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degree-awarding programs offered within correctional
facilities in Indiana, the prison librarian is confronted
with the newly heightened responsibility of providing
offender-patrons with materials to support academic
course requirements. In recognition of the revitaliza-
tion of an important duty, this article identifies and ana-
lyzes the obstacles confronting an Indiana prison librar-
ian when selecting academic materials and making such
materials accessible to the offender-patrons.

PRISON LIBRARY COLLECTIONS

The academic collection found in a prison library is
not for the sole use of offenders matriculating through
university programs, but is used as well by offenders
who are enrolled in other educational programs of-
fered by the Indiana Department of Corrections. These
programs cover a wide spectrum of interests, ranging
from General Education Diploma (GED) preparation
classes to technical and vocational training programs,
such as auto mechanics and cosmetology.

Of necessity, the prison library must contain a broad
educational collection to meet the diverse needs of of-
fender-patrons with mixed educational levels and as-
sorted educational goals. The resources of prison librar-
ies are limited, as are resources with academic libraries
in general. Complicating matters further, the prison li-
brarian is faced with a division, often a conflict, of
needs: (1) the problem of obtaining appropriate aca-
demic materials in support of the institution’s educa-
tional programs and (2) the responsibility of collection
development in two areas external to academics,
namely, legal research and recreational reading.

UNIVERSITY PROGRAMS LOCATED IN INDIANA PRISONS

From 1973 through 1992, one of the authors of this
article was the director of a college program operated
by Martin University on what is known as the Lady Eliza-
beth Campus (Martin University’s appellation for the
Indiana Women'’s Prison). Students who successfully
matriculate through the four-year program earn a Bach-
elor of Arts degree with a major in the humanities and a
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istration, or psychology.

It should be noted that Martin University is not the
only institution of higher education that offers college
programs in Indiana correctional facilities. The list of
higher education institutions include Ball State Univer-
sity, Indiana State University, Vincennes University, and
Purdue University Northwest campus.

The courses are taught in the classrooms of the cor-
rectional facility’s Education Building. The Indiana
Women'’s Prison provides necessary security and ar-
ranges for offender-students to attend class. The atmo-
sphere of close security is an element not found in con-
ventional classrooms.

There are approximately 350 offenders incarcerated
at the Indiana Women'’s Prison. Martin University has an
average enrollment of thirty-five offender-students who
are matriculating through its program. Ball State Univer-
sity has also an average enrollment of thirty-five stu-
dents. Thus, 20 percent of the total prison population
is attending college.

Courses taken by offender-students at the Indiana
Women'’s Prison are offered only during the evening
hours. During the day, offender-students are required
to participate in either vocational educational programs
or to perform the duties of a prison job. This round-
the-clock schedule does not allow much time for recre-
ational pursuits or studying. The offender-student must
be, of necessity, focused and dedicated in her resolve
to earn a college degree.

Offender-students who earn baccalaureate degrees
while incarcerated are rewarded by the State of Indiana
with the reduction of their sentences. The legislature of
the State of Indiana in Public Law 240-1991(552)' recog-
nized the importance of education to offenders both in
the rehabilitation process itself and in education’s po-
tential for reducing future criminal activity among re-
leased offenders.

Indiana Public Law 240-1991(552) states that a per-
son may petition the sentencing court for a reduction
of sentence if that person successfully completes a sub-



stance abuse program, a vocational program, or any of
several educational programs — specifically a general
equivalency diploma and, of greatest importance to this
present study, an associate’s degree or other college
degree.

Recognition of education as a principal factor in
rehabilitation and in eventual reintegration of offenders
as productive members of the community is a significant
new mind-set for an ultra conservative legislative body
such as the Indiana General Assembly. The role that the
prison library plays through its efforts in providing aca-
demic materials to offender-students is given greater
focus by such legislative recognition of the prison’s po-
tential academic functions and the rewards that can be
forthcoming from their delivery of services to offender-
students.

