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The Stanford Executive Sessions 
on Sentencing and Corrections
On May 1, 2007, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 900, the ‘Public Safety 
and Offender Rehabilitation Services Act of 2007.’  This legislation commits at least 
$7.6 billion in funding for expansion of bed space in current prisons and new county 
jails, and issues a number of complex mandates for conceiving, designing, and imple-
menting many of its elements.  In addition to signaling a strong commitment to 
rehabilitation, the law calls for an innovative new structure of state-run, but geographi-
cally dispersed, reentry facilities, linked to local community colleges and to state 
vocational licensing agencies to enhance prisoner reentry.  The mandate for these new 
facilities includes structures and programs to ensure continuity of services and individu-
alized risk and needs assessments.  The following piece was written before the new law 
was signed.  It is unclear whether and to what extent the sentencing reform momentum 
that existed before the new law was enacted will survive.  We believe that it can, and 
should, and that the new legislation provides myriad opportunities for lawmakers to 
repair California’s broken sentencing structure.

(Continued on page 7) 
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Senator Michael Machado, 
California State Senate

Sentencing reform is underway in 

California. There are at least two pieces of 

legislation currently pending before the 

legislature that would create a sentencing 

commission for the State of California. 

Governor Schwarzenegger has proposed 

the creation of a sentencing commission in 

his 2007 budget. Legislators passed, and 

the Governor signed, legislation that 

provides a temporary solution to the 

constitutional problem signaled by the U.S. 

Supreme Court in Cunningham v. Califor-

nia. These developments signal progress 

toward imporvements in our sentencing 

system.

Yet there seems to be a troubling 

degree of confusion regarding the need 

for sentencing reform and the nature of 

sentencing commissions in the public 

discourse on these subjects.  In order to try 

to sort through some of these issues, the 

Stanford Criminal Justice Center launched 

its Executive Sessions on Sentencing and 

Corrections in March 2006.  Entitled 

“The California Sentencing Commission: 

Laying the Groundwork,” this meeting 

brought together legal scholars, judges, 

corrections and law enforcement 

officers, politicians, current and former 

sentencing commission directors, and 

others in an effort to inspire an open 

dialogue between experts and relevant 

stakeholders and provide informed 

commentary on the legal and policy 

issues related to the establishment of a 

sentencing commission in California.  

The March 9 Executive Session gener-

ated a report and list of recommenda-

tions.  

 

https://www.law.stanford.edu/program/centers/scjc/pdf/Stanford_Exec_Sessions_Report_Recommendations.pdf
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One of the primary goals of the Stanford 
Criminal Justice Center is to build bridges – 
throughout the law school, across the 
Stanford campus, to other regional universi-
ties and law schools, and to scholars and 
lawmakers across the country.  We are proud 
to announce that we took significant steps 
toward the realization of this goal in the 
spring of 2007.

As the following articles will demonstrate, this semester has challenged and 
encouraged us to broaden our understanding of who we see as our partners 
in the fields of criminal law and justice.  In January, our Faculty Director 
Robert Weisberg participated in a conference entitled Beyond a Physical 
Conception of the 4th Amendment: Search and Seizure in the Digital Age, 
jointly sponsored by Stanford’s Technology Law Review and the Center for 
Internet and Society.   Later in the semester, we co-hosted a conference 
entitled Race, Inequality, and Incarceration with The Center for Comparative 
Studies in Race and Ethnicity, the Institute for Research in the Social 
Sciences, and the Center for the Study of Poverty and Inequality, all partners 
in the Department of Humanities and Sciences.   We also partnered with 
undergraduate student organizers of Stanford Beyond Bars to co-sponsor a 
screening of the film After Innocence, featuring an address by exoneree Nick 
Yarris.  And finally, we have begun to collaborate with our partner across the 
Bay, the Berkeley Center for Criminal Justice.

One feature of the Center that has not changed is its work in the field of 
California sentencing and corrections.  We continue to believe that California 
can again become a leader in developing creative and sound approaches to 
criminal sentencing, and that creating a sentencing commission to promul-
gate sentencing rules would be a positive step in the right direction.  Our 
Spotlight in this issue of The Criminal Record, a summary of the March 9 
launch of The Stanford Executive Sessions on Sentencing and Corrections, 
demonstrates our dedication to continuing this work with other local and 
national academic and political experts in the field of sentencing and 
corrections.

