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I INTRODUCTION
1. At the beginning of the 1950s, the prison rate in Finland was four times higher than in other Scandinavian countries. We had some 200 prisoners per 100,000 inhabitants, while the figures in Sweden, Denmark and Norway were around 50. Even during the 1970s, Finland's prisoner rate continued to be among the highest in Europe.

However, the decrease that started already after the Second World War has been steadily continuing. And slowly -without dramatic changes -Finland has reached the Scandinavian level. During the last five years our prison rate has been stable. At the moment there is a remarkable similarity among the Scandinavian countries.

Figure 1 Prison rates in Finland, Sweden, Denmark and Norway in 1950-1995


2. In order to explain these trends and changes, one should start with the question, why Finland-in the first place-had adopted a policy that was so strikingly different from the other Scandinavian countries.

One probable explanation for this is connected with the harsh history of Finland-the Civil War of 1918 and the hardships of the two wars with the Soviet Union 1939 1944. According to the Norwegian criminologist Nils Christie, this created a cultural climate where severity was measured according to a different scale in comparison with other Nordic countries (Christie 1968, 171). The "penal value" of imprisonment was smaller (or experienced as being smaller) in Finland than was the case in other countries. This argument is partly supported by the fact that at the turn of the century the Finnish prisoner rates were on the same level with those of the other Scandinavian countries. 

Another and more technical reason was the rigidity of Finland's penal system. The high minimum penalty for aggravated theft introduced in 1889 (and then abolished in 1972) made it difficult for judicial practice to adapt to changing perceptions of the gravity of theft offences in a prospering society (cf. Lång 1989, 84). The third explanation may be found in the severe sentencing practice for drunken driving, which kept the figures high as late as the 1960s and the early 1970s.

3.The main issue, however, is to find an answer to the question: What changed the situation? Why did the Finnish numbers go downwards, while at same time most European countries were experiencing rising prisoner populations?

The short answer to this question is that there is no simple explanation. This development resulted from several factors. First, there were changes in penal theory and thinking relating to criminal policy. There were also changes in penal legislation, in sentencing and prison enforcement practices. And, perhaps more importantly, on the political level a consensus was reached that prison overcrowding was a problem and something should be done with it.

II CHANGES IN THE IDEOLOGY OF CRIMINAL POLICY
1. During the 1960s and the early 1970s the dangers of the ideology of coercive treatment (rehabilitation) became more and more evident. Experimental studies generally did not demonstrate that coercive treatment had any dramatic crime reducing effect. Consequently, in Scandinavia the following years witnessed a series of reforms which all reduced the powers both of the welfare authorities to use methods of coercive treatment and of the agencies of criminal justice to restrict liberty on rehabilitative grounds.

2. Also the aims of criminal policy were re-defined (see especially Törnudd 1969/1996, 14 15). Cost-benefit analysis was introduced into criminal political thinking. In making choices between different strategies and means, the probable policy effects and costs were now assessed. One result was that the arsenal of possible means of criminal policy became larger in comparison with the traditional (repression or rehabilitation orientated) penal system. Furthermore, the possibilities of employing environmental planning and situational crime prevention in controlling crime were discussed. Another slogan was: "Good social development policy is the best criminal policy".

One result of this new line of thought was that the role of punishment was seen to be relative. Once the primary means of criminal policy, it came to be regarded as only one option among many.

3. Of course, criminal law still maintained an important role as a means of upholding the norms of society and the protection of individual rights and community values. But instead of the hopes for "penal rehabilitation", the emphasis shifted towards general prevention. This can be briefly defined with the words of Johs. Andenaes as "the restraining influences emanating from the criminal law and the legal machinery" (Andenaes 1966/1974, 34).

It is of vital importance to stress that in Scandinavian criminological theory, the mechanism of general prevention has been given a broad and sophisticated interpretation. Instead of direct or simple deterrence, the theory speaks of indirect general prevention or-more often-the moral creating and enforcing effect of punishment. And this is something different than obeying the law because of simple fear of punishment.

According to this theory, the disapproval expressed in punishment is assumed to influence the values and moral views of individuals. As a result of this process, the norms of criminal law and the values they reflect are internalized; people refrain from illegal behaviour, not because it is followed by unpleasant punishment, but because the behaviour itself is regarded as morally blameworthy.- This line of thinking is no longer typical only of Scandinavian penal theory. The German concepts of "positive General-prävention" and "Integrationsprävention" as well as the Anglo-Saxon theory of "moral education" and "penal communications" contain similar elements.

This mechanism of indirect general prevention poses some central demands on the penal system. The aim of indirect prevention is best served by sanctions that maintain their moral character. Punishments must be regarded as expressions of society's disapproval and they must be directed towards the act (= demonstrate the blameworthiness of the act). Furthermore, it is required that the citizens perceive the system to be reasonably efficient and legitimate. Principles of proportionality and perceived procedural fairness are key factors that influence the willingness of the people to conform to the law (see in more detail Lappi-Seppälä 1995 with references). 

Thus, the idea of general prevention does not imply increased severity of punishment. The effective functioning of criminal law is not based on fear, but on legitimacy and acceptance. From the point of view of indirect general prevention, the principles of justice, proportionality and fairness are more important than sentence severity. 

4. The policy conclusions drawn from these ideological changes can be briefly summarized. In crime prevention, criminal law is only one means among many. These other means are often far more important. This does not mean that we could do without criminal law. It still is of vital importance, but its mechanisms are more subtle and indirect than one usually thinks. All in all, we should not overestimate its potential. We should be realistic as regards to the possibilities of achieving short-term effects in crime control by tinkering with our penal system. 

And what is most important, we should always weigh the costs and benefits of applied or suggested strategies of criminal policy. And this, indeed, was the test that our earlier prison politics failed to pass. It was difficult to answer convincingly the question of why should we have three to four times more prisoners than do our neighbours.

III LEGISLATIVE REFORMS AND SENTENCING POLICIES
One may distinguish between three main types of legislative reforms that influence the prison rate: those that shape the structure of the penal system and the sentencing alternatives, those that change the penal value and the level of sanctions for certain offence categories, and those that concern the enforcement of prison sentences and parole system.
Of course, there are also other ways to reduce the prison rate. In 1967 the number of prisoners was reduced through an amnesty which shortened the prison sentences by one-sixth. In 1969 the decriminalization of public drunkenness reduced the number of default prisoners (prisoners serving a sentence for unpaid fines) from a daily average of 800 to less than 100. -However, the following observations will concentrate on the reforms and changes that deal with the general structure of the system of sanctions. I will identify and deal with six of them. A more complete list of the legislative reforms that have been carried out in Finland since 1967 can be found in the appendix G.

1 The System of Preventive Detention
1. The first reform in this series of legislative acts was the restriction of the use of preventive detention. The Finnish criminal justice system includes a provision for holding chronic recidivists in preventive detention after the completion of the sentence, if both the sentencing court and a special court so decide. Even during the 1960s, the large majority of detainees had been guilty of repeat property crimes. On the basis of an amendment passed in 1971, the option of preventive detention was restricted only to dangerous violent offenders. The number of persons held in detention as recidivists dropped by 90 % in one year, from 206 to 24. Since then, the annual average has been between 10 and 20 prisoners.