Indeed, the institutional library is being given new
imperative in the correctional facility of today. The
prison librarian now must be knowledgeable of the in-
formational needs of the offender-patrons in terms of
the academic materials required to support vocational,
technical, and college programs being offered in the
enhancement of the rehabilitation process.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF PRISON LIBRARIES

In a sense, the new role is really the strengthening
of an old educational concern. Going back to the earli-
est records available, Alexander Maconochie, while ad-
ministrator of Norfolk Island off the cost of Australia,
one of Britains worst prisons, established an educa-
tional program and encouraged the inmates to read.?
Maconochie was one of the first prison administrators
to recognize the importance of reading materials in
supporting an educational program designed to reform
the anti-social behavior of offenders. Maconochie went
so far as to award prizes to inmates who read an estab-
lished number of books — books available through one
of the first prison libraries.?

The spirit of reform was also stirring in the United
States. In 1870, a national prison organization met in
Cincinnati and published its Declaration of Principles.
The declaration consisted of twenty-two recommenda-
tions. Eight of the recommendations cited “religion
and education” as being the “most important agencies
of reformation.”

This Declaration of Principles clearly documents the
interest held by prison reformers in providing offenders
with both religious and educational training. In truth,
by the middle of the eighteenth century, there was a
growing awareness of the importance of providing
reading materials to offenders for their religious and
educational growth.

Further changes in philosophy were yet to come.
With the advent of the twentieth century, there was a

marked move away from the belief that offenders
should be solely punished, to a more liberal belief that
inmates should be rehabilitated. To this end, educa-
tional services have become the linchpin of modern re-
habilitation programs.

THE LITERACY PROBLEM AND THE
SPECTRUM OF EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

The problem confronting prison librarians engaged
in the delivery of academic materials and services is the
low level of literacy among offenders which is apparent
when inmates, as a group, are contrasted with the gen-
eral population of America. This issue becomes impor-
tant to the prison librarian as more state legislatures rec-
ognize the need to enact legislation rewarding offend-
ers for involvement in self-improvement programs and,
especially, for earning college degrees.

According to The Bureau of Justice Statistics: Comn-
paring Federal and State Inmates, 1991,* which contains
the most recent statistics available, offenders with an
eighth-grade education comprise 11 percent of the fed-
eral prison population and 14.2 percent of state prison
populations. The report also indicates that offenders
with some high school education made up 12.3 percent
of the inmate population in federal prisons and 26.9
percent of the inmate populations in state prisons. The
report further indicates that offenders with a high
school education account for 48.5 percent of the in-
mate population of federal prisons and 46.5 percent of
inmate populations in state prisons.

In terms of higher education levels, the report
states that offenders with some college training com-
prise 18.8 percent of the inmate population in federal
prisons and 10 percent of inmate populations in state
prisons. The report indicates that offenders with a col-
lege education or advanced graduate study constitute
9.3 percent of the federal prison population and only
2.3 percent of state prison populations.

Table One
1991 Federal and State Educational
Levels of Inmates

Educational Level Federal State
8th grade or less 11.0% 14.2%
Some high school 12.3 26.9
High school graduate 48.5 46.5
Some college 18.8 10.0
College graduate or more 9.3 2.3
Median education 12 yrs 12 yrs
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In summary, for all offender populations in the
United States, federal and state, the median educational
level for inmates is 12 years, the point at which college
study typically begins.

The statistics just cited are significant in establishing
the educational levels of the offender-student served by
the prison library. Clearly, there are a substantial num-
ber of offenders who could benefit from participating
in college programs. In fact, from a review of the statis-
tics, it can be ascertained that in the federal prison sys-
tem, 48.5 percent of the federal offender population is
made up of high school graduates; and 18.8 percent is
comprised of inmates having some college credits. This
combination amounts to 67.3 percent of the total fed-
eral population that would be academically eligible to
participate in college programs.

The state prison systems are statistically similar in
terms of the composition of their offender populations
to that of the federal system. As stated previously, 46.5
percent of inmates incarcerated in state correctional fa-
cilities are high school graduates; and 10 percent have
some college credits. Taken together, the percentages
total 56.5 percent of state prison populations — a num-
ber greater than one half of the total population —
which is eligible to attend college in the state prison
systems.

Coupled with statistics relating to previous educa-
tional achievement levels of offenders, there is another
demographic consideration that should strongly influ-
ence the need for and establishment of college pro-
grams within correctional facilities. That second rel-
evant factor is the ages of offenders incarcerated in
America’s prisons.

