is enough. Aftercare programs are undeniably 

important for the offender’s transition from prison to the community” (McCollister et. al. 78). 

Although prison-based substance abuse treatment can be effective, it is far more effective when 

it is coupled with aftercare treatment once an offender is released back to the community.  

Educational Programs 

 Educational programs are generally considered to be successful, however the results are 

not unanimous about the success. Gideon and Sung contend, “University courses are the single 

best mechanism available to increase inmates’ post prison success. The inmates can compete for 

higher-paying jobs and reduce the frustration of having to compete in a society that seeks 

college-educated workers” (201). Gideon and Sung explain that there have been numerous 

studies with positive correlations between inmate education and reductions in recidivism (204). 

However, they also point out that there can be obstacles in prison that inhibit the learning process 

such as “a lack of basic reading skills, learning disability, and lack of available resources for 

inmates” (Gideon and Sung 210). A source that pushes for prison education programs identified 

a 2005 Institute for Higher Education Policy report that cites recidivism rates for incarcerated 

people who participated in prison education programs were 46% lower than the rates of 

incarcerated people who had not taken college classes” (“Why Prison Education”). Moreover, 
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Miles Harer, who studied the effect of prison education on recidivism rates found that “inmates 

who actively participate in education programs have significantly lower likelihoods of 

recidivating” because participation in these programs normalize the offenders by “offering relief 

from the pains of imprisonment and by helping inmates appreciate and adopt prosocial norms” 

(Harer 3).  

 However, these results are not unanimous. Sociologists Linden and Perry agree that 

“there is no doubt that prison inmates are amenable to vocational and academic training,” (54), 

however they acknowledge that education programs do not typically have an impact on post-

release employment rates or recidivism rates (Linden and Perry 55). They do cite certain factors 

that can promote the success of education programs in prison, including an intensive program 

that can be carried out within an alternative community inside of the prison. The researchers 

contend “most evaluations have shown that inmates make substantial improvements in learning 

but this does not necessarily have an impact on rates of post-release employment and recidivism 

(Linden and Perry 43). They go on to suggest that if reduction of recidivism is the goal of prison 

education programs, then “support services should be provided to an inmate upon release to 

enable him to continue his education or to assist him in finding a job where his new learning can 

be used” (Linden and Perry 55).  

 Although educational programs are not unanimously agreed upon to reduce recidivism, 

they do have positive prosocial benefits for inmates inside of prisons.  

Employment Programs 

 Employment programs help an offender obtain successful reentry into society. There are 

several barriers for those with felony convictions from gaining employment. For one, some 

felony convictions are legally barred from some occupations. Additionally, they face barriers in 
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locating housing in that they may be unable to afford market rent or provide references, a 

security deposit, or an employment history (Gideon and Sung 364). Yet, according to these 

researchers, “one of the most frequently cited precursors to successful reentry and criminal 

desistance is employment” (Gideon and Sung 362). Thus, programs that focus on providing 

employment skills to offenders may help alleviate these problems and in turn may be effective in 

reducing recidivism.  

Reentry Resources 

 While not necessarily a program, most prisons offer reentry resources, which include 

halfway houses, in order to ease the transition from prison to the community. Providing an easier 

transition does not just help with the offenders: “prerelease centers and programs can be effective 

in reducing recidivism rates as well” (Seiter and Kadela 379).  These resources are considered to 

be effective in that they help reduce recidivism and help actual offenders become reintegrated 

into society.  

Percentage Reduction in Recidivism Rates 

The following chart is based on a 2006 study done by Aos et. al. and reported in 

Measuring Success (3). It displays the percentage reduction in recidivism rates for each major 

type of prison program.  

PROGRAM TYPE PERCENTAGE REDUCTION IN 
RECIDIVISM RATES 

Basic Adult Education 5.1% 
Vocational Education 12.6% 

Correctional Industries 7.8% 
Employment Training and Job Assistance in the 

Community 4.8% 

Cognitive Behavioral Drug Treatment 6.8% 
In-prison Therapeutic Communities with Community 

Aftercare 6.9% 

In-prison Therapeutic Communities without 
Community Aftercare 5.3% 
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Barriers to Implementing Successful Programs 

 Despite the various successful programs that some prisons employ; there can be barriers 

to implementing these programs. Researchers have agreed upon six common barriers to 

developing effective treatment programs and included potential solutions for each. The barriers 

include the limited criteria to determine need for treatment. One solution is that “treatment type 

and level should be matched with the needs of the clients” (Farabee et. al. 152). By clients, they 

mean inmates. Additionally, they found that it is difficult to hire qualified staff, and those who 

are qualified may not continue to be effective in a prison setting. To combat this, the researchers 

say to offer sufficient wages and implement cross training to avoid problems with conflicting 

goals (Farabee et. al. 154). There is also a lack of continuity, which affects the stability of the 

treatment environment. To remedy this, correctional officers could have a dual emphasis on 

security and treatment. (Farabee et. al. 155). The researchers discussed that “few clinicians or 

researchers would challenge the importance of providing aftercare services to parolees,” which 

has become a problem because there are low rates of aftercare attendance (Farabee et. al. 157). 