2. The role of this system of preventive detention is further diminished by the fact that during recent years no one has been kept in custody longer than their original sentence would presuppose. The present meaning of the system is therefore restricted to the fact that a small number of prisoners will not get the benefit of early release on parole. According to a recent proposal, the entire system of preventive detention would be abolished.

2 Traditional Alternatives to Imprisonment: 
The Fine and the Conditional Sentence
1. In an international comparison, Finland's criminal justice system offers relatively few alternatives to imprisonment. The Finnish judge usually has the basic options of sentencing the offender to unconditional imprisonment, conditional imprisonment or a fine. However, these alternatives have been used fairly effectively.

2. The fine has been the principal punishment throughout the present century. (This is partly due to the fact that there is no general administrative penal law in Finland. Practically all offences are classified as crimes and treated under the label of criminal punishments.) However, the use of fines was extended to more serious crimes during the late 1970s by raising the amount of (day) fines. To a certain extent, the purpose of this reform was also achieved. 

3. However, the most effective alternative to imprisonment has been the conditional sentence. Sentences of imprisonment of at most two years can be imposed conditionally, provided that "the maintenance of general respect for the law" does not require an unconditional sentence. In younger age-groups the presumption in favour of conditional sentence has been strengthened by a special provision which allows the use of an unconditional sentence for those who have committed the offence under the age of 18 only if certain extraordinary reasons call for it. In practice this means either that the crime is especially serious or that the offender has several prior convictions.

An offender sentenced conditionally is placed on probation for a period of one to three years. For adults, such probation does not involve supervision. However, a young offender who is sentenced conditionally may be placed under supervision for the period of probation. A conditional sentence may be ordered enforced if, during the probation period, the offender commits a new offence for which (s)he is sentenced to imprisonment. 

The conditional sentence has proven to be a powerful means in restricting the use of imprisonment. In 1976 the conditions for using conditional sentences were relaxed. In order to encourage the use of conditional sentences, the new law also allowed the combining of a conditional prison sentence with an unconditional fine. 

The statistics show (see figure 2 below and tables A and B in the appendix) that the popularity of this sentencing option has increased throughout the entire period. During the period from 1950 to 1990 the number of conditional sentences has increased from some 3,000 to 18,000 sentences per year. The growth was especially rapid between 1970 and 1980. This was partly a result of the changes in Finnish policy regarding drunken driving. In fact, the reform of the Conditional Sentence Act in 1976 was synchronized with the reforms of the provisions on drunken driving and on general sentencing in 1977. 

Figure 2 Penalties imposed by the courts 1950-1995
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Specific Categories of Offences
3.1 The Policy on Drunken Driving
1. Drunken driving plays a special role in Scandinavian criminal policy. This is especially true in Finland. We have hard drinking habits and a lot of problem users - but at the same time we have a very restrictive and intolerant attitude towards drinking-and-driving. 

2. This combination has kept drunken driving among the key issues in debates on criminal policy. A substantial part of our prison problems during the 1960s resulted from the severe sentencing practice and fairly long unconditional prison sentences imposed for drunken driving. However, during the 1970s this practice was changed in favour of non-custodial alternatives. The movement was started by the courts themselves, but this development was reinforced by separate legislative acts. The definition of drunken driving was modernized by an amendment of the law in 1977. In this connection, the legislator made it clear that the courts should restrict the use of unconditional imprisonment in favour of conditional sentences and fines.

A year earlier (1976) the legislator had also introduced new sentencing provisions, which were aimed at giving the courts general guidance in meting out punishments for all offences. This reform provided a framework for further discussions on the proper sentencing level. Giving guidance to independent judges is, of course, a delicate and difficult matter. The discussions were, in fact, run by the judges, with only organizational help from the Ministry of Justice. These seminars and courses for judges turned out to provide an excellent means of reaching informal agreement on new sentencing practices (for more information, see Lappi-Seppälä 1990). 

· Some of the experiences from the so-called "sentencing guideline system" applied in the United States have demonstrated the dangers involved in a system that restricts the sentencing discretion of the judges with narrow sentencing latitudes decided by political bodies and governments. The continental tradition where the legislator decides only in broad terms on the latitudes, and the rest is at the discretion of the judges seems to be less vulnerable to short-sighted and ill-founded political interventions. What, of course, is needed is statistical information on the existing sentencing patterns, reasoned higher court decisions and open discussions about preferable sentencing levels. - But the last word in these matters should be given by the judges who have the facts at their fingertips and who are familiar with the reality of crime (and who unlike the public - are not dependent on the information given by the media).

3. All in all, the efforts to change sentencing practice regarding drunken driving proved to be a success. In 1971, 70% of drunk drivers received an unconditional sentence. Ten years later, in 1981, this proportion had dropped to 12%. Since the reform of 1977, the normal punishment for aggravated drunken driving has been conditional imprisonment together with an unconditional supplementary fine, while "ordinary" drunken driving cases (BAC under 1.2 o/oo) are dealt with by fines. The development of court practice in 1950-1990 is illustrated in figure 3 below and table B in the appendix..

Figure 3 Penalties for drunken driving 1950-1990 (percentages)
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4. The case of drunken driving illustrates some of the conditions for a successful legislative strategy. If sentencing patterns are affected by several different elements, one may have to change them all in order to achieve the intended result. In the case of drunken driving the legislator first created the opportunity for combining a fine with a conditional sentence, then raised the amount of day-fines. After passing a bill on drunken driving, new provisions on sentencing were also enacted, and these provided the framework for discussions on the sentencing levels and normal punishment. In a way, all these reforms were a part of "one big package" (Gov. proposals no. 108, 109, 110 and 125/1975).

3.2 Theft
1. Another offence category that has dominated Finnish prison figures is theft. Long custodial sentences imposed for traditional property crimes kept the prison population at its peak level during the early 1950s. High minimum penalties and rigid offence definitions for aggravated forms of theft affected the number of Finnish prisoners as late as the early 1970s. However, in 1972 new definitions and new punishment latitudes for larceny were introduced. As a result, there was a clear change in the sentencing practice. In 1971, 38 % of offenders sentenced for larceny received a custodial sentence. Twenty years later, in 1991, their number had decreased to 11% (see appendix B). 

The next amendment that affected sentencing came in 1991. One of the stated aims of this reform was to limit the use of imprisonment i.a. by introducing shorter punishment latitudes. Courts were also encouraged to use short sentences of imprisonment by instructing them to mete out the shorter sentences in days instead of months. This reform also increased the use of fines and reduced the average length of prison sentences. 

2. Figure 4 below and table B in the appendix provide several pieces of information oo the sentencing patterns in the case of theft. The changes are rather dramatic. For example in 1950 the average length of all prison sentences imposed for theft was 12 months. In 1971 the median sentence was still 7,4 months, but in 1991 it was only 2,6 months of imprisonment. (Of course one has to take into account that in the long run the typical forms of theft have changed. Crimes against individual victims and households have been replaced i.a. by minor forms of shoplifting etc.).