According to The Bureau of Justice Statistics: Com-
paring Federal and State Prison Inmates, 1991, 9.3 per-
cent of the federal prison population falls into the age
range of 18 to 24 years of age while 21.3 percent of
state prison populations fall into the same age range. Of
the federal prison population, 36 percent is included
in the age range of 25 to 34 years of age while 45.7 per-
cent of state prison populations is found to be in that
same age range.

Lastly, 32.9 percent of the federal prison popula-
tion is to be found in the age range of 35 to 44 years of
age while 22.7 percent of state prison populations is
found to be in the same age range.
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Table Two
1991 Federal and State Inmate Age
Age Federal State
17 or younger 0% 6%
18-24 9.3 21.3
25-34 36.0 45.7
35-44 32.9 22.7
45-54 15.0 6.5
55-64 5.7 2.4
65 or older 1.1 7
Median age 36 yrs 30 yrs

Collectively, 78.2 percent of the federal prison
population falls within the age range of 18 to 44 years
of age; and 89.7 percent of state prison populations
falls within the same age range. In summary, there is a
large number of potential students of college age incar-
cerated in America’s correctional facilities who are eli-
gible to attend college-based instructional programs,
based on the demographic characteristics of educational
achievement and chronological age.

THE NATURE OF THE PRISON LIBRARY PATRONS
AND THE ROLE OF THE PRISON LIBRARY

The prison librarian is faced with a dichotomy of
offender-patrons that must be served. On the one hand,
the library is required to provide materials in support of
the prisons efforts to offer offenders remedial instruc-
tion in order to raise low educational levels of a large
number of illiterate inmates. On the other hand, the
prison library is faced with the responsibility of provid-
ing materials to support college-level programs.

Not all correctional facilities allow higher educa-
tional institutions to operate college programs within
their prison walls. In the State of Indiana there are ap-
proximately thirty correctional facilities;® only five of
them have agreements with institutions of higher edu-
cation to operate college or university programs within
their facilities.

THE OTHER ROLES OF THE PRISON LIBRARY

Educational uses, the first obligation of the prison
library, must share a place with two other functions of
the prison library’s tripartite role. As libraries became
established in correctional facilities, their duties ex-
panded to the second obligation of the prison library.
That is to include providing recreational reading mate-
rials to assist offenders in finding some diversion from
the harsh, bleak, and saturnine conditions experienced
while incarcerated. Hence, this was added to the role
of serving educational ends.



Perhaps the most extended statement of the diver-
sionary role of the prison library has been set forth by
Charles Perrine in his promotion of the concept of the
prison library as a center for the dissemination of cul-
ture, supervised by a library professional rather than by
an “undermanned educational staff.” In his article “A
Correctional Institution’s Library Service,”® Perrine
states that he believes the “library in a correctional insti-
tution must be conceived of as a cultural center for the
community of man within prison walls.”

Perrine outlines how he would organize and imple-
ment the prison library and its programs. He would first
establish a society to develop prison libraries as cultural
centers within correctional facilities. Perrine further
proposes that the following actions be taken in devel-
oping cultural centers and prison libraries:

(1) Perrine advocates the acquisition of materials
that would broaden the offender’s intellectual
horizons;

he believes that it is necessary to strengthen the
technical, vocational, and reference book
collections;

@

he feels there should be more displays of arts’
and crafts’ books;

(€))

he asks that the library provide picture and
pamphlet collections;

(C))

he urges that the library develop CD collections
and music programs;

®

he suggests that the library offer informal
lectures on a wide variety of topics;

©)

he proposes that the prison librarian organize
book and creative writing clubs; and

@)

his last proposal and the one of greatest
importance in terms of the role of the prison
library which is the focus of this article, Perrine
affirms that there should be an integration of
the library and the academic and educational
programs.

®

The third obligation of the prison library within its
tripartite role is that of providing offender-patrons with
legal reference materials to enable them to access the
judicial system in fulfillment of their court-established
right to such access.

The prison library has also had the obligation of
providing offender-patrons with “writ-writers,” who are
persons trained in legal research and the preparation of
pleadings for the purpose of assisting illiterate offend-
ers in court-related matters.

