Testing the Impact of Racial Diversity and Racial      Attitudes on Prisoner Reentry Policies in the U.S. States

Garrick L. Percival

Department of Political Science

University of Minnesota, Duluth

percival@d.umn.edu

It is been well documented that crime policy in the U.S. states has grown increasingly punitive in nature over the past two decades. The rising social and economic costs of the  “tough on crime” approach has caused some states to rethink their approach to crime policy, with some states placing a greater emphasis on alternative “reform” policies geared toward crime prevention rather than punishment after the fact.  Although scholars have done an admirable job describing the political forces behind the build up in punitive crime policies, this project examines whether some of these same forces structure the extent to which prevention centered policies are incorporated into states’ correctional systems.  In this research emphasis is placed on one of these factors—the politics of race.  Using data from the General Social Survey to create reliable aggregate measures of racial attitudes across the states, I ask to what extent do racial attitudes and racial context impact states’ propensity to incorporate “softer” prisoner rehabilitation services into their criminal justice systems.  Results show that even after controlling for characteristics of states’ prison systems and other “contextual” variables, whites’ attitudes toward blacks, and the size of a state’s minority population impact the percentage of prisoners in each state that receive access to education and mental health services in 1995 and 2000.  States with greater racial diversity and states where whites’ are less tolerant toward blacks, state prisoners are much less likely to receive rehabilitation services. 
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Political support for punitive crime policies has been a powerful force in American politics over the past twenty years.  As a result of elected officials “priming” the crime issue for political gain, and a growing public fear of crime, U.S. policymakers have enacted a host of punitive anti-crime measures such higher rates of incarceration, stricter probation and parole monitoring, and mandatory sentencing.  During the past two decades these policies have all aimed at dissuading criminal activity by removing offenders from the larger community (Maxwell, 1999).  While the extent to which such “get tough” on crime policies actually deter crime is debated (Smith, 1997), the social and economic costs appear to be rather steep.  At the state-level, not only have incarceration rates reach unprecedented levels, but the massive growth in law enforcement and corrections-related costs has put serious economic and social strains on states governments (Tonry, 1995) 
With many states’ treasuries strained by rising corrections costs, many state elected officials are beginning to rethink their corrections-related policies.  For example, in contrast to much of the “tough on crime” political rhetoric of much of the past 20 years California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger appears to be moving toward a softer crime fighting approach by placing a new emphasis on prisoner rehabilitation efforts in his attempt to overhaul that state’s troubled correctional system in his second term (Steinhauer, 2006).  Other states, (including movement at the federal level) are also considering criminal justice policy reforms, with some placing a greater emphasis on crime prevention and prisoner rehabilitation (Suellentrop, 2006)
  Today, prison rehabilitation efforts are commonly placed under the umbrella term “prisoner reentry.” programs.  Prisoner reentry programs generally provide prisoners with some mix of mental health therapy and drug rehabilitation services, education courses, and work release programs (Linh, 2000) all aimed at helping prisoners prepare to lead productive lives outside of prison upon release.  Supporters of these programs argue that such programs can reduce the propensity of criminals to re-offend, lower high rates of recidivism, and in the long run decrease states’ corrections related costs (King and Mauer, 2002).  

Although there is certainly debate about the legitimacy of these claims, the growing interest in prisoner rehabilitation across the U.S. emphasizes the need for scholars to examine in closer detail the factors that determine governments’ propensities to incorporate or extend the use of alternative approaches to reduce criminal activity.  The U.S. states with 50 different correctional systems offers and excellent arena in which to examine the determinants of alternative crime fighting approaches.  Taking a quick look at criminal justice policy in the U.S., one will certainly find a system that is best characterized by its punitive nature.  What is often overlooked however is that at the state level, states criminal justice systems may often blend punitive policies with more rehabilitative ones like prisoner reentry programs, with some states incorporating these relatively softer approaches to crime and punishment more than others.  

Although scholars have done an admirable job describing the political forces behind the build up in punitive crime policies, it seems beneficial to begin to examine more seriously the extent to which some of these same forces structure the extent to which crime prevention centered policies are incorporated into states’ correctional systems.  As will be further developed below, this research places emphasis on one of these factors--the politics of race.  
There is considerable evidence that biases within the U.S. criminal justice systems tilts against African-Americans--blacks for example are much more likely to be arrested and incarcerated than whites, in addition to receiving harsher sentences (Yates, 1997; Bridges and Crutchfield, 1988).  Recent research in political psychology also suggests that whites’ negative attitudes towards blacks leads to greater support for punitive crime policies—policies that not surprisingly have a disproportionately negative impact on the black community.   Importantly, if the politics of race has generated support for the growth and distribution of punitive crime policies and sanctions over the past two decades, it might also be expected to structure state efforts at incorporating alternative crime policies such as prisoner rehabilitation services into their correctional systems.  
Given this, the primary purpose of this paper is to examine the impact of racial attitudes and  racial context on states’ propensity to incorporate “softer” prisoner reentry services into their criminal justice systems.  Guided by literature showing a relationship between race and ostensibly “race neutral” policy areas, I ask to what extent do states’ racial diversity and whites’ attitudes towards blacks impact states’ likelihood of providing prisoner rehabilitation services to their prison populations?  The U.S. states, with significant variation in racial attitudes and criminal justice institutions, offers a unique setting to systematically test the impact of race and racial politics on democratically elected institutions’ propensity to adopt alternative anti-crime approaches.  
Using General Social Survey (1974-2004) to create valid and reliable aggregate measures of racial attitudes across the states, the results show that even after controlling for states’ prison characteristics and other “contextual” variables, whites’ attitudes toward blacks, and states’ racial diversity impact the percentage of prisoners in each state that receive education and mental health services in 1995 and 2000.  States with greater racial diversity and states where whites’ are less tolerant toward blacks, state prisoners are much less likely to receive rehabilitation services. 
The findings of this research make a case for the argument that the politics of race has not only influenced the growth in support for punitive crime measures as others have shown, but very likely shapes states’ propensities to more fully incorporate alternative criminal “reform policies” into their criminal justice systems.  Overall, the findings here further extend our knowledge of the importance of race on crime policy, and points to racial context and racial attitudes as significant barriers to expanding criminal justice reform efforts in the U.S.   