Figure 4 The average length of prison sentences for theft 1950-1990
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3. Similar changes can also be detected in other offence categories. Figure 5 sums up the development in sentencing patterns for four offences from 1950 to 1990. 

Figure 5 Sentencing patterns in 1950-1990. The average length of prison sentences (conditional and unconditional summed).
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4 New Sentencing Alternatives: Community Service
1. Community service was introduced into the Finnish penal system in 1991 on an experimental basis in four judicial districts. In 1994 the system was extended to cover the entire country and community service became a standard part of the Finnish system of sanctions.

2. Community service is a penal sanction which is imposed instead of unconditional imprisonment. The duration of community service in Finland may vary between 20 and 200 hours. It may be used only to replace custodial sentences of up to 8 months (240 days). In order to ensure that community service will really be used in lieu of unconditional prison sentence, a two-step procedure was adopted. First the court is supposed to make its sentencing decision by applying the normal principles and criteria of sentencing, without even thinking about the possibility of community service. If the result is unconditional imprisonment (and certain requirements are fulfilled), then the court may commute the sentence into community service. In principle community service can, therefore, be used only in cases where the accused would otherwise receive an unconditional prison sentence. 

The prerequisites for sentencing the offender to community service are (a) that the convicted person consents to this, (b) that the sentence imposed on the offender does not exceed eight months, and (c) that the offender is deemed capable of carrying out the community service order. In commuting imprisonment into community service, one day in prison equals one hour of community service. Thus, two months of custodial sentence should be commuted into roughly 60 hours of community service. If the conditions of the community service order are violated, the court normally imposes a new unconditional sentence of imprisonment (for details, see Lappi-Seppälä 1992). 

3. The first experiences indicate that on the whole the new sanction has been adopted in the manner the legislators wanted (Takala 1993). About nine out of ten persons sentenced to community service would have received a custodial sentence. And as the number of community service orders has increased, the number of unconditional prison sentences has decreased. In particular, drunken drivers have benefited from the new option.

Figure 6 The Use of Imprisonment and Community Service in Finland 1992-1996 

	Year
	Unconditional imprisonment (N)
	Community service (N)

	1992
	11 538
	-

	1993
	9 563
	563

	1994
	7 699
	1487

	1995
	6 754
	2803

	1996
	6 101
	3277


In 1996 the average annual number of offenders serving a community service order (on any given day) was about 1,000. At the same time we had some 3,000 inmates in our prisons. It is therefore fair to argue that within a short period of time community service has proven to be an important alternative to imprisonment. 

5 Specific Offender-Groups: Juveniles
1. The age limit for criminal responsibility in Finland is 15 years. Those between 15 and 17 years are usually called as "young offenders". Young offenders (between 15 and 17) receive a mitigated sentence. Also the conditions for waiver of sanctions (i.a. non-prosecution) are much less restrictive for young offenders. Young offenders are usually released on parole after 1/3 of the sentence has been served (instead of the normal 1/2). Still, there is no special juvenile criminal system in Finland, in the sense that this concept is understood in the continental legal systems: there are no juvenile courts and the number of specific penalties only applicable to juveniles has been quite restricted. 

Reformatories for young offenders have traditionally not been incorporated into the penalty system in Finland. According to the division of labour adopted after the "fall of the rehabilitative ideal" during the 1970s and the 1980s the criminal justice system has taken care of punitive measures, while the child welfare and social policy organizations have supporting, counselling and aiding roles. This means, for example, that children between 15 and 17 years of age are subject both to the criminal justice system and to the child welfare system. The emphasis on the child welfare system lies in its supporting role: finding a job or housing, receiving vocational training and so on. 

2. The detrimental effects of closed institutions on the lives of young people have been widely acknowledged since the 1960s. Despite the lack of specific measures for juveniles, there has been a deliberate policy against the use of imprisonment for the youngest age-groups. This has been done mainly by relying on the traditional alternatives. The willingness of the courts to use custodial sentences for young offenders has decreased throughout the entire period. In addition, the Conditional Sentence Act was amended in 1989 by including a provision which allows the use of unconditional sentence for young offenders only if there are extraordinary reasons calling for this. All this has had a clear effect on practice. At the moment there are about one hundred prisoners between the ages of 18 and 20 and less than ten in the 15 to 17 age group, while as recently as the 1960s the numbers were ten times higher.

3. At the moment, opinions are rather divided on the question of whether the distinctive features of young offenders should be taken into account (to a larger extent) within the criminal justice system, or whether the rehabilitative aims should still be channelled mainly via the social welfare system. A neo-classical criminal justice system and the division of labour, at least, provides protection against hidden coercion. On the other hand, the availability of positive (rehabilitative orientated) measures, may serve , at least , as an argumentative weapon against the demands for tougher treatment of young offenders. 

At the moment, there seems to be a slight move towards a special preventive orientation, also within the criminal justice system. The adoption of community service , which pays attention to the suitability of the offender as well , may be seen as one sign of this development. The quick adoption of programmes of mediation especially for the younger age-groups may also reflect dissatisfaction with the way that the present Finnish criminal justice system has dealt with young offenders. 

A major reform in this respect took place in 1996, when a new type of sanction (a "juvenile penalty") was adopted in the legal system on an experimental basis. This sanction applies to those who committed their offence between the ages of 15 and 17, inclusive. The juvenile penalty is a kind of "junior version" of community service, and involves a short period (10 to 60 hours) of unpaid work or "other similar activity". The central aim of this reform was to avoid the use of imprisonment by inserting a new "step in the ladder of sanctions" (between conditional and unconditional imprisonment). 

· This figure of speech finds its explanation in the structure of the Finnish sentencing system. The prevailing Finnish penal ideology stresses proportionality in sentencing. The type and the amount of punishment is to be decided according to the blameworthiness of the act and the culpability of the offender. Penalties are, thus, graded according to their severity in a staircase model, where different types of penalties represent different levels of severity. As the blameworthiness of the offence and the culpability of the offender increases (this last element also incorporates the number of prior convictions), one moves step by step up the ladder step closer to the top. At the top we have unconditional imprisonment. Thus, by adding one more step to the ladder one may be able to push back the frontiers of imprisonment and delay resort to custodial sentences, provided, of course, that adequate means have been adopted to counter the risk of net-widening (for more on this, see the discussion of the "neo-classical staircase" in sentencing in Lappi-Seppälä 1992).

6 The Enforcement of Prison Sentences and the Parole System
1. During the enforcement of sentences of imprisonment the authorities can control the length of time actually spent in prison by the parole system. This has also proven to be a very powerful tool in controlling prison rates. Any changes in the basic structure of this system will have visible effects on prison figures.