We are especially proud, however, of the Stanford students and alumni who 
have dedicated themselves either to the practice of criminal law or to the 
study of criminal justice policy as a career.  To that end, we are proud to 
feature in this issue The Criminal Record a section highlighting the work of 
our 2006 graduate David Ball, who will be starting as The Social Justice 
Teaching Fellow at Santa Clara Law School in the fall.

We wish all of our partners a pleasant summer, and look forward to continu-
ing to work with all of you through the summer and beyond.

Kara Dansky
Executive Director, Stanford Criminal Justice Center 

Director’s Note

Wards of California’s 

Division of Juvenile 

Justice Speak Out  

On January 22, 2007, the Stanford 

Criminal Justice Center and Criminal 

Law Society co-sponsored an event 

featuring Detwan and Andrew, both 

residents of California’s Pine Grove Youth 

Conservation Camp.  Pine Grove is one 

of two camps operated by the Division of 

Juvenile Justice.  Open to eligible wards 

(i.e., those with good disciplinary 

records who have never been convicted 

of sex offenses), the camp offers an 

opportunity for young people to serve 

their time while living in community and 

giving back to society by fighting fires in 

California’s forests.  Detwan and Andrew 

were open and honest in discussing their 

convictions, their struggles, and their 

experiences at Pine Grove, and students 

were grateful for the opportunity to learn 

from them.

Spring Events

Detwan, Resident, Pine Grove Youth Conservation Camp
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Beyond a Physical Conception of the 4th 
Amendment: Search and Seizure in the Digital Age
On January 26, 2007, SCJC Faculty Director Robert Weisberg 
participated in this important conference co-hosted by the 
Stanford Center for Internet and Society and the Stanford 
Technology Law Review.  Scholarship plays an essential role in 
expanding the legal thinking about the Fourth Amendment in 
ways that can keep pace with sometimes dizzying technological 
progress.  For example, technological change increasingly 
complicates criminal investigation: third-party Internet service 
providers, not individuals, store sensitive user information such 
as e-mail, while global positioning satellites allow the govern-
ment to track private citizens’ movements and thermal imaging 
technology permits law enforcement to monitor activity inside 
the home.  In addition, recent high-profile legal cases have involved government requests for user identifi-
cation and content from technological giants such as Apple and Google, bypassing the users themselves. 
These issues are exemplified by the current political controversy over NSA surveillance and the need for 
judicial oversight. In short, a physical conception of privacy may no longer be adequate when technology 
allows the tracking of new kinds of personal information that is accessible in entirely new ways.  This 
conference provided an opportunity for scholars and practitioners from around the country to discuss the 
future of the Fourth Amendment in our digital age.

Spring Events Continued

Robert Weisberg, Professor of Law, Stanford Law School

Dansky speaks at SB 110 Press Conference
On January 18, 2007, Stanford Criminal Justice Center Executive Director Kara Dansky spoke at a news confer-
ence announcing the introduction of Senate Bill 110, which would establish a Sentencing Commission for 
California. Ms. Dansky was joined by Senate Majority Leader Gloria Romero and Sentaor Donald Perata, President 
pro Tem of the Senate.  The conference took place at the State Capitol.

The bill is part of a growing concern among policymakers that California’s prison and sentencing systems are 
inefficient, overcrowded, and in need of serious repair. Since a widespread movement in the late 1970s to move 
states toward “tough on crime” sentencing policies, California prisons now house many offenders who do not 
qualify for parole or other forms of early release.  Many of these offenders are first-time nonviolent offenders con-
victed of drug or property crimes.  Romero’s bill serves to overcome some of the problems incurred due to 
determinate sentencing and prison overcrowding. The commission created by the legislation would be independent, 
balanced, and non partisan.

Ms. Dansky spoke extensively about the history of sentencing laws and the benefits of sentencing commissions in 
other states, and was later quoted by the California Progress Report as saying “sound policy is driven by data.”
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Race, Inequality and 
Incarceration Conference  

Jennifer Eberhardt, Associate Professor of Psychology, Stanford University

On April 11, sociologists, psychologists, political scien-
tists, and legal scholars gathered at Stanford to provide 
a series of presentations for a conference on “Race, 
Inequality, and Incarceration.”  Sponsored by the Center 
for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity, The 
Institute for Research in the Social Sciences, The 
Stanford Criminal Justice Center, and the Center for the 
Study of Poverty and Inequality, the conference hosted 
distinguished speakers and panelists including: 

• Stanford Law Professor Robert Weisberg, director of 
the Stanford Criminal Justice Center; 

• Stanford Professor of Sociology Lawrence Bobo; 