 Below I review literature connecting race and racial attitudes to crime policy and make a case for why racial context should influence prisoner reentry policies across the U.S states.  This is followed by an introduction of formal hypotheses tested, a discussion of the data and measures used, and presentation of the empirical results.  I conclude with a discussion concerning the importance of race on criminal justice reform efforts.  
Connecting Racial Attitudes and Racial Diversity to Crime Policy 
Two related sets of literature on race and politics find connections between the politics of race and ostensibly “race neutral” issues such as crime and welfare policy.  The first strand of literature, primarily taking place in the subspecialty areas of political psychology and public opinion research has found consistent evidence that whites’ racial attitudes towards blacks influences their support or opposition for social policies including welfare and crime policy (Gilens, 1998; Hurwitz and Peffley, 1998)—the latter of which is the primary focus of this research. The second strand places emphasis on the size of states’ racial minority populations and policy outputs.  This “contextually” based research finds that states with larger minority populations tend to distribute public policy outputs that are detrimental to the interests of minority groups.  Each of these literatures is reviewed below to build a case for the argument that race and racial politics should significantly influence the distribution of prisoner reentry services across the states. 
Within this first set of literature, studies exploring the link between racial attitudes and crime focused on the conditions in which whites’ stereotypes of blacks biased their evaluations of blacks in the context of crime.  Peffley, Hurwitz, and Sniderman (1997) found evidence that whites with more negative evaluations of blacks were more likely to have negative views about black criminal suspects.  Evidence also suggests that more negative views toward blacks among whites has important spillover implications in that whites’ negative stereotypes promotes greater support for harsher treatments of black criminal suspects.  Sweeney and Haney’s (1992) meta-analysis of experimental studies examining racial bias in criminal sentencing decisions found that whites with more negative stereotypes of blacks were more likely to distribute harsher sentences to blacks, relative to those with more favorable views.   In a “mock-jury” setting, Bodenhausen (1988) finds defendants who are black or Hispanic receive harsher judgments of guilt and punishment than do white defendants, and blacks are also viewed by whites as more likely to commit future crimes.  
Political psychology research provides convincing evidence that it is the changing nature of whites’ stereotypes towards blacks that largely influences their harsher perceptions of black criminal suspects. While traditional white racism often concentrated on the genetic inferiority of blacks to whites, today more common white stereotypes are likely to involve the perception of blacks as a violent underclass more prone to criminal activity (Devine and Baker 1991; Edsall and Edsall 1992; Peffley and Hurwitz, 2002).  These stereotypes are doubtlessly influenced by media coverage and crime stories on news broadcasts (especially local news) that tend to over represent African-Americans as perpetrators of violent crimes and more physically threatening (Entman, 1992; Gilliam, Valentino, and Beckmann 2002; Hurwitz and Peffley 1997; Gilliam and Iyengar 2000; Jamison, 1992).   
These stereotypes may also be influenced by more objective demographic data showing African Americans disproportionately connected to the criminal justice system.  While blacks constitute just 12% of the general population of the U.S., blacks accounted for over half of all arrests for robbery and murder and comprised just under half of all inmates in the state and federal corrections facilities during the 1990s (Hacker, 1995).  Assuming this reality permeates public consciousness in some manner likely increases the probability that whites conflate crime and the criminal justice system with race (Peffley and Hurwitz, 2002).    

Recent experimental studies using large N survey methodology further extended the study of race and crime by providing evidence that not only do whites’ negative attitudes towards blacks influence their perceptions of black criminals, but such stereotypes can also influence preferences toward more general crime policies like the death penalty.   For example, Peffley and Hurwitz (2002) show whites who view blacks as lazy and violent are more likely to support punitive policies like the death penalty and longer prison sentences. In this same study, Peffley and Hurwitz show that white subjects with more negative views of black prisoners are more likely to support punitive crime policies than those with negative views of white prisoners.  Armed with this evidence they argue that when many whites think about punitive crime policies to deal with violent crime they are in fact thinking about black offenders.  In a related study, Green, Staerkle, and Sears (2006) also show a strong association between symbolic racism and support among whites for punitive crime policies, in addition to greater opposition to preventive policies.  
Taken as a whole, these studies point to a “racialization” of crime policy attitudes in the U.S (Peffley and Hurwitz, 2002).  Among many whites, racial attitudes tend to conflate with crime policy attitudes--whites with more negative evaluations/stereotypes of blacks are more likely to support punitive crime policies and less likely to support preventive crime policies.  
While much of the research conducted thus far on racial attitudes and crime policy has been limited to the individual-level of analysis, I am concerned here with the extent to which mass racial attitudes of the majority white population shapes alternative crime policy approaches across the states like prisoner reentry services. There is considerable evidence to suggest that mass-level attitudes should influence public policy across the states—especially in the area of crime policy.  Research dating back to Miller and Stoke’s (1963) pioneering research demonstrates a strong connection between public opinion and government outputs in the U.S..  Building aggregate level measures of state ideology and partisanship Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) demonstrate that the general ideological orientations of mass publics influence the distribution of policy across the states.  Using similar methodologies to that of Erikson, Wright, and McIver, Brace et al. (2002) and Norrander (2001) formed aggregate state-level  measures of specific policy attitudes on the capital punishment, abortion, and welfare (among others), demonstrating significant variation in state-level policy outputs as a function of mass attitudes toward specific policies.  Moreover, the link between public attitudes and crime policy might be expected to be particularly strong given the saliency of the issue.  Indeed, state legislators have been found to pay close attention to the attitudes of the state citizenry in formulating sentencing guidelines (Bowers and Witman, 1993), and state judges are more likely to uphold the death penalty in states where public support for capital punishment is strongest.  