Figure 7 Prison statistics in 1974-1996
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2. In Finland all prisoners , expect those few serving their sentence in preventive detention or serving a life sentence , will be released on parole. The statutes offer the option of paroling a prisoner after either one-half or two-thirds of the sentence has been served. At the moment, the minimum time to be served before the prisoner is eligible for parole is 14 days. A sequence of reforms has reduced this minimum time. During the mid-1960s this period was shortened from six to four months, during the mid-1970s from four to three months, and finally in 1989 from three months to 14 days. All these reforms had a visible impact on Finnish prison rates. (The impact of these changes was, of course, heavily influenced by the fact that the length of the prisons terms had also gone much shorter.) Figure 6 contains information on the prison population from 1974 to 1996. Detailed figures are to be found in appendixes C and D. 

Among other changes in the parole system were the 1987 and 1989 reforms that affected the length of time a parole violator must serve after being returned to prison. According to the present rules, a parole violator who has not committed new offences may be released on parole once again after he or she has been in prison for one month. 

IV DISCUSSION
The decrease in the Finnish prison population has been the result of a conscious, long term and systematic criminal policy.1 The legislative reforms started in this direction already during the mid-1960s. Even before that, during the 1950s, the courts had reduced their sentences. It seems clear that in many cases the legislator was strongly supported by the judiciary - and especially by the courts of first instance. Quite often the courts had changed their practice even before the legislator had changed the law.

Still, the critical question remains: What made all this possible, and why did it all work out so well? Describing the techniques used was easy. Explaining why they were adopted and accepted is harder.

1 Behind the Success - Some Tentative Explanations
1. If one wishes to identify the most decisive factor behind all these changes, this would probably be the political will and consensus to bring down the prison rate. As the leading Finnish criminologist Patrik Törnudd summarizes, those experts who were in charge of planning the reforms and research shared an "almost unanimous conviction that Finland's internationally high prisoner rate was a disgrace and that it would be possible to significantly reduce the amount and length of prison sentences without serious repercussions on the crime situation." (Törnudd 1993, 12). This conviction was shared also by the civil servants, the judiciary and the prison authorities, and what was equally important also by the politicians, at least to the extent that they did not oppose the reform proposals prepared by the officials in the Ministry of Justice.

2. Another and closely related way of characterizing Finnish criminal policy would be to describe it as exceptionally expert-oriented: reforms have been prepared and conducted by a relatively small group of experts whose thinking on criminal policy, at least in basic points, has followed similar lines. The powers of these professionals was, furthermore, reinforced by close personal and professional contacts with senior politicians and with academic research. Three of our Ministers of Justice during the 1970s and the 1980s have had direct contact with research work; indeed, one of them, Inkeri Anttila, was a professor of criminal law and the director of the National Research Institute of Legal Policy at the time of her appointment as Minister.

Consequently, and unlike the situation in many other countries, crime control has never been a central political issue in election campaigns in Finland. At least the "heavyweight" politicians have not relied on populist policies, such as "three strikes" and "truth in sentencing". Isolated efforts in this direction have usually been met by quite critical comments from the media. 

3. This takes us to the third element in the Finnish criminal policy composition, the role of the media. In Finland the media have retained quite a sober and reasonable attitude towards issues of criminal policy. Several factors have contributed to this. Active participation of the scholars in public debate and well-reasoned presentations and columns by the top-rank criminologists during the 1960s and the 1970s are part of this picture. 

The somewhat peculiar "structure of the media-market" may have had an effect as well. Finnish newspapers are normally sold on the basis of subscriptions, and not by single copies. The quality papers are, thus, not forced to fight for occasional readers on a daily basis and with the help of shocking headlines (as is the case for example in England), but with other arguments. Due to the exceptionally strong position of one leading daily journal, competition in the news-market is, in general, relatively weak. This too has partly saved us from low-level populism. But things may be changing. The emergence of a rival in the afternoon paper market a few years ago, as well as the increase in TV channels and the resulting intensified competition for viewers have brought "crime-reports" onto Finnish TV as well. 

4. "Attitudinal readiness" among the judiciary can also be identified as one factor during the last decades. The conception of liberal criminal policy has been widely accepted and internalized by the judges, as the trends in sentencing demonstrate. It, indeed, would be a misinterpretation to conclude that what happened in Finland during the last decades was just a skilful manoeuvre of a small group of experts. Collaboration with and assistance from the judiciary was clearly a necessary prerequisite for the change to happen. 

Of course, also the fact that criminology and criminal policy are taught in the juridical faculties to lawyers , those who will later implement the laws , is also a part of the big picture. The majority of the Finnish local court judges and prosecutors are relatively young, having received their university courses during the 1970s and the 1980s in the spirit of liberal criminal policy. In addition, different training courses and seminars arranged for judges (and prosecutors) on a regular basis by judicial authorities in co-operation with the universities have also had an impact on sentencing and prosecutorial practices (see Lappi-Seppälä 1990).

5. Other factors could also be added to the list. For instance, one might point out that Finland has been and still is a peaceful and safe society with a low level of criminality. Finland has never suffered from the serious drug-related street violence that has troubled some other Western countries; this, of course, makes it easier to adopt liberal policies in crime control. Even so, it may be argued that this factor has a rather restricted explanatory force. In fact, over a period of approximately 20 year, and especially during the 1960s, Finland experienced deep-going social and structural changes in its development from a rural agricultural country into an industrial urban welfare state. This rapid development had its impact on our crime rates, which started a steep rise during the late 1960s. But the point remains that the decrease of repression was possible despite the rapid increase of recorded crime.
2 Criminality and the Prison Rate
After saying this, one is forced to face the question: could it not be that the growth of crime and the decrease of repression had something to do with each other? Could it not be that the rising figures for reported crime since the late 1960s were a result of our liberal criminal policy and the decrease in the prison rate? And if this is the case, how recommendable would such a policy then be?

The relation between the level of repression and criminality would need a much more sophisticated analysis than the available space allows. There are several ways of approaching the issue. In the following, the question is first analysed by comparing the sentencing patterns and the levels of criminality in certain offence categories. 

2.1 Observations on Sentencing Patterns and Criminality in Finland, 1950-1994
The following analysis examines trends in sentencing patterns and reported crime for robbery and drunken driving, from 1950 to 1994 (see in more detail Lappi-Seppälä 1995). 

1. Changes in the severity of sentences (length of prison sentences) and the level of reported robberies are compared in figure 6 in a simple pairwise graphical plotting.

Figure 8 Reported robberies and the length of prison sentences
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It was, thus, possible to halve the prison sentences for robbery with no effect on the crime rate (1950-1965). And while the length of prison sentences stayed relatively constant (1965-1990), the number of reported robberies first grew five times higher, then was reduced by one quarter, then again almost doubled, and finally decreased by almost 40 %. 

2. Figure 7 contains information on the use of imprisonment for drunken driving and the number of reported (thin line) and actual (thick line) crime. (The latter figures have been measured on the basis of roadside routine controls; for details, see Lappi-Seppälä 1995 p.151).

Figure 9 Drunken driving The use of imprisonment, reported and actual criminality

[image: image7.png](551D 000L) 00/0 5'0< IV Hhke SIALD
sy

mmmmmmmn
E 8 R H 8 8B

saTuayo




It was also possible to decrease the use of unconditional prison sentences for drunken driving from 50 % to 20 % with no effect on the crime rate (1975-1978). However, the severe sentencing practice during the mid-1960s coincides with a period of relative stability in reported crime. The main finding in this figure, however, is that while the use of prison and the average penalties stayed constant, the incidence of actual drunken driving (thick line) was halved (1978-1985). This change in the level of criminality is usually explained by a steep increase in the risk of apprehension (as a result of an increase in routine controls; for details, see Lappi-Seppälä 1995 p.152). 