• Stanford Associate Professor of Psychology Jennifer 
Eberhardt; 

• Theodore M. Shaw, director-counsel and president of 
the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund; 

• Marc Mauer, Executive Director of The Sentencing 
Project; 

• Steven Raphael, Professor of Public Policy at U.C. 
Berkeley; 

• Geoff Ward, Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice at 
Northeastern University; 

• Jonathan Hurwitz, Professor of Political Science at the 
University of Pittsburgh; 

• Mark Peffley, Professor of Political Science at the 
University of Kentucky; 

• Katherine Beckett, Associate Professor of Sociology at 
the University of Washington; 

• Becky Pettit, Assistant Professor of Sociology at the 
University of Washington; 

• Chris Uggen, Professor of Sociology at the University 
of Minnesota; and 

• Bruce Western, Professor of Sociology at Princeton 
University.

The day was primarily filled with disheartening presen-
tations about America’s overcrowded and mismanaged 
prison system, the disproportionate number of poor, 
minority male inmates, and the wide-reaching effects of 
mass incarceration on U.S. society. The purpose of the 
conference was to create a discussion amongst stu-
dents, academics, and experts on the causes, 
meanings, and effects of racial disproportion in 
America’s criminal justice system. 

Theodore Shaw, director-counsel and president of the 
NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, led the 
keynote address, saying that American society has 
created a criminal justice system in which “criminal 
justice” is an oxymoron. He said that the system is 
characterized by discrimination, arbitrary punishments, 
and ostracizing of past offenders. Indeed, the inability of 
the system to rehabilitate individuals has led to serious 
problems for American criminal justice. 

Shaw went on to decry the system’s “war on drugs” and 
its devastating effects on young, minority males. “The 
war on drugs is a war on black and brown people,” he 
said. “While the rate of violent crime has dropped, the 
war on drugs has come to define the relationship 
between law enforcement and the black community, 
almost in its totality.”

(Continued on page 8) 

Spring Events Continued
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Berkeley Center for Criminal Justice
The Stanford Criminal Justice Center is pleased to have the opportunity to collaborate with its newly estab-
lished partner across the San Francisco Bay, the Berkeley Center for Criminal Justice (http://www.law.berkeley.
edu/centers/bccj/).   Founded in 2006, the Berkeley Center has a three-fold mission: to build strong connec-
tions between criminal justice work at Boalt and policymaking at the local, state, national, and international 
levels; to foster scholarly collaboration and interchange on issues of criminal justice; and to enhance the 
training Boalt provides in criminal justice law and policy.  The Center is run by Executive Director (and 
Stanford graduate) David Onek, and co-chaired by Boalt faculty members David Sklansky, Jonathan Simon, 
and Charles Weisselberg.  SCJC Faculty Director Robert Weisberg was honored to participate as a panelist at 
the BCCJ’s Caleb Foote symposium, Connecting Criminal Justice Scholarship with Criminal Justice Reform, 
and Executive Director Kara Dansky is a regular participant at the BCCJ’s monthly criminal law faculty round-
tables.  On October 25 - 27, 2007, the BCCJ and the National Council on Crime and Delinquency will 
co-sponsor the Juvenile Justice Reform: Forty Years After Gault conference at Boalt Law School. The confer-
ence will tackle major juvenile justice reform issues such as disproportionate minority confinement, trying 
juveniles as adults, alternatives to incarceration, CYA reform, juvenile representation, child welfare/juvenile 
justice overlap and juvenile detention reform.  The BCCJ, with the support of the Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr. 
Fund, is also engaging in on-the-ground work in Bay Area cities to form community-police collaborations to 
reduce street violence. “The Berkeley Center for Criminal Justice is eager to collaborate with the Stanford 
Criminal Justice Center on a range of criminal justice issues. Bob and Kara have been terrific partners so far 
and we look forward to building on that partnership in the years ahead,” David Onek, Executive Director, 
Berkeley Center for Criminal Justice.

After Innocence with Stanford Beyond Bars
On April 10, 2007, the SCJC co-sponsored an event put on by the Stanford student organization Stanford 
Beyond Bars (http://cgi.stanford.edu/group/sbb/cgi-bin/mainUI/index.php) and featuring the film After 
Innocence and exoneree Nick Yarris.  We were pleased to see so many Stanford students interested in the 
important issue of DNA exonerations, and especially excited that the event was open to the Silicon Valley 
community.  Stanford Beyond Bars seeks to address issues involving inmates in California’s incarceration 
system, and actively engages in these issues by working directly with inmates of San Francisco jails and 
organizing campus events that foster discussion of jail and prison issues.  Stanford Beyond Bars does great 
work; we were pleased to be able to co-sponsor this event with them and look forward to developing a lasting 
partnership.