Following this body of research I expect there to be a connection between mass political attitudes and the distribution of policy across the states as elected officials respond to the attitudes of a majority of their constituents.  Implicit to the theoretical rationale behind this particular research is the idea that the racial attitude-crime policy linkage found in individual level research carries over to aggregate public opinion and the policy making process across the states.  If it does, then it should be expected that interstate variation in racial attitudes (with some more hostile towards blacks than others) should influence states’ approach to the crime problem, and more specifically, the propensity of states to incorporate prisoner rehabilitation services into their respective corrections systems.  


While racial attitudes across the states are expected to influence prisoner reentry services, a second line of research that places emphasis on states’ racial contextual environment and the size of a states’ minority population might also have explanatory power. This body of research typically placed into the “racial threat” paradigm, offers a “contextual” explanation for differences in interstate racial attitudes and policies.  The racial threat hypothesis points to the racial contextual environment in a given geographic locale as a major impetus behind whites’ negative stereotypes towards minority groups and public policies hostile to the interests of those groups. In a seminal study of southern politics, Key (1949) found that whites living among many blacks were more likely to support candidates for political office that supported policies detrimental to minority groups.  

Blalock (1967) argued that majority group repression of minority groups interests were based on two types of perceived threats—those driven by economic competition and those driven by competition over political power.  The racial threat hypothesis posits that when the minority population is small it represents only a minor threat to the interests of the majority.  However, as the numbers of minorities grow, they begin to threaten the economic and political interests of the majority population, increasing hostile attitudes toward minority populations among majority group members.  Blalock’s (1967) findings illustrated that the racial threat idea may not be necessarily monotonic, but in fact curvilinear.  People living in areas with small to moderate levels of minorities have greater opportunities for positive inter-racial group contact, bringing more tolerance among the majority group.  But as the minority population increases and whites come into greater competition, white preferences “tip” from more tolerance to greater hostility (see Stein, Post and Rinden, 2000)  That is, past some minority population threshold increased numbers of racial minorities produces more hostile attitudes among whites toward minority populations. 

A growing body of research has found evidence of a racial threat effect across the U.S. states (Huckfeldt and Kohfeld 1987; Glaser 1994; Giles and Buckner, 1993; Johnson 2001, 2003; Fording 2003) within states (Tolbert and Grummel 2003; Tolbert and Hero 1996) and in continental Europe (Quillian 1995).  In these studies, higher proportions of racial minorities has been linked to both anti-minority hostility in the form of more white support for racist political candidates (Giles and Buckner, 1993), anti-minority ballot initiatives (Hero and Tolbert 1996), and other public policy outcomes detrimental to interests of the black community including a decline in welfare benefits (Johnson 2001) and higher rates of black incarceration relative to whites (Yates and Fording 2005).  
Working in this same paradigm, Hero’s (1998) social diversity interpretation of politics and policy in the U.S. states finds strong associations between states’ racial and ethnic diversity and policy outputs and outcomes across a number of different policy areas including criminal incarceration rates, welfare expenditures, and education policies.  Broadly, Hero (1998) argues that racial and ethnic diversity across the states has a cumulative impact on states’ institutions, culture, and ideology and finds that policies are more likely to be detrimental to racial minorities in those states with a high proportion of racial minorities.  However, Hero (1998) also finds that “homogenous” states with little racial and ethnic diversity also produce policies to the detriment of racial minorities—suggesting a possible curvilinear relationship between states racial composition and policy outcomes.  