To overcome this barrier, the researchers suggest offering external motivators for participation in 

aftercare services. Finally, because of the controlled setting in a prison, there can be a problem 

with coercion into the program, rather than participation based on an inmate’s choice. The 

researchers say that increasing the number of individual counseling sessions and having a 

perceived sense of control given to the inmate can help some this problem. Each of these barriers 

and proposed solutions are helpful and relevant because they help point to policy suggestions 

that can be used to shape new recommendations for prison programming.  
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Which Programs Do Not Work 

 While knowing what programs are successful within prisons is helpful in understanding 

the current state of corrections in the United States, it can also be helpful to know what does not 

work. According to Cullen and Jonson, punishment-oriented programs make the list. They 

explain, “correctional interventions that are based on deterrence theory have not proven 

effective” (164). Additionally, boosting self-esteem does not seem to work either: “self-esteem 

apparently has little to do with crime; it is a weak predictor of recidivism” (Cullen and Jonson 

165). Furthermore, two other researchers have found “no evidence that harsher confinement 

conditions reduce recidivism” (Chen and Shapiro 3), which “stands in contrast to prior evidence 

of a specific deterrence effect, in which punishing a criminal more severely reduces that 

individual’s subsequent probability of recidivism” (Chen and Shapiro 4).  Knowing that these 

programs do not work is not only essential to understanding the effectiveness of programs, but it 

can be helpful in establishing why a prison system is succeeding or failing.  

Cost of Implementing Programs 

 The final important aspect in understanding corrections in the U.S. is recognizing a 

general comprehension of the cost of implementing programs. According to a report on the costs 

and benefits of programs to reduce crime, “prison treatment programs can be highly effective in 

reducing recidivism and associated costs to society” (“The Costs and Benefits of Programs to 

Reduce Crime.”). The report provides the benefit-cost ratio for the different categories of 

programs. A benefit-cost ratio is the cost of the benefit for every 1 dollar of taxpayer money 

spent. The results of the cost-benefit analysis are displayed in the following chart. 
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PROGRAM TYPE COST-BENEFIT RATIO 

Residential Drug Treatments and Aftercare $2.69 

Prison Vocational Training $7.13 

Correctional Industries $6.65 

Adult Basic Education $5.65 
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Correctional Approach in Arizona 

It appears that the correctional approach in Arizona involves both deterrence and 

rehabilitation. The rehabilitation can be seen through the programs and services offered by the 

prisons, and the deterrence is noted through the mission statement of the Arizona Department of 

Corrections. Looking at the cost of this approach and the effectiveness will help in the analytical 

comparison between this department and the federal correctional approach.  

Mission Statement 

 The mission statement of any agency illustrates the core values of the agency. It can 

include guiding principles and goals that point to what the agency hopes to accomplish. The 

Arizona Department of Corrections is no different. According to its website, the mission of the 

Arizona Department of Corrections is, “to serve and protect the people of Arizona by securely 

incarcerating convicted felons, providing structured programming designed to support inmate 

accountability and successful community reintegration, and by providing effective supervision 

for those offenders conditionally released from prison” (“Mission Statement.”).  Additionally, 

the guiding principles of the Arizona Department of Corrections are, “to maintain an 

environment that is humane and equitable to both employees and inmates” (“Mission 

Statement.”). To succeed in obtaining these goals, the agency is focusing on required inmate 

participation in self-improvement programming with the hope that these will reduce recidivism 

and, “prepare inmates to be responsible citizens upon release” (Mission Statement.”). Thus, in 

order to meet the goal of serving and protecting the people of Arizona, the Department of 

Corrections is focusing on structuring programming and services. 
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Programs and Services 

 Based on the information provided on the main Arizona Department of Corrections 

website, there appears to be three main aspects of the “structured programming” provided by this 

agency. They are recreation, substance abuse treatment, education, and job training. Each has 

specific rules and requirements with the hope that these programs will reduce recidivism and 

maintain the humane and equitable environment as stated in the guiding principles of the Arizona 

Department of Corrections. According to the most current data available, 75.3% of all eligible 

inmates participated in appropriate work, education, and treatment assignments (Brewer 200).  

Recreation 

 According to the Department of Corrections policy on inmate recreation, inmates are 

afforded opportunities for recreation and arts and crafts, which complies with the goal of 

providing a humane environment for the inmates. Each inmate is allowed at least six hours each 

week of outdoor exercise activities. There is a maximum of 16 television channels provided to 

the inmates, which can be restricted or revoked at any time for any reason by the warden of the 

facility. Finally, participation in crafts is voluntary, but inmates are allowed to sell their crafts 

through a strict system that allows the inmates to profit from their arts and crafts (Inmate 

Recreation/Arts & Crafts 1). These recreational programs are in place to help keep the inmates 

occupied during their incarceration. 