These mandates contrast sharply with the profes-
sional training of most librarians. Only a few are trained
as law librarians; yet prison librarians have been man-

dated by the courts to provide offenders with legal ma-
terials and to offer training to offender law clerks in the
preparation of legal pleadings in order that they may
assist illiterate inmates.

As a result of a series of federal court cases (Jobnson
V. Avery in 1969, Wolff v. McDonnel in 1974, Bounds v.
Smith in 1977, and Hadix v. Jobnson in 1988), correc-
tional facilities were required to expand their libraries
to comply with a progressively revised legal mandate. As
early as 1974, at the time of the Wolff v. McDonnel deci-
sion, the Massachusetts Department of Corrections was
forced to respond to the then-current mandates by plac-
ing a legal collection in each of its correctional facilities
with an offender population of 250 or more.” The same
department of corrections also developed a sixteen
week course which was offered in its medium-security
prisons, as training for offenders in the skills of legal
research and writing.

As a result of cumulative court decisions, the prison
librarian had been mandated by no less authority than
the United States Supreme Court to provide an of-
fender-patron with both an adequately stocked legal
collection, and training in the techniques of legal re-
search and writing. The term “adequately stocked law
library” has been most clearly defined by the American
Association of Law Libraries in its publication Recorz-
mended Collections for Prison and Other Institution Law
Libraries®

In summary, the prison librarian must become famil-
iar with the support programs offered by the correc-
tional facility which employs him/her and the duties it
is required to carry out so that the librarian can make
appropriate collection development decisions and best
utilize the limited resources which are typically his/her
lot.

WHO ARE PRISON LIBRARIANS?

Gordon states in “Correctional Libraries: Provide
Services by the Book™, that because of the isolated and
bleak nature of correctional facilities the prison librar-
ian has a dual role to play. First, he/she must provide
library materials to offender-patrons with censorship
always present. Second, the librarian must be ready to
act as counselor, social worker, and ombudsman to
help offender-patrons through serious life issues.

Gordon’s findings support the proposition that
prison life is at best a dismal existence, fostering isola-
tion and a deprivation of the information most needed
by offenders to meet the academic requirements of edu-
cational programs.

Prison life is equally as hard on the librarian, forc-
ing him/her to work against obstacles to develop pro-
fessionally. Yet most in the library profession would
hold that a library remains as strong as the skills and
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professionalism of the librarian who holds the adminis-
tration.

Personal character has a strong role to play in a
librarian’s success. Gordon states that prison librarians
need to be “fair, firm, and consistent in dealing with
offenders, although materials that threaten the
institution’s security may have to be censored.”

A basic conflict confronts administrators of Indiana
correctional facilities who in fact, hire prison librarians.
These administrators are faced with the problem of hir-
ing qualified professional librarians and also of hiring
individuals who will follow without question the poli-
cies of the Indiana Department of Corrections, which
may be in conflict with the codes of ethics espoused by
professional library associations.

The issue of potential censorship raised by
Gordon's report indicates that there is a clear and
present need to study the adequacy of academic collec-
tions located within correctional facilities to ensure that
offender-students’ educational programs are receiving
appropriate support and not being obstructed in their
development.

A. R. Roberts conducted research in 1980 to answer
the need just indicated above by Gordon’s study. Rob-
erts has reviewed his findings in the article “Library Ser-
vices and Censorship in Corrections.”’®

Roberts interviewed twenty-eight offenders in pris-
ons located in the states of Maryland, New Jersey, and
New York concerning the library services that the of-
fenders were receiving. The offenders interviewed re-
ported that their prison libraries were important to
them for “entertainment, information, and personal
growth” and, in last place, for supporting educational
programs. Offenders indicated that the strong point of
the prison library system within the surveyed facilities
was the librarians’ efforts to secure books required by
the inmates.

Roberts indicates in his survey that a two-page ques-
tionnaire that was sent to a selected sample of fifty of
the most populated correctional facilities listed in the
American Correctional Association Directory. Roberts
received responses from twenty-four of the fifty prison
libraries surveyed. The responses were from libraries in
all regions of the United States.