Drawing on the political psychology and racial threat literatures begins to tell a story about how individuals’ racial attitudes and states’ racial composition influences public policy preferences and policy outputs; yet until recently there was little clarity concerning how the two interacted when aggregated to the state-level and their respective impact on public policy. Creating aggregate state-level measures of whites’ racial attitudes across the states using the General Social Survey, Johnson (2001) explored the relationship between states’ racial context and aggregate racial attitudes and demonstrated that after controlling for state education, income, and interracial contacting, states’ racial diversity is negatively related to an aggregate measure of whites’ racial attitudes.  Ceteris paribus, whites are more likely to have more hostile views towards blacks in those states with greater racial diversity. Importantly however, Johnson (2001, 2003) found that  when racial attitudes and states’ racial diversity scores are entered into the same model to predict policy outputs (welfare) across the U.S. states, both independently serve as good predictors.  This research points to some of the important interactive effects of states racial context on racial attitudes but also points to their independent influence on policy as well.  
Interpreting the literature on racial attitudes and racial diversity helps build a case for the main argument advanced here that racial politics across the states should influence states’ propensity to incorporate reentry policies into their criminal justice systems.  First is the expectation that if the relationship between white racial attitudes and crime policy preferences manifests itself in aggregate state-level public opinion, and these attitudes are carried over to the policy making process as previous research on aggregate racial attitudes has shown, it might be expected that interstate variation in whites’ racial attitudes towards blacks should impact the propensity of states to incorporate prisoner reentry programs into the criminal justice systems.   More specifically, as racial hostilities grow, support for punitive policy approaches might be expected to increase, effectively decreasing the likelihood that “softer” prisoner reentry services are incorporated into states’ criminal justice systems.  Second is the expectation that ceteris paribus, states’ racial diversity should be negatively associated with states’ incorporation of prisoner reentry services.  Following the racial threat literature, states with white majorities living in more racially diverse environments may be more likely to support and produce tougher corrections-based policies especially if there is the perception that the target of such policies are black.  This is a plausible scenario given the aforementioned close connection between blacks and the criminal justice system and the belief among some that blacks are a violent “underclass” that threatens the interests of economic elites (see Beckett and Western, 2001).

Formally the following two hypotheses are tested:
H1: Ceteris paribus, states where whites’ are less tolerant toward blacks will be less likely to incorporate  prisoner reentry services into their correctional systems.

H2: Ceteris paribus, states with greater racial diversity will be less likely incorporate prisoner reentry services intro their correctional systems.  

Data and Measurement

Two dependent variables are used in this research both of which serve as surrogate measures of states’ relative incorporation or prisoner reentry services into their criminal justice systems.  Data used to construct the two dependent variables are collected from the 1995 and 2000 Censuses of Federal and State Correctional Facilities, conducted once every five years (beginning in 1990) by the Federal Bureau of Prisons. These are excellent data sources that provide researchers with indicators on a whole host of measures related to the specific characteristics of federal and state prisons including prison size, facility type (maximum security, minimum security etc.), and other information related to prison staff, the number of prisoners housed, and the demographic characteristics of prisoners.  Individual prisons serve as a  “case” in the original surveys,  allowing researchers to differentiate between federal, state, and local prisons.  This allowed me to isolate and measure only those prison services offered within state prison facilities (thus, excluding cases measuring federal and local prisons).  In addition, each survey provides state identification codes, which can be used to track each applicable case to a particular state.  Pooling years 1995 and 2000 produced a total prison sample size of 2,568 state prisons with states having a mean of 25.68 state prison facilities (SD=23.89).  

The first dependent variable labeled Mental Health Therapy  is a measure of the percentage of state prisoners receiving mental health and counseling services in 1995 and 2000, while the second labeled Education Services, is a measure of the percentage of state prisoners enrolled in “education” programs in those same years. These variables are created using a two step process.  First, data were collected on the total number of prisoners receiving mental health and education services in each state facility.  Second, the total number of state prisoners enrolled in education services and mental health services in each state were summed and then divided by that states total number of prisoners.
  
Independent Variables

Racial Attitudes

To create aggregate measures of whites’ racial attitudes towards blacks in each state I use data drawn from the General Social Survey (cumulative file 1974-2004) conducted by the National Opinion Research Center.  The cumulative file contains responses from 46,510 individuals in 44 states.
  Both the data and measurement techniques used to create state-level measures of racial attitudes closely follow prior efforts by Brace et al. (2002) and Johnson (2001).  Using tools similar to those used by Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) in nationally sampled CBS/New York Times surveys, Brace et al. (2002), used the General Social Survey to construct state-level measures of public opinion from individual-level indicators.  The individual scores for the indicators are then aggregated to the state creating a “mean” state score.   While Erikson and his colleagues limited their analysis to studying the influence of partisanship and ideology on state policy, Brace et al. (2002) argue that the GSS provides researchers with considerable opportunities to construct state-level measures of attitudes across a much broader ranger of issues, provided that those attitudes are sufficiently stable over time (see Jones and Norrander 1996).   

In order to create a state-level measure of whites’ racial attitudes towards blacks I replicate Brace et al.’s (2002) racial tolerance scale using five survey items measuring whites’ general levels of racial tolerance toward blacks by asking respondents views about blacks pushing “where they are not wanted”, racial integration in neighborhoods and schools, and interracial marriage.  Although there has been a significant change in racial attitudes across the states since the 1940s, formal reliability tests presented in the Appendix suggests the racial tolerance measure constructed from the GSS is a reliable indicator of whites’ racial attitudes toward blacks across the states.
  The measure also appears to have a high degree of validity with  the southern states eliciting much lower levels of racial tolerance than the other states (see Johnson, 2001).   Racial attitude scores range from 0-1 with higher scores indicating more racial tolerance. A negative association between whites’ racial attitudes and states’ incorporation of prisoner reentry services is expected.
 