Substance Abuse Treatment 

 The Arizona Department of Corrections offers substance abuse treatment to offenders 

who are identified as being in need of intervention based on self-reporting and other data. There 

are three categories of treatment available: intensive, moderate, and educational. Offenders will 

be placed into the treatment based on “need, time left to serve, and risk for recidivism” 
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(“Addiction Treatment Services.”). The treatments vary in length from six month to twelve 

months programs, and licensed substance abuse counselors conduct each program. The goal of 

this treatment is to change the behavior of offenders within the prisons as well as reduce the risk 

of recidivism once the offenders are released back to the community.  

Education 

 There are a few different types of educational programs offered in Arizona prisons. These 

include the functional literacy program and the general education development program. With 

the help of more than one hundred professional educations in the prisons, these programs aim to 

“address the educational needs of the offender population” (“Inmate Education.”).  

The functional literacy program, “targets offenders with very limited functional skills 

and/or limited English language development” (“Inmate Education.”). The goal of this program 

is to develop adequate reading, writing, and mathematics skills that will enable the offender to 

function in a working environment once released from incarceration. The functional literacy 

program is mandatory for offenders. Additionally, if a prison fails to achieve functional literacy 

at the 8th grade level, he or she will not be released through probation (“Inmate Education.”). He 

or she must either achieve 8th grade functional literacy level or serve the full term of 

imprisonment. The general education development program, on the other hand, is meant to 

provide a more advanced education to offenders. It is offered to inmates who do not yet have a 

high school diploma or a GED (“Inmate Education.”) The goal is to assist the offenders in 

passing the GED test so that he or she may be able to gain employment once released.  

These educational programs are not offered without limitations. For example, maximum 

level inmates and those serving under a death sentence are not eligible to enroll in any education 

programs. Additionally, according to the official policy document of the Arizona Department of 
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Corrections, all educational programs must be offered for a minimum of 180 minutes per day, 

and the school year is no less than 208 days. There are also additional programs for inmates who 

have already achieved the requisite educational standards. However, these correspondence and 

distance learning courses must be paid for by the inmate, and must not require Internet access 

(Inmate Education and Resource Center Services 9). 

Job Training 

 Job training, or work-based education, as it is called by the Arizona Department of 

Corrections, is “designed to assist offenders in gaining marketable employment skills” (“Inmate 

Education.”). This type of education programing is offered to those who have a high school 

diploma or GED but do not have any work or employment skills. The programs range from six 

months to two years. This type of program combines “classroom education with hands on work 

experience” (Inmate Education and Resource Center Services 5). The goal of this program is that 

it may “assist offenders in obtaining work within the prison setting, as well as upon release” 

(“Inmate Education.”). By providing marketable skills, this program might reduce the chance of 

recidivism for inmates who choose to participate.  

Cost 

 According to the Fiscal Year 2013 budget serviced by former Governor Brewer, the 

Arizona Department of Corrections was allotted a budget of $1,005,942,400 to cover all 

expenses. (Brewer 192) These expenses cover both administration costs and the expenses related 

to housing all of the inmates in prison. Based on the population fact sheet provided by the 

Arizona Department of Corrections, during Fiscal Year 2013, there were a total of 40,686 

inmates confined. By dividing the total budgetary allotment by the number of inmates for Fiscal 

Year 2013, the total cost per inmate for the year was $24,724.53, or $67.74 per inmate per day.  
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Correctional Effectiveness 

 In order to identify whether the Arizona Department of Corrections is effective, it is 

important to look at certain inmate statistics provided by the department. Regarding the 

effectiveness of substance abuse treatment programs, it is important to note that 74.9% of the 

inmates have been identified has having a moderate or intense need for substance abuse 

treatment (“Admissions, Releases, Confined Population Fact Sheet.”). Substance abuse treatment 

is offered in all of the facilities, yet the service is limited due to the budget, so only those with a 

high risk of recidivism will receive the treatment.  

Moreover, as indicated by essentially all corrections research, most inmates will be 

released from prison back to the community at some point. This holds true for Arizona prisons. 

The average length of stay for the inmates in the Arizona Department of Corrections is 8.2 years. 

The majority of inmates had a prior felony history, with 70.9% having a violent criminal history. 

Also adding to the recidivism, 9.1% of the total confined population are county probationers or 

parolees who had their probation or parole revoked (“Admissions, Releases, Confined 

Population Fact Sheet.”). In following with the research, a study on inmate recidivism specific to 

the state of Arizona also revealed the high rates of recidivism for inmates. Using data from 1990 

to 2004 following 54,660 inmates, the study found that 42.4% of these inmates returned to 

Arizona Department of Corrections custody for any reason, and 34.5% had two or more prior 

confinements (“Arizona Inmate Recidivism Study.”). This demonstrates the effectiveness, or 

lack thereof, of prison programming in reducing recidivism rates for released inmates.  
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Correctional Approach in Federal Government 

 The Federal Bureau of Prisons is made up of 116 institutions across the United States. It 

is responsible for more than 209,500 federal offenders. It has a strong philosophy that release 

preparation begins the first day of imprisonment; “Accordingly, the Bureau provides many self-

improvement programs, including work in prison industries and other institution jobs, vocational 

training, education, substance abuse treatment, parenting, anger management, counseling, 

religious observance opportunities, and other programs that teach essential life skills” (“About 

the Federal Bureau of Prisons.”). Thus, based on these programs, taken within the context of the 

bureau’s mission statement, it appears that the correctional approach taken at the federal level in 

the United States revolves around rehabilitation.  