COLLABORATIONS
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Alumni Spotlight: David Ball

David Ball (SLS 06), Social Justice Teaching 
Fellow 2007-2008, Santa Clara Law School

Stanford Criminal Justice Center 
Executive Director Kara Dansky 
spoke with David Ball, who gradu-
ated from Stanford Law School in 
2006 and will become the Social 
Justice Teaching Fellow at Santa 
Clara Law School this fall.  David 
Ball was a Morehead Scholar at the 
University of North Carolina and a 
Rhodes Scholar at Oxford.  He spent 
8 years in New York pursuing his 
artistic ambitions: writing a novel, 
directing a feature film, acting, and 
performing improvisational comedy 
in the East Village.  He also orga-
nized across racial and ethnic 
divisions within New York’s Muslim 
community in the year after 9/11 
for the organization Muslims Against 
Terrorism.  He currently clerks for 
the Honorable John T. Noonon, Jr. 
on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit.

Kara Dansky: When did you 
become interested in criminal law 
and criminal justice policy?

David Ball: What drives my interest 
in criminal law and criminal justice 
policy is my commitment to civil 
rights and civil liberties.  I’ve been a 
card-carrying member of the ACLU 
ever since George H.W. Bush used 
that phrase in his campaign against 
Michael Dukakis, and I’ve been 
equally committed to civil rights 
since I was a kid.  The criminal 
justice system is the state at its 
most coercive, and the area where 
policies have incredibly powerful 
and incredibly disparate impact on 
communities of color.  In law school 
I realized that criminal justice policy 
is kind of a red-headed stepchild: 
something that’s really important 

but, for some reason, not sexy 
enough to attract a lot of interest.  
So I decided to focus on criminal 
law and prisons.

KD: In what ways did your experi-
ences in law school shape your 
interest in criminal law and criminal 
justice policy?

DB: The year I spent with visiting 
professor Joan Petersilia was a 
revelation.  It’s possible—even 
likely—that most students will study 
criminal law only until the point of 
conviction, when the real driver of 
incarceration rates in California is 
parole revocation.  Lawyers are 
uniquely positioned to understand 
the criminal justice system as a 
whole, not just the trial process.  So 
my realization that I could have 
graduated without learning from 
Joan made me want to teach future 
law students about the bigger 
picture surrounding the first-year 
criminal law course and the criminal 
procedure courses.

KD: Have you ever considered 
practicing criminal law, either as a 

prosecutor or as a criminal defense 
attorney?

DB: I spent a summer working at 
the Habeas Corpus Resource Center, 
and I seriously considered returning 
there to work on death penalty 
habeas cases.  I love the work they 
do, but I think I don’t have the 
personality for that kind of work.  As 
important as their work is, I would 
get frustrated just working on single 
cases, knowing that there were 
systemic problems going unad-
dressed.  Ideally, I’d like to help 
implement policies that prevent 
crimes—by getting kids out of 
violent homes, reforming the foster 
care system, adequately funding 
social workers with unmanageable 
caseloads—so that there aren’t as 
many victims and there’s no occa-
sion to send people to death row.

I also thought about trial work as a 
DA or a criminal defense attorney, 
but, again, I don’t think I’m built for 
that kind of work.  I tend to take 
one issue and ruminate on it obses-
sively.  Criminal trial jobs require a 
lot of deal-making and multi-
tasking, and that’s something I’m 
not as suited to.

KD: What role do you think aca-
demia plays in shaping social policy 
in general, and criminal justice 
policy in particular?

DB:  In my vision, it plays a huge 
role.  I was really struck by the 
commitment of my tax professor, 
Joe Bankman, to promote an easier 
tax return for people with wage-only 
income (the ready return).  

(Continued on page 8) 
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Stanford Executive Sessions (continued from Page 1)

Some key points that emerged from the Executive Sessions 

include the following:

• While changes in our sentencing system will help to resolve 

California’s prison overcrowding situation, the sentencing 

system is itself flawed and in need of repair;

• Sentencing commissions can help a state collect and 

analyze sentencing data, promulgate sound sentencing 

policies, develop and implement effective risk-needs assess-

ment tools, and ensure that sentencing laws take into 

account fiscal limitations;

• In states that have created sentencing commissions, the 

commissions work in tandem with the state legislatures, 

within the boundaries of their legislative mandates, and 

legislators view the commissions as partners in sentencing 

policy development;

• Sentencing commissions, even those with binding authority 

to promulgate sentencing rules, are democratic to the extent 

that they are open and transparent to the public;

• A California sentencing commission should be required to 

comment on the benefits and consequences of proposed 

public initiatives so that the public can be better informed 

about the effects of the sentencing policies they are asked to 

vote on;

• California lacks a coherent sentencing philosophy; and

• A California sentencing commission would be helpful in 

structuring sentencing policy to comply with state and federal 

constitutional mandates.