Racial Diversity  
States’ racial diversity is expected influence states’ incorporation of prisoner rehabilitation services following expectations drawn from the racial threat literature and Hero’s (1998) social diversity interpretation of policy making in the U.S. states.   Racial diversity in each state is measured as the percentage of state residents who are black, drawn from the 2000 U.S. census (U.S. Department of Commerce).  I also create a measure labeled black square (calculating by squaring the racial diversity indicator) which is used to take into account the possibility of a curvilinear relationship between states racial diversity and policy outputs.   Ceteris paribus, I expect states with greater racial diversity to be less likely to incorporate prisoner reentry services.  
Additional Control Variables 


A number of control variables are included in the regression models. First is a set of state-level political variables that take into account the possibility that political forces outside of those connected to race impact states’ incorporation of prisoner reentry services into their correctional systems.  Among political controls are measures of political ideology, partisan make-up of the state legislature, party control of the executive, and the percentage of state legislators that are black.   

A number of studies have shown crime policy outputs are partly a function of underlying ideological values among liberals and conservatives (Jacobs and Helms, 1996; Greenberg and West, 2001; Yates and Fording, 2005).  Becket (1997) shows that ideological conservatives typically elicit greater support for punitive responses to crime based upon rationales of deterrence, retribution, and incapacitation, while ideological liberals are more likely to support social welfare and rehabilitation solutions.  


Given these differences among conservatives and liberals, state ideology is included in the regression models below, measured using a GSS survey item asking respondents to place themselves along a 3 point political ideology continuum.  Specifically, respondents were asked, “do you consider yourself to be politically conservative, liberal, middle-of-the road, or don’t you think of yourself in this way.”  Conservatives were coded 100, middle-of-the-road 0, and liberals –100.  Individual responses were then aggregated to create ideology scores for each of the 44 states in the sample.  I expect states that are more ideologically conservative to be less likely to incorporate prisoner reentry services.  

In addition to underlying citizen ideology influencing crime policy outputs, so too might partisan strength in state legislatures.  Republicans are generally viewed as more likely to support and implement tough on crime policies following deterrence and incapacitation theories.  Some have suggested that Republicans actually benefit more politically than Democrats by following a tough on crime paradigm which appeals to particular (lower socioeconomic classes) voting blocs that might not otherwise benefit from Republican economic policies (Beckett, 1997; Tonry, 1999).  While partisanship can influence states general policy goals concerning their overall level of state punitiveness it can also impact specific policy choices     Empirical studies have shown that strength of Republican control in state legislatures and Republican control of the executive has been linked to increasing rates of state imprisonment rates (Beckett and Western 2001; Smith 2004).  Partisan control of the executive may also influence crime policy choices during the implementation process via the governor’s appointment powers.  With respect to criminal reentry policies for example, governors more favorable to prisoner rehabilitation efforts may be more likely to appoint top-level corrections officials who support the idea of prisoner rehabilitation, which in turn may influence the likelihood that prisoners get access to rehabilitation services.  


  In order to account for the possibility that partisanship influences states’ prisoner reentry services, I use two variables measuring partisan control of the elected institutions of state government.  The first, labeled Democratic legislature is the percentage of state legislators who are Democrats.  The second, labeled Democratic governor  ]is a measure of partisan control of the executive with 1=Democratic governor, 0=Republican governor and .5=a non-major party governor.  Data are drawn from Klarner (2003).  Given that the Democratic Party has been historically more inclined to support rehabilitation policies aimed at reducing criminal activity, I expect a positive association between the two partisan variables and states’ incorporation of prisoner reentry services.  


In addition to controlling for the partisan strength in state legislatures, I also include in the regression models a measure of the percentage of state elected officials who are black.  Labeled, % Black Elected Officials, this data was gathered from the Joint Center of Political and Economic Studies.
    Given that a disproportionate amount of prisoners across the states are black, it might follow that the presence of black elected officials may influence the propensity of states’ to incorporate prisoner reentry services as those officials work to promote corrections-related policies that bring benefits to the African-American community.  While there is debate of whether black “descriptive representation” equates to “substantive representation (see Swain 1993), research has documented that increased black representation in government promotes policy outcomes beneficial to minority groups in areas such as civil service employment (Eisinger, 1982) welfare (Fording, 2003) and criminal sentencing policy (Welch, Combs, and Gruhl, 1990).  Following this, I expect states to be more likely to incorporate prisoner reentry services as the number of black elected officials increase.  
State Prison Characteristics
Studies of prisoner rehabilitation programs in the sociology and prison literatures tend to highlight the success or failure of education, drug rehabilitation, and work release programs, and how prisons’ preexisting organizational capacities, routines, and structures influence programs’ relative success or failure (Chappel, 2004; Gordon and Weldon, 2003; Higgins, 2002; Lin, 2000; Josi and Sechrest, 1996; DiIulio, 1987, 1991).  Although these studies focus on the relative success or failure of prisoner rehabilitation programs, one common theme is that prison characteristics matter.  Because the states serve as my unit of analysis here, I attempt to control for some general characteristics of each state’s prison system.  Kellar et al., (2001) show that larger prisons are more likely to provide prisoner education and drug rehabilitation programs--as a result, I include a measure of average state prison capacity.  The state prison capacity variable was drawn from question (V105) on the Census of Federal and State Prisons Survey (1995, 2000) which records the capacity (that is, the maximum number of prisoners that each prison is designed to accommodate) of each prison in each state.  For each state, the prison capacity variable was created by summing the total capacity of each prison and then dividing this sum by the total number of prisons.  