Mission Statement 

 The mission statement of the Federal Bureau of Prisons illustrates what the agency hopes 

to accomplish. It states, “It is the mission of the Federal Bureau of Prisons to protect society by 

confining offenders in the controlled environments of prisons and community-based facilities 

that are safe, humane, cost-efficient, and appropriately secure, and that provide work and other 

self-improvement opportunities to assist offenders in becoming law-abiding citizens” (“About 

Our Agency.”). Based on this statement, it is fairly clear that one main focus of the Federal 

Bureau of Prisons is to help offenders so they are prepared for release. This demonstrates that it 

places a focus on rehabilitation efforts, instead of just focusing on incarceration, which is also a 

goal. The vision that is listed on the website of the Federal Bureau of Prisons emphasizes this 

point even more: “through the provision of healthcare, mental, spiritual, educational, vocational, 

and work programs, inmates are well-prepared for a productive and crime-free return to society” 
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(“About Our Agency.”). Again, this illustrates the focus that the Federal Bureau of Prisons 

places on making sure that inmates will be prepared for release after their time of incarceration.  

Programs and Services 

 The website published by the Federal Bureau of Prisons contains detailed information 

about each of its many programs and services that are offered to federal inmates. The four main 

categories of these programs include: substance abuse treatment, education, reentry services, and 

job training.  

Substance Abuse Treatment 

 The substance abuse treatment options that are offered in federal prisons are diverse. 

There are a number of different types of programs depending on the needs of the inmates. The 

hope is that these treatment programs will, “reduce relapse, reduce criminality, reduce 

recidivism, reduce inmate misconduct, increase the level of the offender’s stake in societal 

norms, increase levels of education and employment upon return to the community, improve 

health and mental health symptoms and conditions, and improve relationships” (“Substance 

Abuse Treatments.”).  

 One of the treatments available is the Residential Drug Abuse Program. This program, 

offered at 65 bureau institutions, has participants, “live in a unit separate from general 

population; they participate in half-day programming and half-day work, school, or vocational 

activities” (“Substance Abuse Treatments.”). This program is incredibly intensive, requiring a 

minimum of 500 hours of treatment over a one-year period. (Annual Report on Substance Abuse 

Treatment Programs 6). In Fiscal Year 2012, 14,482 inmates participated in the Residential Drug 

Abuse Program. (Annual Report on Substance Abuse Treatment Programs 7). Research 

regarding the effectiveness of this program has been positive: “finding demonstrated that RDAP 
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participants are significantly less likely to recidivate and less likely to relapse to drug use than 

non-participants. The studies also suggest that the Bureau’s RDAPs make a significant difference 

in the lives of offenders following their release from custody and return to the community” 

(“Substance Abuse Treatments.”). In addition to the residential aspect of this treatment, all 

inmates who volunteer to receive this treatment are able to continue their treatment with a 

community-based treatment provider when they are released to a residential reentry center. 

(Annual Report on Substance Abuse Treatment Programs 6).  

 The community treatment services are an extension of the RDAP program. The goal is to 

provide, “continuity of care for offenders placed in residential reentry centers” (“Substance 

Abuse Treatments.”). This service is a required component of completing the full RDAP 

program, and in Fiscal Year 2012, 12,464 inmates participated in the transition treatment. 

(Annual Report on Substance Abuse Treatment Programs 9).  

 Less intensive substance abuse treatments are also available for offenders in need of 

treatment. The Nonresidential Drug Abuse Treatment is a more flexible program that is available 

in every bureau institution. It requires a minimum of 4 hours per week for 12 weeks. In Fiscal 

Year 2012, 20,141 inmates participated in the Nonresidential Drug Abuse Treatment. (Annual 

Report on Substance Abuse Treatment Programs 5).  

The least intensive form of treatment available is drug abuse education. The goal is, “to 

encourage offenders with a history of drug use to review the choices they have made and the 

consequences of their choices” (Annual Report on Substance Abuse Treatment Programs 3-4). 

This program is available in all 118 bureau institutions and, unlike the other substance abuse 

treatments, is a requirement if the criteria for admission are met. In the drug abuse education 
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classes, inmates will “review how those choices have affected them physically, socially, and 

psychologically” (Annual Report on Substance Abuse Treatment Programs 4).  

Education 

 As part of the Federal Bureau of Prison’s education programs, federal institutions offer 

the Adult Continuing Education program. This involves formal instructional classes. Three 

recidivism studies have shown lower rates of recidivism and higher wages than non-participants. 