Opponents of creating a sentencing commission take the 

position that a sentencing commission with authority to 

implement sentencing policies would be undemocratic 

because it would hand over the power to sentence individuals 

to a group of elite administrators.  This argument fails to take 

into account the fact that sentencing commissions operate in 

tandem with a state’s legislature, within the boundaries of 

their legislative mandates, and are completely open and 

transparent.  Legislators in other states have found sentenc-

ing commissions to be extremely helpful because sentencing 

commissions exist solely in order to promulgate good sen-

tencing systems on the basis of empirical research and sound 

policy.  This is so both in states whose commissions have 

binding authority and in states whose commissions are 

advisory only.  Whether a sentencing commission with 

authority to promulgate sentencing rules would violate the 

California constitution’s separation of powers provision is a 

separate legal question requiring further analysis.

Sentencing commissions do not embrace any particular 

political agenda.  They have no inherent bias towards shorter 

sentences, longer sentences, early release, or the usefulness 

of incarceration.  Sentencing commissions are not typically 

affiliated with a particular political party or philosophy.  They 

do not take normative positions on whether prison terms 

should be long or short.  They do not make sentencing 

decisions in individual cases.  Sentencing commissions help 

states make intelligent decisions about who should go to 

prison, and for how long, and they do this on the basis of 

empirical analysis, not political ideology.

California does need to enact changes in its sentencing 

structure.  The Determinate Sentencing Law, which currently 

governs the imposition of sentences in the vast majority of 

felony matters, is excessively complicated and highly irratio-

nal.  California also needs to make better decisions about 

who to incarcerate. While few would dispute the need to 

incarcerate those who pose a threat to public safety, the 

latest research is showing that increasing incarceration rates 

does not reduce crime.  Locking people up when doing so 

makes us no safer is a waste of money and bad policy. 

It is time for an honest debate about the need for sentencing 

reform in California.  The crime decline that we experienced 

in the 1990s seems to be reversing and the state is facing 

imminent action by the federal judiciary.  The people of 

California are entitled to accurate information about the need 

for sentencing reform and about the role a sentencing com-

mission can play in bringing it about.  The March 9 Executive 

Session was helpful in airing some of these issues and in 

clearing up some of the confusion.  It is encouraging to see 

this kind of dialogue happening in California; hopefully that 

dialogue can be transformed into action.  The safety of our 

communities depends on it.

Franklin E. Zimring, Professor of Law, U.C. Berkeley Boalt School of Law
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Race, Inequality and Incarceration 
Conference (continued from Page 4)

Shaw addressed studies describ-

ing the overwhelming magnitude 

of the prison system, as well as 

the disproportionate representa-

tion of African American men. 

African Americans only make up 

13 percent of the population in 

America, but hold 44 percent of 

the spots in American prisons. 

And, in the United States, two-

thirds of inmates are incarcerated 

for nonviolent crimes, mostly for 

dealing drugs.  Shaw also argued 

against disenfranchising individu-

als who had been incarcerated.  

No other industrialized countries, 

he mentioned, take away civil 

rights from individuals just 

because they have been to prison. 

The conference ended with an 

anthropological account of race 

and incarceration, describing 

ways in which the ecology of 

Katherine Beckett, Associate Professor of Law, Societies, and 
Justice, University of Washington

incarceration has affected the 

American prison system and 

society in general.  “Our main 

purpose in hosting this conference 

was to identify the major fields of 

inquiry that will need to be 

pursued in order to comprehend 

and address America’s incarcera-

tion crisis, such as a statistical 

analysis of the degree to which 

the incarceration boom is due to 

deliberately punitive policies; 

economic and political studies of 

the long-term effects of incarcera-

tion; and sociological attitude 

surveys and contrive-science 

experiments measuring the forms 

of unconscious racial bias that 

influence both public attitudes on 

crime policy and police and 

prosecutorial discretion,” Stanford 

Criminal Justice Center Faculty 

Director Robert Weisberg.