3. All this indicates that the level of crime is affected mainly by factors other than the severity of sentences, and that the reduction in incarceration has had much less effect on our crime rates than some commentators have assumed. The level of criminality depends mainly on structural, social and situational factors. In Finland, for example, the consumption of alcohol and the crime rate seem to have much more to do with each other than do crime and the level of penalties (see figures 10 and 11 below).

Figure 10 Reported drunken driving and the consumption of alcohol in 1950-1995
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Figure 11 Reported robberies and the consumption of alcohol in 1950-1993
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2.2 Observations on Prison Rates and Criminality in Scandinavia, 1950-1997
1. These results may be confirmed with a short comparative analysis of prison rates and the level of reported crime. Figure 12 contains information on prison rates and criminality in Scandinavia from 1950 to 1997.
Figure 12 Prison rate and reported crime in Scandinavia (/100 000 population) 
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2. A simple comparison between the Scandinavian countries reveals a striking difference in the use of imprisonment, as well as a striking similarity in the trends in recorded criminality (the figures are in appendix table F). The fact that Finland has heavily reduced its prison rate has not disturbed the symmetry of Scandinavian crime rates. 
3. The result is in line with those estimations of incapacitation, which suggest that a 50 % decrease in prison rate would lead to an about 2 % increase in crime rate as a result of the loss of the incapacitative (see for example Tarling 1993 p.154, note that these estimations do not take into account the possible general preventive effects). 
4. The figures also confirm - once again - the general criminological conclusion that crime rates rise and fall according to laws and dynamics of their own, and sentencing policies in turn develop and change according to dynamics of their own: these two systems are fairly independent of one another. 
3 Prisoner Rates Today -  the Present Situation
1. The table below gives the latest available figures on the number of prisoners received by prisons, the average number of prisoners during the year and the corresponding average prisoner rate per 100,000 inhabitants. To provide a longer time-perspective, the year 1976 is also included (see the full numbers in table C appendix). 
	  
	1976
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1996

	Prisoner admissions 
	13457
	8831
	8874
	9851
	9435
	8711
	7755
	6594
	6201

	Average number of prisoners
	5596
	3441
	3467
	3511
	3421
	3275
	3248
	3197
	2974 

	Prisoner rate per 
100 000 inhab.
	118
	69
	69
	70
	67
	64
	63
	62
	58


2. The prisoner input is still decreasing, while the average number of prisoners seems to have stabilized. An explanation for this is that the length of the time served in prison has increased. This is a natural result of the fact that petty property offences and cases of drunken driving have been largely removed from our prison statistics. In turn, the proportion of serious criminality and longer sentences has grown. Today the majority of Finnish prisoners serve sentences for robbery or violent offences, while 20 years ago our prisons were filled by drunken drivers and thieves (see the figures in table D in the appendix). At the same time, the number and relative share of young prisoners has decreased, while the number of prisoners serving a life sentence has markedly increased (see table C in appendix).
3. This also means that our next problem will be the growing number of long-term prisoners. The challenge is how to deal with this group, and how to ensure that they will not enter society being more dangerous than they where when entering prison.
4 Concluding Remarks Elements for a Successful Programme for Decarceration?
1. A rough estimation is that during the last 20 years, some 40 000 Finns have been saved from going to prison. About 6500 years spent behind the bars have been avoided, and about one billion Finn-marks have been saved (in theory). These achievements have not changed our crime profile as compared to other nordic countries. 
2. On the other hand, seeing the things in their right perspective, it should be stressed that instead of a massive move towards decarceration one could also describe the changes in our prison policy merely as a "normalization" of prison rates: a move from a level that was totally absurd to a level that can be considered to be a fair Scandinavian level. 
3. Still, experiences from Finland confirm that prison rates can be regulated and that decarceration is possible. But they also point out that long-lasting and visible results most probably require a complex combination of several means that should be used simultaneously. The long list of the relevant legislative reforms in the appendix G confirms this.
4. An effective decarceration programme also requires a convincing theoretical foundation. One needs a theoretical and ideological framework that explains and identifies (1) the proper and justifiable role of criminal law among the other (and more effective) means of crime prevention, and (2) the role of imprisonment among other means and measures of criminal law. 
The development of convincing crime prevention strategies outside the domain of criminal law reduces the strains on the criminal justice system (politicians must have something to offer for those who are anxious about the growth of crime). Clarification of the (modest) effects of punishments and informing the public of these effects correspondingly reduces unfounded public confidence that a punitive penal system works - and thereby backs up and supports efforts to reduce the use of imprisonment. Here, research plays a central role. 
5. Concerning the concrete means to be employed, it is possible that attitudinal and ideological readiness to bring down the number of prisoners is more important than the choice of means to achieve this end. Finland managed to do this mainly by changing the sentencing patterns and the rules regarding parole. The essential step in the process is, thus, to define prison overcrowding as a problem that should and can be solved first on the level of criminal theory, then on the level of political practice. 
The problems are, of course, connected with the second level. It is probably rather unrealistic to get politicians interested in taking an active part in reducing the prison rate. Perhaps it would be enough if they would just withdraw most of their resistance (much depends of course on political culture and the organization of the administration). But to achieve even this will require that decision makers, experts and scholars reach out to the public. To defend liberal and humane criminal policy in public debates is a difficult task, seldom -  if ever - rewarding.
5 Prospects for the future
One question remains: what will happen in the next few years? For the moment, there are growing demands for harsher punishments, also in Finland. Since the crime rates during the 1990s have been more or less stable (or decreasing), it is difficult to meet these demands on a rational basis. They partly have an emotional background connected with the widespread -  but unfounded - fears of an "Eastern Mafia" infiltrating into Finland. Partly there are changes in political culture in connection with the shift of generations. Those who shared the social and moral values of community and solidarity during the 1960s are slowly moving away from the political arena. Those entering the stage represent other values. The concepts of social responsibility are being replaced by values associated with individual responsibility and egoistic success. This together with the growing impact of the mass media has already created a clear risk for tougher policies. 
But still, one would like to think that "big ships turn slowly". In a constitutional democracy, the key role in the use of different sentencing alternatives remains in the hands of an independent judiciary. And - compared to politicians -  judges are much less prone to short-sighted and ill-founded populist propaganda.
 
APPENDIX
TABLE A.
THE USE OF DIFFERENT SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES 
IN FINLAND 1950
	 
	1950
N
	1960
N
	1970
N
	1980
N
	1990
N
	1995
N

	Sentenced offences (*

Penalties imposed by courts

- unconditional sentence

- community service

- conditional sentence

- fine by the court

- fine by the penalty order

- of these traffic violations

- petty fine (traffic violations)
	129 189

(48256)

6 471

..

2 812

39 027

80 525

..