The type of prison (i.e. maximum security, medium security etc.) is another important prison characteristic to take into account.  It might be expected that maximum security prisons would be less likely to incorporate prisoner reentry services.  Iin just about any prison setting, maintaining security is the primary concern of wardens or correctional officers.  Prior research has shown that in many prison settings, there is a kind of “prevent defense” strategy insofar as emphasis is placed on reducing the probability of riots, brutality, escapes, and violence rather than developing positive approaches such like rehabilitative programs (Kellar, 2005).  Adding rehabilitative programs may mitigate prison security by breaking down the command and control prison environment (Linh, 2000). This line of thinking is likely especially true in maximum security prisons where the most violent prisoners are housed.  Following this, I have included a control for prison type labeled maximum security, which measures the percentage of state prisons that are considered “maximum security”.  This data is gathered from Census of State and Federal Adult Corrections Facilities (1995, 2000).  

Two final measures labeled fear of crime and capital punishment are included as proxies for state citizens’ support for more punitive crime policies.  Both of these measures are created using the GSS cumulative file (see Appendix for reliability statistics).  It is expected that where citizens have more fear of crime or greater support for capital punishment, states are more likely to take a punitive approach to crime policy, and making them less likely to incorporate prisoner reentry services.  In addition, by including the capital punishment variable into the models helps take into account the possibility of a spurious association between capital punishment, racial attitudes, and prisoner reentry services.  Finding a significant relationship between whites’ racial attitudes and the dependent variables, even after controlling for other indicators of punitive crime policy support (i.e. capital punishment) should strengthen the argument that racial attitudes independently influence prisoner reentry services across the states.   
Results

Table 1 shows OLS regression results using whites’ racial attitudes, states’ racial diversity and additional control variables to predict the percentage of state prisoners receiving mental health and counseling services and the percentage of prisoners enrolled in education programs.  Both models also include a year dummy variable (1=2000) to account for any effects due to the two different years under consideration.

Overall both models perform well, explaining approximately 38% and 39% of the variance in the dependent variables respectively.  Reviewing results in both Models 1 and 2 shows that after controlling for alternative explanations of states’ incorporation of prisoner reentry services, whites’ racial attitudes towards blacks has a positive and significant relationship with the percentage of prisoners receiving mental health services and the percentage of state prisoners enrolled in education programs, lending support for the first hypothesis.  Given the coding of the racial attitudes variable (higher scores represent more tolerant racial attitudes) the results suggest that ceteris paribus, in those states where whites have more hostile views towards blacks, state prisoners were less likely to be receiving mental health/counseling and educations services like GED courses, vocational training, or college courses.  

Reviewing the standardized coefficients for racial attitudes in both models allows a better illustration of the impact that whites’ racial attitudes have on the dependent variables.  For example, Model 1 indicates that a one standard deviation change in the whites’ racial attitudes (for example, moving in the negative, less tolerant direction) produces on average a 2.5% decrease in the percentage of state prisoners receiving mental heath therapy.  When considering that states have an average of 21,414 prisoners incarcerated in state-run facilities, this accounts for an average of 535 fewer prisoners receiving mental health services. In Model 2 indicates a one standard deviation change in whites’ racial attitudes (again moving in the negative, more hostile direction) produces 2.2% decrease in the percentage of state prisoners receiving (or 471 prisoners) enrolled in educational services.   Overall the results here suggest that whites’ racial attitudes found in experimental settings to structure whites’ support for punitive crime policy measures likely extends to the aggregate level and the state policy making process itself—signficantly influencing states’ incorporation of “softer” crime policy like prisoner rehabilitation services.

A review of the regression coefficients in model 1 indicates that states’ racial diversity also has a direct impact on prisoner reentry services across the states.  A one unit standard deviation change (or increase) in a state’s racial diversity (SD=9.1%) produces an even larger impact on the mental health therapy and counseling services.  For example, ceteris paribus, a one standard deviation increase in the racial diversity measure (for example moving from the state of Connecticut with a population of 7.1% black to Tennessee with a black population of approximately 18%) is associated with a 5.0% (or 1,070 prisoners) decrease in the percentage of prisoners receiving mental health and counseling services.  This finding is significant insofar as it extends our knowledge of the influence of racial context on the distribution of state policies.  Even after controlling for the specific racial attitudes among whites, the results here suggest that as the size of a state’s minority population increases, correctional policies likely become more punitive in nature, significantly decreasing the likelihood that prisoners receive rehabilitation services.  Although it is difficult to determine given the aggregate nature of the data used here, this finding may be suggestive of a political process in which white majorities living in more racially diverse states offer fewer rehabilitative services--and likely more punitive based approaches--as a way to suppress a perceived threat from a minority “underclass”—an underclass that is perceived by some as disproportionately black (see Beckett and Western, 2001).      


Recall that much of the racial threat literature finds evidence of a non-monotonic  relationship between racial diversity and policy outputs.  The black squared term added to account for this possibility failed to reach statistical significance in either model suggesting that the relationship between racial diversity and the therapy dependent variable is probably best described as monotonic.  


Among the control variables, Democratic control of the executive variable has a positive and significant impact on the mental health services dependent variable indicating that in those states with Democratic governors, prisoners are more likely to receive access to therapy and counseling services.  This might be as a result of a process in which Democratic governors, members of a political party that has been traditionally more inclined to support rehabilitation efforts appoint more top corrections-related officials who work more diligently to incorporate rehabilitation services into their prisons.  More research is needed however to better understand this relationship.  In addition, greater support for capital punishment is negatively associated with prison education services indicating that states where citizens have more support for the death penalty—or those with more punitive crime policy attitudes--are less likely to provide prisoners with education services.  

