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cash cost from the administrative vote lagt vear amounted te £83,370, or an annual cost of £66 per
prisoner, \v’nm‘o;m the penditure, after adding interest and depreeiation charges as aforesaid,
amounted to £133,517.

The ,{ful':(mn r statemoent shows a comparison 03" the cash cost of maintenance over the past ten
years. It Is int ng to observe that the gross cash expenditure for the financial year just passed
wag £4,800 less than in ithe previous year, he n ,L cash cost was down hy £7,200, the total figure
being fower than 1t Bas been for seven years past.  The per capile cost has shown a slight increase,
but this was to be expeeted in view of the substantial decrease in the daily average number of
prisoners in custody.

Suminasy of (*mk Puym,m s and hecm],m of Prisons Vote 1924 to 1934.

Gross Expenditure. Credits. Net Expenditure.

\
© Daily Average ‘
Year, i Number of - - | e
Inmates. ‘ Total, 1 Per Head. Total. “ Per Head. Total. ‘ Per Head.
,, L I B} ! I ‘
} £ £ £ £ £
1924--25H -8 bo144,484 13767 68,118 3 76,366 62-11
1925-26 H)-13 i 152,794 11400 79,099 75,695 H4-98
192627 25 148,766 10647 70,9156 77,&)] 571
1927928 62 161,199 10821 66,979 94,220 6326
1928-29 - 8% I 163,451 108-83 73,994 89,407 H9-H6
1929-30 54 ' 172,248 - 83 83,806 88,442 62-04
1930-5 32 bO171,382 2-36 70,669 100,713 66-03
1931 32 Y | 152, ‘38 2493 b") 8(}7 96,714 58-90
1932 33 .. , 24 Lo 492,944 B6-04 | / 318 L 90,528 54.-49
1933-34 L L4837 -490 1 38;193 2-88 | & -, 24 ‘ 36 ©O83,370 56-11
; |

Since 1926 capital oxpenditure hag been steadily curtailed, and last year the total expenditure out
of Public Works Tund was only £1,036, which was mainly on farm-development work.
Set out hereunder is a xtﬂwement nhovuw the steady decline in expenditure from loan-moneys :—

Vear. Exper}ded. Vear. ]ﬁxpeglded.
199324 .. . .. 27,259 | 1929-30 .. . .. 8,205
1924-25 .. . 95,979 ‘ 1930-31 .. . .. 2,504
1995-26 .. . Lo24,196 | 1931-32 .. . .. 92,891
1926-97 .. . o.92,812 0 1932-33 .. . 2,026 .
199728 .. .. 92,359 ‘ 1933-34 .. . .. 1,086
1928-29 .. . .. 12,572

Rurormative Derention axnd Haro Larour.

i

A fairly common misconception seems to exish regard
detention 7 and “* imprisonment with hard labour.”

Brielly, reformative detention was introduced under the provisions of the Crimes Amendment
Act, 1910, to require the Uourts to have regard to the offender, his personality and criminal tendencies,
rather than to the offence itself, in the fixation of the pmm'? of m(“x,womtmn, and it was a departure
from the then existing criminal code the vmdm Iying idea of which was making the penality fit the crime.

From time to fime experienced eriminals, with an obvious ob]m tive, plat mzbly suggest to the Court
when appearing for sentence that they may be given * havd lsbour™ in preference to a sentence of
“ reformative <l<tt,<\,nt1<m. In point of lut there 1 no sueh thing as hard labour, as wag originally
implied under this form of sentence.  Oor earlier criminal code was baged on the dictum laid down in
no uncertain terms by the Committee of the House of Lords in 1865, that the object of imprisonment
was deterrence ; that “ hard labour, hard and hard Led 7 were the proper clements of a prison
regime, and the foundations of such system must e Hepaca e confinement and the erank.  Tn course of
time the dehumanizing and degrading enwu snd the harmful reactions to such methods of treatment

ame 1o be appreciated, parti ul(uly with the development of a hetter understanding of human
psychology, and these methods have long ,:mp all been abolished in our prison system. As far as
practicable priseners are placed at useful work w tw" is likely to stimulate their interest and self-respeet,
and develop habits of industry.  Iivery prisoner now has a comifortable bed with mattress, Dlankets,
and sheets, and the ration is fiberal and well balaneed,  'The protection of society and the reclamation
of the pusonm has <‘1sp,am\<i the purely punitive idea, and present-day conditions are su ameliorated
that the consensus of opinion among ail authoritics is that short sentences of hard labour merely
habituate an offender to prison (7()r]<‘ti1'i(‘1\*‘ and minbiive the (l<‘,terr<lnt influence, and lessen the whole-
some dread and repugnance of prison to those who have never (\;\"]wriem?ed it.

The futility of short sentences has been repea 1tediy stressed by the highest judicial aunthorities, and
by the Knglish Prison Commissionoe thus soreewhat surprising te observe, quite recently in
this country, where a persistent offender, on appearing hefore o Magistrate and plaus ibly entering into a
solemn discussion of the merits of reformative detention as (mposod to hard labour, was ﬂlan‘rcl 2
short sentence of hard fabour.  In passing seitence the Magistrate is stated to have ol)qurved T
really farcical to imposc reformative detention.” The ofiender explained that be had not been hefore

ng the nature of the sentences of ““ reformative
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