..
	199 315

(51 404)

6 900

..

3 686

40 818

147650(**

..
	208 441

(57 675)

10 212

..

5 215

42 248

150 542

129 140

..
	321 476

(72282)

10 326

..

14 556

47 401

249 006

189 752

..
	462 807

(81 627)

11 657

..

17 428

52 542

311 889

252 239

69 291
	390 747

(61 208)

6 754

2 803

13 624

38 027

277 530

234 977

52 009

	Withdrawal from the penal measures(***

- non-prosecution

- withdrawal from the sentence

- young offenders
	..

109

-
	..

510

-
	..

1 259

691
	1 692

1 236

529
	3 170

1 049

599
	6 209

415

733

	Median length of sentences of imprisonment (in months)

	- all offences
	7,6
	5,9
	5,0
	3,7
	3,0
	..


Source: Statistics Finland
*) If the offender has been convicted for several offences the statistics are based on the main offence.
**) Including 66 664 cases of "public drunkenness". This offence was decriminalized in 1969.
``***) Excluding traffic offences.
 
TABLE B. SENTENCING STATISTICS
LARCENY OFFENCES 1971-1994
Larceny offences = larceny + aggravated larceny + petty larceny (main offence). "Breaking and entering", which no longer exists as a separate crime category, is included in 1971. 
	 
	1971
%
	1976
%
	1981
%
	1986
%
	1991
%
	1994
%

	Unconditional imprisonment
	38
	28 
	517
	13
	11
	6

	Community service
Conditional imprisonment
	.
25
	.
12
	.
10
	.
10
	0
7
	1
6

	Fines
	37
	60
	73
	77
	82
	86

	 
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Sentenced in thousands
	10
	18
	22
	26
	32
	35 

	Sentenced unconditionally
	3986
	5191
	3650
	3378
	3360
	2236

	Median length in months
	7.4
	5.8
	4.6
	3.9
	2.6
	 


 
DRUNKEN DRIVING OFFENCES 1971 - 1994
	 
	1971
%
	1976
%
	1981
%
	1986
%
	1991
%
	1994
%

	Unconditional imprisonment
	69
	39
	12
	16
	17
	11

	Community service
Conditional imprisonment
	.
25
	.
52
	.
39
	.
40
	0
39
	6
38

	Fines
	6
	9
	49
	44
	44
	45

	 
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Sentenced in thousands
	8
	14
	16
	18
	24
	17 

	Sentenced to unconditional imprisonment
	5417
	5484
	1949
	2931
	4156
	1777


 
TABLE C. Finnish prison statistics 1974-1997
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Year
	Admitted
	Prisoners
	Fine def.
	Remand.
	Prev. det.
	Life
	15-17 years
	Total
	Closed prison
	Open prison
	Pr./100 000
	Rem.pr./100 000

	1974
	11517
	4260
	62
	760
	7
	..
	..
	5104
	4622
	482
	109
	17

	1975
	13457
	4521
	120
	808
	7
	..
	117
	5469
	4699
	770
	116
	18

	1976
	12999
	4687
	119
	770
	6
	..
	93
	5596
	4689
	907
	118
	16

	1977
	11939
	4685
	118
	734
	4
	..
	86
	5555
	4614
	941
	117
	16

	1978
	11183
	4538
	169
	673
	6
	..
	79
	5399
	4414
	985
	114
	14

	1979
	10577
	4408
	152
	638
	7
	..
	52
	5216
	4158
	1058
	109
	13

	1980
	10114
	4387
	135
	546
	6
	..
	60
	5085
	3944
	1144
	106
	11

	1981
	9840
	4175
	135
	553
	10
	..
	60
	4887
	3779
	1104
	102
	12

	1982
	10194
	4029
	128
	582
	13
	..
	71
	4766
	3632
	1135
	99
	12

	1983
	10132
	3955
	150
	571
	12
	..
	59
	4708
	3577
	1132
	97
	12

	1984
	9671
	3835
	138
	536
	10
	..
	37
	4524
	3457
	1067
	93
	11

	1985
	9307
	3784
	113
	500
	12
	..
	36
	4411
	3371
	1040
	90
	10

	1986
	9216
	3563
	132
	510
	14
	29
	46
	4219
	3210
	1009
	86
	10

	1987
	9467
	3626
	66
	468
	15
	29
	44
	4175
	3117
	1058
	85
	10

	1988
	9379
	3446
	91
	421
	14
	31
	30
	3972
	3010
	962
	80
	8

	1989
	8648
	2908
	98
	350
	13
	32
	32
	3369
	2546
	843
	68
	7

	1990
	8831
	2962
	95
	372
	12
	28
	33
	3441
	2573
	868
	69
	7

	1991
	8874
	3027
	137
	293
	10
	29
	23
	3467
	2551
	916
	69
	6

	1992
	9851
	3049
	189
	263
	10
	31
	21
	3511
	2658
	853
	70
	5

	1993
	9435
	2917
	245
	248
	11
	28
	20
	3421
	2629
	792
	67
	5

	1994
	8711
	2783
	221
	259
	12
	28
	10
	3275
	2484
	791
	64
	5

	1995
	7755
	2773
	173
	289
	13
	34
	11
	3248
	2375
	873
	63
	6

	1996
	6594
	2749
	132
	300
	16
	39
	10
	3197
	2287
	901
	62
	6

	1997
	6201
	2543
	119
	295
	17
	43
	7
	2974
	2105
	869
	58
	6

	1 = Prisoner input (during the year)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	8 = Total number of prisoners. Annual averages. 

	2 = Prisoners serving a sentence
	 
	 
	 
	 
	9 = All prisoners placed in closed prisons
	 

	3 = Fine defaulters 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	10 = All prisoners serving their sentence in open prisons

	4 = Remand prisoners persons apprehended by the police excluded)
	11 = The number of prisoners/100 000 inhabitants

	5 = Dangerous recidivists in detention 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12 = The number of remand prisoners/100 000 inhabitants

	6 = Prisoners serving a life sentence
	 
	 
	 
	 
	*) 1 = total number during the year

	7 = Prisoners of the age 15-17 years (remand prisoners included)
	 
	2-12 = annual averages 
	 
	 

	Source: Prison Administration
	 
	6 = situation in 1.1.19**
	 
	 


 
TABLE D.FINNISH PRISON STATISTICS 
ACCORDING TO THE MAIN OFFENCE
	Prisoners serving their sentence 1976-1997

	Distribution according to the main offence
	 
	 