Additionally, institutions offer the Bureau Literacy Program, which provides foundational math, 

reading, and writing skills in preparation for the GED test. There is also an ESL program for 

offenders who do not speak English. (“A Directory of Bureau of Prisons’ National Programs.”).  

Reentry Services 

One of the major focuses on federal prison programming is on reentry services. Most 

inmates are placed in residential reentry centers (halfway houses) prior to release so they may 

adjust to life outside of prison. It provides a structured and supervised environment were inmates 

can gain responsibility in steps in order to reenter society without being overwhelmed (“About 

the Federal Bureau of Prisons.”). These centers are crucial for the reentry to be successful, as 

they are structured with demanding requirements. The centers offer substance abuse treatment 

and medical and mental health care. They assist with housing, with the offender paying a 25% 

subsistence fee. Residential reentry centers assist with employment opportunities by supplying 

job fairs, training classes, and a network of local employers. Offenders are supposed to be 

employed 40 hours each week within 15 days of the arrival at the RRC. The centers are 

extremely accountable, as there are in-house counts conducted throughout the day. The inmates 

are monitored consistently and are only allowed to leave the facility for certain approved 

activities. ("Residential Reentry Management Centers."). The Federal Bureau of Prisons 
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recognizes that the majority of inmates will be released back to society so reentry services are 

meant to help with the transition in order to reduce the chance of recidivism.  

Job Training 

 The Federal Bureau of Prisons has an expansive job training program. In addition to 

UNICOR, the name of the Federal Prison Industries, there are educational programs and events 

offered to inmates. 

 Every year, the Bureau of Prisons, “hosts mock job fairs and resource fairs for inmates at 

institutions all around the country. Mock job fairs provide inmates with real-life like 

opportunities to practice their job seeking skills. They also allow employers the opportunity to 

learn about the advantages of hiring ex-offenders” (“Institutions Prepare Inmates for Reentry.”). 

Before inmates can participate in the mock job fairs, they must complete a job skills class, which 

involves resume writing, job search strategies, and job retention. Institutions also offer 

occupational education programs that team marketable skills in different trades (“A Directory of 

Bureau of Prisons’ National Programs.”).  

 The Federal Prison Industries, otherwise known as FPI or UNICOR, is “one of the 

Bureau’s most important correctional programs. It significantly reduces recidivism and 

contributes to institution security and safety by engaging inmates in constructive activities” 

(“About the Federal Bureau of Prisons.”). UNICOR’s purpose is, “to employ and provide job 

skills training to the greatest practicable number of inmates confined within the Federal Bureau 

of Prisons; contribute to the safety and security of our nation’s federal correctional facilities by 

keeping inmates constructively occupied, produce market-priced quality goods and services for 

sale to the federal government, operate in a self-sustaining manner, and minimize FPI’s impact 

on private business and labor” (“UNICOR.”). The main mission, from the perspective of the 
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Bureau of Prisons, is to allow inmates to be employed, gain job skills and training, as well as 

keep the inmates constructively occupied. According to Federal Bureau of Prisons data, 16% of 

work-eligible inmates work in FPI factories, and receive wages varying from $0.23 to $1.15 an 

hour. (“UNICOR.”). This money does not always stay with the inmates, though. The Bureau of 

Prisons employs an Inmate Financial Responsibility Program, which requires inmates to make 

payments from their earning to satisfy a range of debts including court-ordered fines, victim 

restitution, and child support. The research has shown that “inmates who participate in the FPI 

program are less likely to revert to criminal behavior and more likely to be gainfully employed 

following release from prison” (“UNICOR.”). The effects reach farther than just immediately 

after an inmate is released: a post release employment project research study has shown that “as 

many as 8 to 12 years after their release, inmates who worked in prison industries were 24% less 

likely to recidivate than inmates who did not participate” (“About the Federal Bureau of 

Prisons.”).  

Cost 

 The budgetary information published by the United States Department of Justice is very 

detailed and includes a specific breakdown of where the money it requests will be going. The 

budget summary for Fiscal Year 2015 demonstrates that the Department of Justice requested, “a 

total of $8.5 billion to maintain secure, controlled, criminal detention and prison facilities for 

federal prisoners and invests in programming to reduce recidivism” (“United States Department 

of Justice Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Summary” 6). Of this money, it requests $6.9 billion 

specifically for the Bureau of Prisons (“United States Department of Justice Fiscal Year 2015 

Budget Summary” 12). The $6.9 billion for the Bureau of Prisons includes money that will be 

appropriated toward salaries and administration costs as well as the amount that will be spent 
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specifically on inmate care and programs. It is important to note that the money to be spent 

directly on inmate care and programs based on the 2015 budget request is $25,602,190,000. 

Given that the current data for total prisoners in a federal institution is 209,500 offenders, the 

cost of housing inmates in federal prisons can be calculated at $32,935.56 per offender, per year. 

This comes out to a daily cost of $90.23.  