The overall nature of states’ prison systems also appears to influence prisoner reentry services.  As expected those states with a greater proportion of maximum security prisons less likely to provide mental health and education services to their prison populations.  This is likely a result of greater security concerns in maximum security prisons.  As prior research has indicated, maintaining security is the top priority in more hostile(dangerous) prison environments, likely reducing efforts to offer incorporate rehabilitation services.  In addition states’ average prison capacity is positively related to the percentage of prisoners receiving education services indicating that those states with larger prisons are more likely to provide education services.  
Conclusion
This research has provided an initial examination of how the politics connected to race influences prisoner reentry policies across the U.S. states.  The findings of this research make a case for the argument that the influence of racial politics on criminal justice policy is a lot more multifaceted than often assumed.  Race has been shown to be connected to crime policy in a number of ways—most notably its influence on structuring support for more punitive crime policies among the majority white population.  The results presented here show that the impact of racial politics may also have important spillover implications to crime policy in that may shape states’ likelihood to more fully incorporate alternative criminal “reform” policies like prisoner rehabilitation services into their respective criminal justice systems.  
Using the General Social Survey to construct reliable measures of state-level racial attitudes, the results reported here indicates that racial attitudes across the states and states’ racial diversity both have a significant impact on the propensity of states to incorporate mental health or education services to their prison populations.  These findings are suggestive that many whites’ hostile attitudes towards blacks are manifested in aggregate public opinion and the state-level policy making process producing more support for punitive crime policy approaches and with that, less support for “softer” rehabilitation services to convicted criminal offenders.  

For supporters of prison rehabilitation efforts, the findings of this research present both opportunities and challenges.  Specifically, the results suggest that it is likely easier to build political coalitions in support of expanding prisoner rehabilitation efforts in those states where the majority white population has more tolerant views of blacks.  Given this, it is not a surprise that these same set of forces make coalition building all that more difficult in states where the majority white population is less tolerant of minority groups, where there is the perception of a minority group threat, or both.  In short, racial attitudes and racial context across the states likely presents significant barriers to reform-based policies that place the focus on crime prevention rather than simply punishment.

The study of race and crime policy provides a number of avenues for future research.  To date there has been little work in political science concerning how racial attitudes influence support for specific crime prevention policies like prisoner reentry services.  More work needs to be done at the individual level of analysis showing the various conditions in which racial attitudes are conflated with specific support or opposition to prevention and rehabilitation efforts.  This work could be invaluable to building more specific theories about how race influences crime policy reform across the states.  In addition to this, other areas of research should include exploring more carefully the indirect relationships between racial context, racial attitudes and crime policy in the states.  
Table 1.  Modeling Prisoner Reentry Services as a Function of Racial Attitudes and Racial   

               Diversity
	
	

	
	Model 1: % State Prisoners Receiving Mental Health Therapy and Counseling
	Model 2: % State Prisoners Receiving Education Services

	
	         b                standardized b
	       b              standardized   b

	Whites’ Racial Attitudes
	   .179**                  .309
	   .197*                       .281  

	
	(.075)          
	   (.093)       

	Racial Diversity %Black
	-.448*                  -.634
	  -.065                       -.130

	
	      (.188)
	   (.069)

	Black Squared
	        .003                     .274
	    .048                        .017  

	
	    (.158)
	   (.372)                   

	Democratic Legislature
	       .066                     .138
	   -.036                      -.065

	
	      (.049)
	  (.060)

	Democratic Governor
	.029*                   .211
	   -.002                      -.017

	
	      (.012)
	   (.016)

	% Black Legislators
	.031                     .032               
	   .254                         .214      

	
	      (.158)
	  (.203)

	Ideology
	   .168                     .216
	  -.001                       -.128

	
	    (.109)
	  (.001)

	Fear of Crime
	        -.242                  -.209
	  -.244†                        .218                               

	
	    (.120)
	  (.130)

	Capital Punishment
	-.075                    -.074
	  -.437**                    -.348

	
	(.130)
	  (.173)

	Maximum Security
	-.115*                  -.318
	  -.134***                  -.297

	
	       (.055)
	  (.046)

	Prison Capacity
	         .846                    .122
	   .017*                        .208

	
	       (.926)
	  (.016)

	Year 2000
	      -.203                    -.015
	   .001                          .006

	
	       (.012)
	  (.015)

	Constant
	       .089
	   .392***              

	
	      (.120)
	  (.142)

	
	    N = 82
	  N = 86

	
	    F12, 69 = 4.83***
	  F12,73 = 3.94***

	
	    R2 = .38
	  R2 = .39


   ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10.  Robust standard errors shown in parentheses below each      

    coefficient.
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Appendix

Racial Tolerance

The racial attitudes measure is constructed from a total of five GSS items measuring various perspectives on racial tolerance and integration.  

1) “Do you think white and black students should go to the same school?” 0=no, .5-Don’t know, 1=Yes

2) “Blacks should not push where they are not wanted.” 0=Agree, .5=DK/No Answer, 1=Disagree

3) “Do you think there should be a law against marriages between members of different races”? 0=Yes, .5=DK, 1=No

4) “White people have the right to keep blacks out of their neighborhood if they want to.” 0=Agree, .5=DK, 1=Disagree

5) “How strongly would you object if a member of your family wanted to bring a black person to dinner”? 0=Strongly/Mild, .5=Don’t Know, 1=Not Strongly

As noted by Brace et al, (2002) the individual level index is the respondents average answer across the five indicators ranging from 0 to 1 with higher scores representing greater racial tolerance.  Because I am interested the impact of whites’ racial attitudes towards blacks, only white respondents were used to construct this measure. 