	Year
	Robbery
	Violence
	Drugs
	D.driving
	Property
	Other
	All

	1976
	411
	513
	..
	1038
	1785
	711
	4458

	1977
	453
	549
	..
	801
	1950
	572
	4325

	1978
	438
	593
	..
	696
	2110
	693
	4530

	1979
	461
	627
	..
	566
	2020
	546
	4220

	1980
	473
	668
	..
	483
	2031
	620
	4275

	1981
	465
	672
	..
	464
	1734
	665
	4000

	1982
	406
	694
	..
	521
	1582
	757
	3960

	1983
	378
	770
	31
	513
	1529
	571
	3792

	1984
	338
	776
	24
	492
	1362
	529
	3521

	1985
	326
	712
	65
	621
	1497
	469
	3690

	1986
	313
	662
	74
	547
	1207
	490
	3293

	1987
	289
	716
	75
	732
	1345
	370
	3527

	1988
	262
	696
	70
	681
	1173
	378
	3260

	1989
	232
	679
	82
	516
	1073
	256
	2881

	1990
	254
	698
	98
	599
	1006
	360
	2917

	1991
	193
	774
	84
	599
	994
	238
	2882

	1992
	288
	814
	108
	637
	943
	204
	2994

	1993
	312
	850
	141
	461
	847
	164
	2775

	1994
	297
	885
	166
	322
	835
	145
	2650

	1995
	305
	972
	213
	240
	901
	134
	2765

	1996
	300
	921
	280
	203
	739
	164
	2607

	1997
	274
	916
	362
	260
	692
	170
	2674


 
TABLE E. CRIME STATISTICS 1950-1995
	 
	OFFENSES REPORTED TO THE POLICE IN FINLAND 1970-1995 (/100 000 inhabitants)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	ALL OFFENSES AGAINST

	Year
	HOMICIDE
	ASSAULT
	RAPE
	ROBBERY
	THEFT
	THE CRIMINAL CODE

	1970
	1,2
	246
	7,1
	20,8
	1 359
	2 696

	1971
	2,2
	260
	5,7
	26,4
	1 644
	3 035

	1972
	2,5
	270
	5,9
	29,6
	1 875
	3 343

	1973
	2,2
	283
	7,0
	40,4
	2 038
	3 621

	1974
	2,2
	292
	7,4
	39,2
	2 060
	3 786

	1975
	3,1
	279
	8,0
	41,8
	2 319
	4 069

	1976
	2,7
	240
	6,1
	41,5
	2 232
	3 760

	1977
	2,4
	247
	6,4
	42,6
	2 278
	3 908

	1978
	2,4
	247
	6,4
	40,0
	2 204
	3 859

	1979
	2,2
	283
	7,5
	37,8
	2 221
	4 050

	1980
	2,3
	292
	7,7
	39,1
	2 280
	4 144

	1981
	2,2
	307
	8,7
	38,1
	2 439
	4 518

	1982
	2,2
	326
	7,7
	36,5
	2 547
	4 872

	1983
	2,3
	314
	6,1
	33,0
	2 494
	4 734

	1984
	2,2
	337
	6,5
	30,9
	2 480
	4 917

	1985
	2,4
	335
	6,1
	31,3
	2 726
	5 449

	1986
	2,9
	340
	5,9
	32,2
	2 805
	5 732

	1987
	2,4
	346
	5,9
	30,0
	2 841
	5 822

	1988
	2,4
	371
	7,3
	35,7
	2 906
	6 148

	1989
	2,8
	401
	8,1
	42,3
	3 410
	7 202

	1990
	2,9
	414
	7,6
	52,7
	3 648
	8 056

	1991
	3,0
	406
	7,5
	53,3
	4 337
	7 099

	1992
	3,1
	379
	7,3
	43,5
	4 518
	7 147

	1993
	2,5
	368
	7,2
	40,4
	4 555
	7 070

	1994
	2,9
	390
	7,6
	41,7
	4 489
	7 081

	1995
	2,9
	434
	8,7
	42,9
	4 275
	6 995

	Source:
	Compiled from Hans von Hofer (ed.): Nordic Criminal Statistics 1950-1995. 
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	TABLE F. THE CRIME RATE AND THE NUMBER OF PRISONERS IN FOUR SCANDINAVIAN COUNTRIES

	 
	OFFENCES AGAINST THE 
	NUMBER OF PRISONERS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	CRIMINAL CODE
	 
	Yearly average, including remand prisoners.

