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of the tough-on-crime policies that followed the huge upsurge in crime in the 1980s and 
early 1990s, correctional expenditures became a very large part of state and local bud-
gets. Get-tough policies led to mass incarceration, which, in turn, resulted in numerous 
court orders to limit overcrowding in correctional facilities and in state efforts to decen-
tralize state corrections. In order to do this, a number of states passed legislation known 
as community corrections acts (CCAs). CCAs include the provision of state funds to local 
governments and community correctional agencies to develop alternative community 
sanctions in place of incarceration. Mary Shilton (1992) provides three major motiva-
tions driving state adoption of CCAs:

1.	 Most correctional functions are best performed in the area where the offender 
resides.

2.	 Community corrections acts offer a better way of handling responsibility for cor-
rectional programs through incentives for intergovernmental cooperation, public 
education, and local management of a range of sanctions.

3.	 Community corrections acts provide localities with an opportunity to engage 
citizens in the debate over correctional goals and in the allocation of scarce 
resources. (p. ix)

In essence, the emergence of CCAs indicated that many states are redirecting funding 
toward rehabilitative goals in lieu of incarceration, where practicable. But it’s not all 
about finances. Even if, as a society, we were willing and able to bear the monetary 
cost of imprisoning all offenders, incarceration imposes other costs on the community. 
These costs can and must be borne where seriously violent and chronic criminals are 
concerned, but to send every felony offender to prison would be counterproductive. Yet 
the general public is not well disposed to the idea of probation because “it suffers from 
a ‘soft on crime’ image” and is seen as “permissive, uncaring about crime victims, and 
blindly advocating a rehabilitative ideal while ignoring the reality of violent, predatory 

Source: Based on data from Bureau of Justice Statistics (November 2015), Annual Probation Survey, 
2000–2014. Retrieved from https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/ppus14.pdf 

FIGURE 8.2      �Characteristics of Individuals on Probation
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