The findings indicated that the most frequently cen-
sored materials were books that posed a perceived
“threat to security" and hard-core pornography. Defini-
tions of publications or collections that threatened se-
curity varied widely, but the list of books to be watched
or handled with care included the legal collections of
the prison libraries. The findings also indicated that
educational materials were reviewed with the
institution’s security being an issue.
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Clearly the prison librarian faces the professional
dilemma of compliance with the policies of the correc-
tional facility, and on the other hand, failing to follow
the guidelines of the Library Bill of Rights that opposes
censorship of library materials.’ In fact, section three of
the Library Bill of Rights states that “Librarians should
challenge censorship in the fulfillment of their respon-
sibility to provide information and enlightenment.” Al-
though the Library Bill of Rights is an important philo-
sophical document that all librarians must be aware of,
perhaps the issue of prison security warrants a modifica-
tion of this document in order to meet the informa-
tional needs of an increasing large library population
that will need to be served in the future.

Roberts found that only one-third of the respon-
dents to the survey had final responsibility for acquiring
library materials. The study further indicated that
twenty-five of the thirty-four respondents did not have
any training from graduate library science programs.

Roberts summarizes the article by stating: “consider-
ing the importance of libraries to inmates, efforts
should be made to hire professional librarians.” Rob-
erts’ survey indicated that there is a need to review the
current standards for prison librarianship and to con-
tinue to study the adequacy of the educational collec-
tions of prison libraries to ascertain if censorship is in
operation within these libraries. The presence of cen-
sorship is undeniably, a major collection development
issue which will affect the building of academic collec-
tions, as well as all other types of collections, recre-
ational, legal or general-educational.

THETECHNOLOGY PROBLEM

Technology is another area of concern for the li-
brarian who has the responsibility of providing materi-
als to support academic programs within the Indiana
prison system. Correctional facilities are reluctant to
permit the use of prison library computers to access
outside databases or to access the Internet, out of fear
that the institution’s security would be compromised.

Indeed, all contact with the world outside the
prison is suspect as the censorship of mail — an old
practice — makes evident. Notwithstanding the prison
administrator’s need to maintain a high level of security
in terms of offender’s contact with outside entities, the
prison librarian often does have access to computer sys-
tems operated by the institution.

Added to the administrative-imposed restrictions
just mentioned, the prison library characteristically has
a limited academic collection because of a lack of shelf
space and the competing court-imposed mandate of
providing offenders with legal materials and services.

In a series of three articles published in Corrections
Today, Brenda Vogel has brought the issues surround-



ing the prison library use of computers under extended
examination. In her first article, “Ready or Not, Com-
puters are Here,”'? Vogel states that computers have a
role to play in correctional facilities. Such a statement is
often met with disbelief and suspicion by prison per-
sonnel.

Some correctional officials fear they will lose con-
trol of prisons if offenders are allowed access to mod-
ern technology. Vogel, however, points out how “the
future of corrections depends on whether we embrace
new technologies and make them a part of our regular
work routine.”

Vogel states that computers can be used in the
prison workplace without jeopardizing public safety.
She offers the example of being able to load software
onto the computer with a password.” She points out to
correctional employees that it is possible for prisons to
utilize tamper-proof modems. Vogel also includes
among her ideas the suggestion that prisons should use
“external modems that can be removed from the com-
puter when the employee leaves.” Another method of
maintaining security involving the use of modems is to
“secure the phone line at the main console when the
employee is not present.”

Although the suggestions offered by Vogel may
seem simplistic to academic librarians and other infor-
mation specialists, it should be kept in mind that the
readership of her article is composed of individuals
with little, if any, experience in the use of information
technology, and for whom the maintenance of prison
security is of paramount interest.

Vogel further states that “technology will be a boom
to the administrative sector of correctional agencies in
much the same way that computerized security equip-
ment has been to facilities.” In this statement, Vogel
points out to correctional personnel that information
technology has the same potential importance to the
secure operation of a prison that the adoption of com-
puter-operated security systems has had.