Capital Punishment
A measure of state-level support for the death penalty was created from a GSS item asking respondents, “Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for persons convicted of murder”?  This variable was coded 1=Favor, .5=DK, 0=Oppose.  Scores range from 0 to 1 with higher values indicating greater support for the death penalty.
State Ideology

State ideology was created from the following GSS question: “We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. I'm going to show you a seven-point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely liberal--point 1--to extremely conservative-- point 7. Where would you place yourself on this scale? Responses including extremely liberal, liberal, and slightly liberal were coded -100, moderate, middle of the road=0, and slightly conservative, conservative, and extremely conservative=100.  Scores range form -100 to 100 with higher scores representing more conservative ideological orientations.  

Fear of Crime
A fear of crime measure was created from the GSS item asking, “Is there any area right around here--that is, within a mile--where you would be afraid to walk alone at night?  This variable was coded 1=yes, .5=DK, 0=no.  Scores range from 0-1 with higher scores representing more fear of crime.  
Auditing the GSS Measures


Individual responses are treated here as aggregate data, and therefore it is not appropriate to use standard measures of individual-level reliability like Cronbach’s alpha (Brace et al. 2002).  Because of this, Jones and Norrander (1996) recommend testing reliability analysis on the basis of aggregate units, and not individuals.  To first test the generalizability of the GSS measures of racial attitudes, capital punishment, fear of crime, and state ideology I use the O’Brien coefficient (O’Brien 1990).  Presented by Jones and Norrander (1996), the O’Brien generalizability test seeks to compare within-unit variance to the across-unit variance while taking into account sample size (Norrander 2001: 113).
 GSS measures of racial tolerance, ideology, capital punishment, and fear of crime will be more generalizable across units with less intra-state variation and more variation in ideological dispositions inter-state.  An O’Brien generalizability coefficient that exceeds .70 is considered to be highly generalizable, and values between .60 and .70 are considered to be moderately generalizable.  The O’Brien coefficients for the racial attitudes measure E2=.975, state ideology E2=.879, capital punishment E2=.901, and fear of crime E2=.915 all appear to be generalizable.  
An additional test of reliability is the split-half approach used by Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993).  The split-half approach involves splitting the GSS sample into two subsets by assigning odd-year surveys to one subset and even years to the other.  Mean scores for the racial attitudes, capital punishment, fear of crime, and ideology calculated for each subset and correlated using Pearson’s r coefficients.  The Spearman-Brown prophesy formula was used to assess the reliability of each measure: 
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where r12= the Pearson’s r correlation between the split-halves.  Reliability scores of .70 and above are considered reliable and those between .60 and .70 are considered moderately reliable, and those below .60 are considered unreliable (Jones and Norrander 1996).  Reliability scores for the racial attitudes=.94, capital punishment=.90, state ideology=.80, fear of crime=.85 all appear to be reliable.  To provide and additional test of stability of the measures the GSS cumulative file was divided into “early” (1974-1987) and “late” (1988-2004) subsets. The Spearman-Brown coefficients for the stability of the racial attitudes=.94, state ideology=.90, fear of crime=.89, and capital punishment=.96 all appear to be highly stable.    In sum, the assessment of the aggregate GSS measures used here is good.  Both the O’Brien measure and the Spearman-Brown coefficients using the split-half approach are considered to be reliable.  







� Unfortunately the survey items used to construct the dependent variables do not allow the measurement of the percentage of prisoners enrolled in different types of educational or mental health related services.  Other survey items located in the Census of Federal and State Correctional Facilities are suggestive of the type of education services offered in state prisons which range anywhere from GED courses, vocational training, and life skills training to college courses.   It is also important to note that given the general nature of the dependent variable used in this research, the results presented here cannot inform any assessment about the quality of prisoner rehabilitation services between the states.


� Due to low samples sizes the states of Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Nebraska Nevada, and New Mexico were not included in the analysis.


� The only difference between the racial tolerance measure reported here to those used by Brace et al (2002) and Johnson (2001,2003) is that here, the data used to construct the measure incorporates data from GSS survey years 1974-2004, while the latter two studies used data from 1974-1998.


� Although a measure of whites’ racial tolerance is likely to influence crime policy , a better index might involve combining indicators of racial tolerance with those involving “modern” white stereotypes towards blacks such as the perception of blacks being violent or lazy (Peffley and Hurwitz, 2002).  However, as Brace et al. (2002) point out, researchers using the GSS to construct public opinion measures in the states are constrained by the questions the GSS asked regularly over time.  The GSS did ask a question about whether particular racial groups were more or less likely to be “prone to violence,” however this question was only asked in 1990 providing far too few responses to construct state-level opinion measures.  Importantly the index of racial attitudes used here likely attenuates the connection between racial attitudes and prisoner reentry services across the states.  


� The author would like to thank Richard Hart for assistance with the collection of this data.


� O’Brien’s (1990) generalizability coefficient for the R:A Design contemplates the mean square, an estimate of the population variance between aggregate units, MS(a), and the mean square for individual-level scores within the aggregated units, MS(r:a), using the formula:


� EMBED Equation.3  ���





MS(a) and MS(r:a) were estimated using the One-Way ANOVA procedure in SPSS.  
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