Correctional Effectiveness 

 In order to identify whether the Federal Bureau of Prisons is effective, the outputs must 

be compared with the goals of the agency. According to its mission statement, the goal of the 

Bureau of Prisons is to protect society by confining offenders, keep the offenders safe in humane 

conditions while incarcerated, and try to make sure that the offenders do not harm society once 

they are released back to the community. By offering all of the programs and services, including 

substance abuse treatment, federal institutions are keeping inmates constructively busy, which 

reduces the possibility of inmate-to-inmate conflict and inmate-to-guard conflict. Additionally, 

by providing substance abuse treatment, work opportunities, educational services, and reentry 

services, it is clear that the Bureau of Prisons is trying to reduce recidivism for offenders after 

incarceration. Indeed, based on numerous studies, the programs and services offered to inmates 

do reduce recidivism rates, and thus can be considered effective in their own regard.  
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Comparison between Arizona Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of 

Prisons 

 Now that the basic correctional approaches have been discussed for the Arizona 

Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of Prisons, an analytical comparison will look 

at the similarities and differences between these different agencies to determine the cause of the 

differences and gain an understanding to whether or not having these distinct systems is working.  

Mission Statement 

 Arizona Department of Corrections Federal Bureau of Prisons 

Correctional 
Approach   Specific Deterrence and Rehabilitation Rehabilitation and Specific 

Deterrence 

Mission 
Statement 

 
 
 
 

 

“To serve and protect the people of 
Arizona by securely incarcerating 
convicted felons, by providing structured 
programming designed to support inmate 
accountability and successful community 
reintegration, and by providing effective 
supervision for those offenders 
conditionally released from prison.” 
(“Mission Statement.”) 

 

“It is the mission of the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons to protect society 
by confining offenders in the 
controlled environments of prisons 
and community-based facilities that 
are safe, humane, cost-efficient, and 
appropriately secure, and that provide 
work and other self-improvement 
opportunities to assist offenders in 
becoming law-abiding citizens.” 
(“About Our Agency.”) 

Goals/Visions 

“To require inmate participation in self 
improvement programming opportunities 
and services including work, education, 
substance abuse treatment, sex offender 
treatment, and spiritual access designed to 
prepare inmates to be responsible citizens 
upon release.” (“Mission Statement.”) 

 

Inmates successful reenter society, 
“through the provision of healthcare, 
mental, spiritual, educational, 
vocational, and work programs, 
inmates are well-prepared for a 
productive and crime-free return to 
society” (“About Our Agency.”) 

 
 The mission statements and goals and visions of the Arizona Department of Corrections 

and the Federal Bureau of Prisons are similar in some aspects. Both mission statements make a 

point to address the primary function: protecting society. They each explain that the primary way 

of protecting society is through incarcerating/confining the offenders. This is where the specific 

deterrence approach is indicated by both agencies. Because offenders are incarcerated, they are 
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not able to commit crimes against society. The Arizona Department of Corrections goals and the 

Federal Bureau of Prisons mission statement also align in that they both emphasize the use of 

programs like work and self-improvement opportunities. The mission statement of the Arizona 

Department of Corrections demonstrates its commitment to rehabilitation when it explains that 

one goal is to “support successful community reintegration.”  The Federal Bureau of Prisons 

illustrates this further by indicating that its mission is to “assist offenders in becoming law-

abiding citizens.” The difference in this message is subtle, yet the Federal Bureau of Prisons 

seems to indicate a more specific goal for reducing recidivism by helping offenders become law-

abiding citizens, whereas the Arizona Department of Corrections simply indicates “successful 

community reintegration,” without mentioning that these ex-offenders will attempt to become 

law-abiding, rather than just being released to the community.  

 Although the mission statements and goals and visions are similar, the differences are in 

the specific language used by each agency. The Federal Bureau of Prisons, in its mission 

statement, indicates that it hopes to create a, “safe, humane, cost-efficient, and appropriately 

secure” environment, whereas the Arizona Department of Corrections does not mention any of 

these qualities. Because the mission statement demonstrates the central guiding force of an 

organization, the fact that the Federal Bureau of Prisons includes language about the humane 

environment it strives to achieve, and the Arizona Department of Corrections does not, one can 

believe that the Federal Bureau of Prisons has a more specific focus on quality than the Arizona 

Department of Corrections. Further, the Arizona Department of Corrections goals include one 

aspect that the Federal Bureau of Prisons does not: the requirement of inmate participation in the 

programming. It may be that the Federal Bureau of Prisons does require inmate participation, but 

it is the Arizona Department of Corrections that finds it important enough to include in the goals 
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section on its website. This inclusion is of note particularly because research has shown that 

voluntary participation in prison programs leads to better recidivism results than coerced 

participation.  

 While the similarities seem to outnumber the differences between the Arizona 

Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of Prisons, there are distinctions in the 

mission statements and goals between the agencies, and they are important to know in order to 

gain a full comprehension of the correctional approaches and how they compare against each 

other.  