It is a compelling argument for acceptance of the
whole of a technology’s applications on the basis of the
part which has already been tested and has won accep-
tance. Continuing her argument, Vogel states that cor-
rectional administrators should foster the development
of electronic information systems to enhance the effec-
tiveness of their organizations. Importantly, present-day
and archival uses being considered together, in-house
documents could be better managed through computer-
ization. As examples of such applications, computers
could be used to post rules and regulations, bulletins
in making available program descriptions, administra-
tive orders, and personnel regulations. They could be
used to maintain offender manuals and lastly, to further
human resources development through various pro-
grams, some clearly instructional.

In Vogel’s second article of her series, “Meeting
Court Mandates: the CD-ROM Solution,”!? the author
reviews the problems confronting correctional adminis-
trators of accommodating increasingly larger prison
populations and, at the same time, meeting the court
mandates that prisons provide offenders with necessary
legal information. As Vogel states, “[usually, the more
inmates you have, the more materials you need —
which...means you spend more money use more space
and need more staff]”

As stated previously, one of the three principal
roles of the prison librarian is to comply with the
courts’ mandate to provide offenders with an ad-
equately stocked law library and persons trained in legal
research to assist illiterate inmates with the preparation
of legal documents. The domain of law itself, of course,
occupies a professional and technical niche of the
world of academia. Indeed, a related field, criminal jus-
tice, is one of the possible minors in the Martin Univer-
sity program on the Lady Elizabeth Campus located on
the grounds of the Indiana Women'’s Prison. (What
separates the literature of law from the rest of academic
holdings, for the purposes of this present study, is the
source of its being mandated as a concern of the prison
library, not a lack of scholarly nature or content.)

Vogel acknowledges the responsibilities of the
prison librarian and offers correctional administrators
with a solution to the facility’s increasing problem of
limited space. Vogel states the “law library is one court-
mandated program that can employ this [new] technol-
ogy.” She states that “[replacing shelves of law books
with compact disc read only memory (CD-ROM) prod-
ucts has reduced the cost of operating these libraries.]”

Vogel indicates that the majority of states rely on
the American Association of Law Libraries’ Recom-
mended Collections for Prison and Other Institution Law
Libraries as the model for individual collections. Ac-
cording to Vogel, although such legal collections are
relatively inexpensive to a law library (costing an aver-
age of $40,000 as an original purchase price and only
$5,000 annually to maintain), the cost to a correctional
facility can be disproportionately high.

The problem that arises for a correctional institu-
tion is the requirement that “these collections must be
accessible to all inmates.” Hence, adding to the expense
of having an adequately stocked legal collection may be
the necessity of requiring additional collections so that
extra volumes will be available for classifications of of-
fenders not allowed to visit the prison library. These
classifications would include offenders who are on
death row and those who are segregated from contact
with the general prison population.

The advantage of CD-ROM products to the prison
library is that they can take the place of printed books.
In her third article, “The Print Law Library: From Print
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to CD-ROM,”* Vogel offers the example of the fact that
one disc can hold “an entire state code, an encyclope-
dia or the Code of Federal Regulations.” The correc-
tional administrator will no longer be faced with the
problem of finding additional space to expand the
physical size of the prison library. Less new shelf space
is required to accommodate an increase in the size of
the legal collection.

Vogel further states that computerization of infor-
mation systems will also save prisons substantial
amounts of time by reducing the time that offenders
spend in the library as a result of the speed of elec-
tronic searching. It will additionally save time spent by
correctional officers who conduct “shakedowns”
(searches) of offenders “for materials” (contraband that
might be hidden inside books or other library materi-
als).

Vogel states that the initial investment for comput-
erized information systems will be steep for correc-
tional facilities. However, the eventual operational sav-
ings that will be realized is well worth such outlays of
capital. The prison librarian will save time doing “inven-
tory, returning volumes to shelves, rebinding, mend-
ing, photocopying or delivering books on carts to
cells.”

The prison librarian can learn from practicing attor-
neys who “cannot justify the cost of maintaining the
space needed to house books that are essential to their
practice.” As a fact, CD-ROM technology has improved
the quality of materials donated by attorneys. Today,
donated legal collections are often current and have
been well-maintained, simply because they rapidly were
replaced by a CD-ROM equivalent.