“While the rate of 
violent crime has 
dropped, the war on 
drugs has come to 
define the relation-
ship between law 
enforcement and 
the black commu-
nity, almost in its 
totality.” -Theodore 
Shaw, Keynote 
Speaker

Alumni Spotlight:
David Ball
(continued from page 6)

His position in academia gave him a bully 

pulpit and a base from which he could 

advocate something that had huge institu-

tional forces aligned against him.  I don’t 

think mere pronouncements from inside the 

walls of the academy have much impact, but 

I think that professors and students can do 

research that political or industrial markets, 

in all their wisdom, might not support.  So I 

see myself doing research, educating stu-

dents and the community at large, taking 

long-term, high-risk cases, and lobbying in 

Sacramento and elsewhere for policy 

changes.

KD: What attracted you about Santa Clara’s 

Social Justice Teaching Fellowship?

DB: First, it’s a great place, and they’ve been 

exceedingly welcoming. Second, it gives me a 

chance to write in the fall.  Third, I can 

teach, and I love teaching—that’s one of the 

main reasons I want to be a professor.  

Finally, it’s here, and I don’t have to move my 

family.

KD: What will the work entail?  Do you know 

yet what your own research will focus on?

DB: I’ll be doing research in the fall and 

teaching two classes in the spring.  My 

research is going to be about two things: 

legal issues pertaining to parole hearings, 

and a Wittgenstein-influenced comparative 

analysis of certainty in Islamic law and U.S. 

law.  

KD: How does the teaching fellowship fit into 

your broader career goals?

DB: As I have told him many times, my goal 

is to become the next Bob Weisberg (minus 

the marathons).  I hope to assemble enough 

of a portfolio that I can go on the market next 

fall and teach somewhere in the Bay Area.  I 

hear there’s a really good law school in Palo 

Alto.
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Upcoming SCJC Events

June �, 200�
The Stanford Executive Sessions on Sentencing and Corrections: State-Local Partnerships

About The Criminal Record

The Stanford Criminal Record is produced  
by the staff of the Stanford Criminal  
Justice Center. 

Executive Director: Kara Dansky 
Editor: Lindsay Reinsmith

The Stanford Criminal Record is published 
quarterly and issues are available on our 
website. Articles, letters, and photos are 
welcome. Please send them to: 

The Stanford Criminal Justice Center 
Crown Quadrangle 
559 Nathan Abbott Way 
Stanford, CA 94305-8610 

Contact Information: 

Kara Dansky 
Executive Director 
650 724-5786 
crim@law.stanford.edu 

Curricular Offerings

Sentencing Law and Policy seminar
In addition to the criminal law and criminal procedure courses offered as part of the traditional 
law school curriculum, this spring the law school offered a seminar in sentencing law and 
policy, jointly taught by the Faculty and Executive Directors of the Stanford Criminal Justice 
Center.  As originally conceived, the seminar was to introduce students to sentencing law, 
policy and practice through the study of substantive and procedural doctrines relating to 
sentencing, including the constitutional restraints on and typical design of sentencing statutes.  
However, at the SCJC’s November 2006 conference on the phenomenon of back end sentenc-
ing, John Jay College of Criminal Justice President Jeremy Travis called on law schools to 
develop a “jurisprudence of reintegration” and we decided to take him up on this challenge by 
using the seminar as an opportunity to deeply explore issues of parole, supervision, and 
revocation.  We anxiously await the results of our students’ research on these topics.  We also 
expect to offer a seminar on sentencing law and policy again in the Spring of 2008.

Introductory Sophomore Seminar
Understanding California Sentencing.  The SCJC will teach its first Introductory Sophomore 
Seminar in the fall of 2007.  Stanford Introductory Seminars provide opportunities for first and 
second year students to work closely with faculty in an intimate and focused setting.  Our 
course on Understanding California Sentencing will examine the history of California’s approach 
to punishing and sentencing criminal offenders, beginning with passage of its first criminal 
statute in 1850 and continuing through present day sentencing and prison reform efforts. 
Students will study various relevant periods in California’s history, including the indeterminate 
sentencing era and the lead-up to the enactment to the Determinate Sentencing Act, as well as 
major developments in California’s sentencing system, such as the enactment of the Three 
Strikes Law in 1994.  

A NEWSLETTER OF THE STANFORD CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER: Stanford’s vehicle for promoting and coordinating the 

study of criminal law and the criminal justice system, including legal and interdisciplinary research, curriculum development, and 

preparation of law students for careers in criminal law.