Programs and Services 

 Arizona Department of Corrections Federal Bureau of Prisons 

Recreation 

• At least six hours outdoor exercise 
activities each week 

• Television 
• Crafts (which may be sold) 

Not listed as part of programming 

Substance 
Abuse 

Treatment 

• Intensive 
• Moderate 
• Educational 

• Residential Drug Abuse 
Program (500 hours) 

• Community Treatment 
Services (after-care) 

• Nonresidential Drug Abuse 
Treatment 

• Drug Abuse Education 

Education 

• Functional Literacy Program 
• GED Preparation Program 
• Additional 

Correspondence/Distance Learning 
Education 
 

• Adult Continuing Education 
Program 

• Bureau Literacy Program 
• ESL Program 

Job Training • Work-Based Education Program (6 
months to 2 years) 

• UNICOR (Federal Prison 
Industries) 

• Mock job fairs 
• Job skills classes 

Reentry 
Services Not listed as part of programming 

• Residential Reentry Centers 
• Continued RDAP treatment 

after release 
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 The Arizona Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of Prisons have three 

categories of programs and services offered to the inmates and each agency also has one 

category that the other does not have. The three categories that the agencies are similar in are 

substance abuse treatment, education, and job training. They diverge in that the Federal Bureau 

of Prisons has specific reentry services, while the Arizona Department of Corrections has a 

specific focus on recreation for the inmates. This is not to say that the Arizona Department of 

Corrections does not have any reentry services, or that the Federal Bureau of Prisons does not 

offer recreation to the inmates. Rather, these two agencies have placed their focuses on their 

websites in different areas, and thus, the focus for the comparison revolves around these areas.  

 While both agencies offer substance abuse treatment, the treatment options at the Federal 

Bureau of Prisons are more expansive, offering a multitude of intensive programs along with the 

simple drug education classes. The Arizona Department of Corrections also offers different 

levels of treatment services, but based on the information available, it appears that treatments at 

these institutions are not as in depth as those provided by the Federal Bureau of Prisons.  

 Regarding education, both the Arizona Department of Corrections and the Federal 

Bureau of Prisons offer essentially the same programs that allow inmates to further their 

education and attempt to earn a GED. These classes offered to the inmates do not seem to differ 

much between the two different agencies.  

 Both the Arizona Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of Prisons offer Job 

training programs. However, the program offered by the Federal Bureau of Prisons is far more 

extensive than its Arizona counterpart. The Federal Prison Industries is a vast service across 

federal institutions that allow a large percentage of inmates to gain actual hands-on job skills 

while also earning wages and contributing to the federal government, thus using their time 
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productively during incarceration. While the Arizona Department of Corrections offers work-

based education that provides some hands-on training, the Federal Prison Industries offers more 

opportunities to more inmates for a longer amount of time.  

 Both the Arizona Department of Corrections and the Federal Bureau of Prisons offer 

numerous programs and services to allow inmates to develop skills that they will find necessary 

once released from incarceration and to keep the inmates occupied during their time behind bars. 

Although some programs are similar in both agencies, there are some distinctions between the 

offerings.  

Cost 

 The following chart demonstrates the cost comparison and the size difference between 

the agencies. The Federal Bureau of Prisons has 100 more institutions than the Arizona 

Department of Corrections, and over five times as many inmates, yet the budget for the Federal 

Bureau of Prisons is over six times as large as the budget for the Arizona Department of 

Corrections. This disparity can be seen in the calculate cost of one inmate per year and the cost 

of one inmate per day.  

 Arizona Department of Corrections Federal Bureau of Prisons 
# Institutions 16 116 

# Inmates 40,686 209,500 
Budget $1,005,942,400 $6,900,000,000 

Cost of Inmate 
per Year $24,724.53 $32,935.56 

Cost of Inmate 
per Day $67.74 $90.23 

 

Cause of Differences 

 There are multiple reasons that can explain why the differences between cost, mission 

statements, and programs and services offered by the Arizona Department of Corrections and the 
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Federal Bureau of Prisons exist. First, most obviously, they are two vastly different departments 

run by different levels of government. The Arizona Department of Corrections is operated at the 

state level, whereas the Federal Bureau of Prisons is a federally run agency. As such, these 

institutions have different goals (as illustrated by their distinct mission statements). Additionally, 

as can be seen through the table outlining the costs, the departments are being managed under 

vastly different circumstances. The Arizona Department of Corrections houses fewer offenders 

than the Federal Bureau of Prisons, and accordingly operates with a smaller budget. Yet, it is 

interesting to note that the cost per offender per year and per day is significantly higher for the 

Federal Bureau of Prisons than it is for the Arizona Department of Corrections. Moreover, the 

institutions function to serve people who commit different types of crimes. Those offenders who 

break federal law are sentenced to a federal institution, whereas Arizona prisons are meant for 

offenders who break Arizona law. Thus, the target markets are different as well, which helps 

explain the cause of the differences between these two systems.  

Does Having Different Systems Work? 