The academic librarian can gain some insight into
the actual operation of a prison library and the difficul-
ties of collection development from the encounters in
building legal collections. Clearly, the advantages de-
rived from the use of computerized information sys-
tems, such as local area networks (LANSs) utilizing CD-
ROM products, would also be useful to prison librarians
attempting to develop academic collections within lim-
ited space and, given the long-term operational savings,
within limited budgets.

The reluctance of correctional administrators to uti-
lize technology, based on a fear of jeopardizing the se-
curity of facilities, will continue to confront prison li-
brarians involved in collection development, academic
or legal. This issue is one of several which are common
to both the legal mandate to provide offenders with a
law collection and the need to provide inmates with
academic materials in support of college programs.

Correctional facilities are legal entities created by
legislatures to carry out the law of the state. Hence, the
fulfillment of a legal mandate takes top priority. How-

Indiana Libraries, Vol. 17, Number 2

ever, from conversations with correctional administra-
tors, the authors have ascertained that a large percent-
age of those administrators feel that academic collec-
tions will prove to be more useful to offender popula-
tions as educational programs continue to prepare in-
mates to re-enter society, becoming productive mem-
bers of communities. That goal of re-entry may be the
new cynosure — a new point of orientation that will
have increasing force as the old priorities diminish.

RECENT CHANGE IN THE LEGAL MANDATE

A de-emphasis of the once-commanding legal prior-
ity is currently taking place. The mandate imposed by
the Bounds’ case, which created the duty for correc-
tional facilities of providing offenders with legal collec-
tions, was substantially changed recently by the United
States Supreme Court’s ruling in Casey v. Lewis.'® The
United States Supreme Court in Casey v. Lewis stated
that Bounds did not establish a “free-standing right to a
law library or legal assistance.” Thus, in a major recent
case, offenders of Arizona state prisons could not claim
that they were actually harmed by the Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections in this case. The Court held that
law libraries and legal assistance programs are not the
principal focus of Bounds, but only a “reasonably ad-
equate opportunity to present claimed violations of a
fundamental constitutional right to the courts.”*¢

Since Bounds did not establish a free-standing right
to law libraries or legal assistance programs, offenders
are unable to claim damages by merely proving that cor-
rectional facilities law libraries or legal assistance pro-
grams are inadequate. They must go beyond proof of
that condition to proof that actual harm had resulted
from the condition

With such limitations placed on Bounds through
court interpretation, the force of Bounds will be dimin-
ished and the other roles of the prison library should
rise to greater importance.

CONCLUSION

The development of academic collections may be
the emerging role of the prison library. Many of the is-
sues that need to be resolved for development of aca-
demic collections to take place (e.g., the acceptance
and controlled governance of computer use) have al-
ready been faced in maintaining and bettering the legal
collections of prison libraries. Indeed, in many re-
spects, development and maintenance of the legal col-
lection has been a testing ground for academic collec-
tion development within prisons.

The mandate imposed by the Bounds’ case, which
created for correctional facilities the duty of providing
offenders with legal collections and services, was sub-
stantially changed by the United States Supreme Court’s
ruling in Casey v. Lewis. This change in Court interpre-



tation seems to indicate a shift of direction and in im-
portance among the three roles that the prison library
has played.

There is a shortage of resources available for devel-
oping collections in support of prison-based college
and technical educational programs, as there are short-
ages in other academic libraries throughout the state of
Indiana. Academic collections in prisons have, up to
now, been forced to take a subordinate role when com-
peting for resources with court-mandated legal collec-
tions. However, with the advent of the recent decision
in Casey v. Lewis, correctional facilities now have a
greatly reduced obligation to provide offenders with
legal materials. This apparent de-emphasis of an old ob-
ligation may be interpreted as a new and excellent op-
portunity for prison librarians to turn their attention to
developing adequately stocked academic collections to
meet the educational needs of offender-students.

Academic librarians of institutions of higher educa-
tion in the State of Indiana can be of the greatest assis-
tance to prison librarians by offering professional ad-
vice.

This new investment of time in academic collection
building and academic programming holds great prom-
ise. In one of the author’s experience as a former di-
rector of a college program offered within an Indiana
prison, he can give personal testimony that none of the
graduates from his program who have been released has
been re-incarcerated — an end result that librarians,
correctional administrators, politicians, educators, of-
fenders, and members of the public in general, all de-
sire.
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