	 
	Reported offences per 100,000 population
	Absolute numbers
	 
	Per 100,000 population

	Year
	DEN
	FIN
	NOR
	SWE
	DEN
	FIN
	NOR
	SWE
	DEN
	FIN
	NOR
	SWE

	1950
	2,551
	1,279
	 
	2,307
	2,010
	7,507
	1,679
	2,425
	47
	187
	51
	35

	1951
	2,845
	1,284
	 
	2,755
	 
	7,213
	1,608
	2,564
	 
	178
	49
	36

	1952
	2,770
	1,242
	 
	2,608
	 
	7,066
	1,582
	2,864
	 
	173
	48
	40

	1953
	2,745
	1,308
	 
	2,689
	 
	6,772
	1,564
	3,025
	 
	164
	47
	42

	1954
	2,521
	1,254
	 
	2,791
	 
	6,625
	1,580
	3,043
	 
	158
	47
	42

	1955
	2,610
	1,139
	 
	3,102
	2,071
	6,330
	1,608
	3,253
	47
	149
	47
	45

	1956
	2,551
	1,202
	 
	3,215
	 
	6,452
	1,622
	3,667
	 
	151
	47
	50

	1957
	2,606
	1,342
	959
	3,520
	 
	6,513
	1,598
	3,927
	 
	151
	46
	53

	1958
	2,556
	1,401
	1,033
	3,792
	 
	6,635
	1,551
	4,231
	 
	152
	44
	57

	1959
	2,617
	1,449
	1,084
	3,734
	 
	6,696
	1,586
	4,606
	 
	152
	45
	62

	1960
	2,756
	1,472
	1,077
	3,694
	1,926
	6,818
	1,572
	4,728
	42
	154
	44
	63

	1961
	2,851
	1,506
	1,193
	3,747
	 
	6,780
	1,555
	4,813
	 
	152
	43
	64

	1962
	2,917
	1,563
	1,177
	3,885
	 
	6,761
	1,648
	4,905
	 
	151
	45
	65

	1963
	3,055
	1,664
	1,254
	4,062
	 
	6,723
	1,784
	5,062
	 
	149
	49
	67

	1964
	3,180
	1,792
	1,274
	4,392
	 
	6,704
	1,814
	5,124
	 
	147
	49
	67

	1965
	3,261
	1,784
	1,277
	5,090
	3,337
	6,665
	1,829
	5,159
	70
	146
	49
	67

	1966
	3,179
	1,745
	1,293
	5,263
	 
	6,284
	1,780
	5,243
	 
	137
	47
	67

	1967
	3,529
	1,987
	1,354
	5,555
	 
	6,094
	1,863
	5,438
	 
	132
	49
	69

	1968
	3,991
	2,207
	1,356
	6,243
	 
	5,713
	1,873
	5,509
	 
	123
	49
	70

	1969
	4,287
	2,401
	1,561
	6,036
	 
	5,522
	1,822
	5,530
	 
	119
	47
	69

	1970
	5,275
	2,696
	1,674
	7,002
	3,458
	5,140
	1,692
	5,250
	70
	113
	44
	65

	1971
	6,015
	3,035
	1,883
	7,584
	 
	5,131
	1,712
	5,004
	 
	112
	44
	62

	1972
	6,031
	3,343
	2,027
	7,371
	 
	5,122
	1,807
	5,004
	 
	110
	46
	62

	1973
	6,198
	3,621
	2,189
	6,729
	 
	5,113
	1,912
	4,972
	 
	110
	48
	61

	1974
	6,456
	3,786
	2,289
	6,992
	 
	5,104
	1,924
	4,266
	 
	109
	48
	52

	1975
	5,740
	4,069
	2,415
	7,853
	3,378
	5,242
	1,913
	4,140
	67
	111
	48
	51

	1976
	5,455
	3,760
	2,242
	8,310
	 
	5,596
	1,802
	4,051
	 
	118
	45
	49

	1977
	6,042
	3,908
	2,229
	8,681
	 
	5,555
	1,779
	4,242
	 
	117
	44
	51

	1978
	6,674
	3,859
	2,538
	8,261
	 
	5,399
	1,781
	4,278
	 
	114
	44
	52

	1979
	6,917
	4,050
	2,644
	8,418
	 
	5,218
	1,748
	4,407
	 
	110
	43
	53

	1980
	7,932
	4,144
	2,913
	9,157
	3,240
	5,088
	1,797
	4,564
	63
	106
	44
	55

	1981
	7,922
	4,518
	3,118
	9,142
	 
	4,883
	1,800
	4,835
	 
	102
	44
	58

	1982
	8,070
	4,872
	3,522
	9,677
	 
	4,766
	1,888
	4,996
	 
	99
	46
	60

	1983
	8,114
	4,734
	3,768
	9,598
	 
	4,709
	2,033
	4,844
	 
	97
	49
	58

	1984
	8,790
	4,917
	3,554
	10,072
	 
	4,524
	2,049
	4,309
	 
	93
	49
	51

	1985
	9,332
	5,449
	3,852
	10,711
	3,304
	4,411
	2,104
	4,339
	65
	90
	51
	52

	1986
	10,015
	5,732
	3,880
	11,470
	3,408
	4,219
	2,002
	4,283
	67
	86
	48
	51

	1987
	10,225
	5,822
	4,687
	11,317
	3,408
	4,175
	2,022
	4,481
	66
	85
	48
	53

	1988
	10,466
	6,148
	5,162
	11,321
	3,435
	3,972
	2,113
	4,929
	67
	80
	50
	58

	1989
	10,455
	7,202
	5,507
	11,820
	3,524
	3,389
	2,208
	4,883
	69
	68
	52
	57

	1990
	10,261
	8,056
	5,426
	12,575
	3,425
	3,441
	2,379
	4,977
	67
	69
	56
	58

	1991
	10,085
	7,099
	5,112
	12,131
	3,558
	3,467
	2,548
	4,965
	69
	69
	60
	58

	1992
	10,383
	7,147
	5,349
	12,134
	3,597
	3,511
	2,477
	5,233
	70
	70
	58
	60

	1993
	10,539
	7,070
	5,619
	11,825
	3,514
	3,421
	2,650
	5,771
	68
	68
	61
	66

	1994
	10,508
	7,081
	5,045
	11,111
	3,627
	3,275
	2,677
	6,125
	70
	64
	62
	70

	1995
	10,309
	6,995
	5,959
	11,536
	3,575
	3,248
	2,605
	5,861
	68
	64
	60
	66

	1996
	10,041
	6,880
	 
	 
	3,311
	3,192
	2,616
	5,428
	63
	62
	60
	61

	1997
	 
	6,795
	 
	 
	3,397
	2,974
	2,543
	4,974
	64
	58
	58
	56

	Sources:
	1950-95
	Nordic Criminal Statistics 1950-1995 (ed. Hans von Hofer). Department of Criminology. Stockholm University. Report 1997:2.

	
	1996-97
	Denmark: Kriminalstatistisk 1996 (Kobenhavn 1998), Statistisk årsbog 1997. Danmarks Statistik. Kobenhavn 1997.

	
	
	Norway: Statistisk årbok 1997. Statistisk sentralbyrå. Oslo 1997
	
	
	

	
	
	Sweden: Statistisk Årsbok ´98. Statistisk centralbyrå. Stockholm 1998.
	
	

	
	
	Finland: Statistikcentralen, Prison Administration Ministry of Justice
	
	


 
APPENDIX G LEGISLATIVE REFORMS (1967-1991) WHICH HAVE AFFECTED THE NUMBER OF PRISONERS IN FINLAND(* 
1967 The amnesty on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of Finland's independence reduced the length of all fixed time prison sentences. 
1968 The abolition of the offence of public drunkenness in conjunction with the reform of the law on converting fines to imprisonment dramatically reduced the number of fine default prisoners. 
1971 The reform of the law allowing detention of dangerous recidivists entered into force in August 1971. Since then only dangerous perpetrators of repeated offences of violence can be placed in detention. The number of persons held in preventive detention was reduced from over two hundred to about a dozen. 
1973 A law reform prescribing that the time spent in pretrial detention shall in its entirety be deducted from the sentence was enacted on July 2nd 1973. 
1975 The reform of the legislation on the execution of sentences modernized the law in a number of ways i.a. by removing the penalty of imprisonment at hard labour. 
1976 The new rules on parole which entered into force on February 1st 1976 liberalized the parole system i.a. by reducing the length of the obligatory time in prison from 4 to 3 months. 
1976 The new law on conditional sentences which entered into force on April 1st 1976 considerably relaxed earlier restrictions associated with this sanction. The option of allowing the combining of a conditional prison sentence with an unconditional fine sentence turned out to be of strategic importance i.a. in the sentencing of drunken drivers.
1977 The new chapter of the Penal code dealing with sentencing entered into force on January 1st 1977. The earlier rules stipulating special latitudes for recidivists were abolished. (At the same time entered in force new provisions of day fines).
1977 The new statutes on drunken driving entered into force on April 1st 1977. This reform allowed the emergence of new informal sentencing practices introducing a conditional sentence (typically in combination with a fine) as the standard penalty for drunken driving 
1978 The law on converting fines to default imprisonment was revised. 
1979 A law reform which entered into force on April 1st 1979 made it easier to place serial offenders in remand prison.
1987 A law which removed the special penalty for conscription defaulters for members of Jehovah's Witnesses entered into force in 1987. 
1989 The reform of the law on the execution of sentences once again reduced the minimum time which must be spent in prison before parole. The new minimum is 14 days. The parole rules were liberalized in other ways too. 
1990 The new law on pre-trial investigation reduced the powers of the police to hold suspects for interrogation.
1991 The statutes on dropping of prosecution and absolute discharge were reformed by a law which entered into force on January 1st 1991. The reform is expected to considerably increase the use of these sanctions.
1991 A trial project involving experimentation with community service as an alternative to unconditional imprisonment was launched by a law which entered into force on January 1st 1991. 
1991 The first part of the total revision of the Finnish Penal Code entered into force on January 1st 1991. The latitudes for i.a. property offences were reduced. Prison sentences up to 3 months are now measured in days.
 
*) Source: Törnudd, Patrik: Fifteen Years of Decreasing Prisoner rates in Finland. National Research Institute of Legal Policy. Research Communication 8/1993.
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