 While this research focuses solely on the differences between the Arizona Department of 

Corrections and the Federal Bureau of Prisons, it is important to note that this argument can exist 

in every one of the 50 states in the United States of America. Each state has its own prison 

system, distinct from the federal system. Contrasts can likely be made between all corrections 

systems across all levels. However, based on the recidivism data provided by the state of 

Arizona, most offenders released from state prisons do end up recidivating and returning to 

custody. The Arizona Department of Corrections spends less per inmate than the Bureau of 

Prisons, and accordingly has higher rates of recidivism than federal offenders. Based on this 

information, it is fairly clear that having these differences between the state and federal level of 
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corrections is simply not working, especially in Arizona. Given that the Arizona Department of 

Corrections is not as effective as the Federal Bureau of Prisons, it appears that there are some 

changes that can be made to improve the Arizona Department of Corrections.  
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Policy Recommendation for the State of Arizona 

Now that there has been a full comparison of the different systems, and it has been 

established that the Arizona Department of Corrections is not the most effective or most 

efficient, a policy recommendation will explain how the state of Arizona can improve its 

Department of Corrections to be more consistent with its federal counterpart. The main 

recommendations suggested to the Arizona Department of Corrections involve reentry services 

and Federal Prison Industries (UNICOR).  

It is an accepted fact that the majority of prisoners will be released to the community. 

Despite this, the Arizona Department of Corrections has a severe lack of focus on reentry 

services for inmates upon release. While the Federal Bureau of Prisons has adequately accepted 

the idea of reentry services and implemented many programs to assist inmates in the transition 

back into society, the Arizona Department of Corrections has not adequately done so. The 

Arizona Department of Corrections would be well served to implement reentry services like 

halfway houses to assist with job training, employment and housing for soon-to-be-released 

inmates, as “prerelease centers and programs can be effective in reducing recidivism rates” 

(Seiter and Kadela 379).  

In addition to following the Bureau of Prisons’ lead with reentry services, the Arizona 

Department of Corrections can also improve by replicating the success of the Federal Prison 

Industries (UNICOR). UNICOR “significantly reduces recidivism and contributes to institution 

security and safety by engaging inmates in constructive activities” (“About the Federal Bureau of 

Prisons.”). The Federal Bureau of Prisons has found immense success by employing inmates to 

produce goods for sale to the federal government. The program not only contributes to society by 

providing these goods, but it also provides job training to inmates that will be helpful once the 
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inmates are released from prison. The Arizona Department of Corrections could replicate the 

success of UNICOR by partnering with the state government to produce the necessary services. 

In doing so, the Arizona Department of Corrections would simultaneously be contributing to the 

developing economy of the state and supporting job employment opportunities to reduce 

recidivism in the inmates.   

In order to make the suggested changes involving adding more programs in Arizona 

prisons such as programs for reentry services and replicating UNICOR, it is necessary to free up 

money for the additions. In order to free up this money, it is suggested to Arizona lawmakers to 

stop allocating money to build more prisons and instead focus on treating prisoners who are 

already in Department of Corrections custody. By switching the focus to the inmates currently in 

custody, and by allocating funding to new programs instead of new buildings, once the prisoners 

are released, they will be more likely to stay out, which will reduce recidivism and eventually 

reduce the need for more beds in Arizona prisons. While these recommendations will take time 

to truly implement because of the current overpopulation of Arizona prisons (a deficit of over 

2000 beds), they will ultimately set the Arizona Department of Corrections on a path toward 

success in regards to recidivism, overpopulation of prisons, and public safety.  
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Considerations for Further Study 

 Given the time restraints involved in taking on this project, the scope of the research did 

not allow for a completely thorough investigation into every aspect that I would have preferred. 

If given sufficient time, I would pursue further study into the reality of the state and federal 

prisons that are located in Arizona. I would set up visits to the Arizona Department of 

Corrections facility in Tucson, as well as the Federal Bureau of Prisons facility so that I would be 

able get an in-depth look into what these facilities are actually like on the inside. While public 

statements and reports can tell some of the story, actual visits to the facilities could provide a 

check of the public statements.  

In these visits I would attempt to conduct interviews with the wardens of the facilities.  If 

there was sufficient time to do so, the following are questions I would ask to the wardens to find 

out what really goes on inside of the corrections facilities. By receiving answers to these 

questions and being able to do further long-term research, I would hopefully be able to come up 

with figures of potential savings by creating more prison programming to the budget over a long 

time period (with recidivism-saving costs).  

Interview Questions for Facility Warden 

1. How many inmates are kept in administrative segregation at any given time? 

a. Are they given access to recreation activities during the solitary confinement? 

2. What constitutes “recreation” that is required to be provided to the inmates for a certain 

of number of hours each day? 

a. Where do the recreation activities take place? 

b. What programs and activities are offered to inmates? 

3. How many hours does the average inmate spend outside? 
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a. What activities can an inmate participate in outside? 

4. Does an inmate have voluntary access to substance abuse treatment? 

5. How does the prison help facilitate inmate release and reentry to the community? 

a. Are there classes or programs offered? 

b. Are there residential reentry centers? 

6. What types of educational programs are readily available and offered to inmates? 

a. Can inmates receive an education past the G.E.D. through community college 

distance programs? 

b. How many inmates participate voluntarily in educational programs? 
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