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INTRODUCTION
In 2016, several defendants filed a class-action lawsuit against Harris County, 
Texas for unconstitutional bail practices against people arrested for misdemeanor 
offenses. Specifically, in O’Donnell et al. v. Harris County, the plaintiff class accused 
the County of setting bail amounts so high that many were detained pretrial for 
no other reason than that they could not afford bail.1 To end litigation, the County 
agreed to reform its pretrial systems and practices to protect the due process and 
equal protection rights of individuals arrested for misdemeanor offenses. 

Among other things, the O’Donnell Consent Decree,2 as the agreement is known, requires that most misdemeanor 
defendants be released immediately on their own recognizance (i.e., without secured bond);3 that those ineligible for 
immediate release be granted a hearing – and access to an attorney – within 48 hours of arrest; and that when secured 
money bail is imposed, not only should the amounts assessed be based on evidence of defendants’ ability to pay but 
also that less restrictive conditions could not reasonably ensure their appearance for trial.4 The Decree also established 
a role for an independent monitor to evaluate compliance, track the effects of new practices on relevant pretrial 
outcomes, and promote transparency by publishing regular reports on the progress of the Decree.5

In March of 2021, two years after bail reforms were implemented, the Independent Monitor released its second of two 
reports. Monitoring Pretrial Reform in Harris County: Second Report of the Court-Appointed Monitor6 included results 
from analysis estimating the effect that bail reform measures have had on misdemeanor defendants’ current and 
future penal system outcomes. Specifically, since bail reform, while the average daily misdemeanor jail population has 
declined significantly, there have been no observed increases in recidivism rates among those released pretrial that 
would suggest a public safety threat.7 

The report also addressed speculations about the effect that bail reform has had on spikes in violence: “As murders 
have gone up in Harris County, with this year’s totals the highest in years, members of the public and public officials 
have understandably sought explanations. We have noted some public statements linking homicides to ‘bail reform.’ 
However, we find no evidence that bail reform has led to an increase in homicides, and those who have asserted 
otherwise have not identified any data to support the assertion.”8 Thus, the Monitor’s core findings were in line with the 
Court’s finding in O’Donnell that “money bail does not meaningfully promote public safety or appearance in court.”

A formal response by Harris County District Attorney, Kim Ogg, was relatively swift and unequivocal. In Bail, Crime, 
& Public Safety: A Report by the Harris County District Attorney’s Office to the Harris County Commissioners Court, she 
criticizes the Monitor’s recidivism-related analysis and findings. Based on her own office’s analysis of the same data, 
she reports not only that bail reform led to substantial increases in recidivism rates, but also that increases in violent 
crimes were directly attributable to reform-related pretrial release practices. Speaking for prosecutors, police, and crime 
victims, whose daily experiences were claimed to conflict with the Monitor’s recidivism findings, DA Ogg wrote, “’Bail 

https://jad.harriscountytx.gov/ODonnell-Consent-Decree
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reform,’ as presently practiced in some Harris County courts, will continue to be a driving factor in the crime crisis 
gripping our community.” Her message was clear. Harris County’s bail reform experiment had failed; money bail does 
meaningfully promote public safety and should be reinstated to protect the public from further harm.

As a growing number of jurisdictions across the country have attempted to implement bail reforms, debates have 
intensified about the relationship between such reforms and crime, including and perhaps especially violent crime.9 
Similar debates, for instance, have raged in New York, where the backlash against bail reform caused the state 
legislature to roll back key elements just three months after implementation. In recent weeks, New York Governor Kathy 
Hochul has proposed further rollbacks to the law to address continued concerns that bail reform has contributed to 
spikes in the state’s violent crime rate.10 

Although largely driven by politics, these debates raise an important and timely set of empirical questions: What role 
does pretrial detention/release play in producing, or threatening, public safety? Does pretrial release incentivize crime 
and drive-up crime rates, including violent crime, as many in law enforcement have claimed? Or, all things considered, is 
pretrial detention the greater risk to public safety? 

This discussion paper is an effort to synthesize the evidence on this question. Before doing so, however, I specify the 
conceptualizations of public safety that I deploy throughout. I then draw from academic and policy research on the 
costs and benefits to public safety of pretrial detention/release, distinguishing evidence from studies of the impacts of 
releases resulting from routine pretrial practices, from bail reform, and from responses to the Covid-19 pandemic. No 
matter the cause of pretrial release, the evidence seems clear: Overall, pretrial detention is a far greater threat to public 
safety than pretrial release. Not only does detention increase the risk that even low-risk individuals might reoffend (or 
be rearrested), but detention also initiates a series of collateral consequences downstream that are difficult for many to 
overcome. 

DEFINING PUBLIC SAFETY
Barry Friedman’s “What is Public Safety?” is a timely and important addition to debates about how we might reimagine 
public safety. The NYU law professor suggests that in the U.S. we have historically privileged what he calls the 
“protection function,” i.e., we place urgency on “guarding people from violent injury to person or property caused by 
third parties, and perhaps by nature…”11 And, indeed, research on how pretrial detention and release affect public safety 
has focused on a core set of outcomes related to the protection function – failure to appear (FTA), conviction on current 
charges, and measures of recidivism, including new criminal complaints or arrests, new prosecutions, and/or new 
convictions. The public is safer when these rates are low or trending downward, and through law enforcement, it is the 
government’s first duty to ensure these outcomes.

Friedman critiques this narrow conceptualization of public safety, however, arguing that by privileging protection from 
injury to the exclusion of other conceptualizations, we have likely made our communities less safe. He suggests instead 
that we should expand the notions of public safety that we privilege to include domains beyond the protection function. 
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Specifically, to be safe is to also have basic needs met: “Many people are not safe because of government neglect 
beyond the protection function: from hunger and malnutrition, from lack of housing, from subpar education, from no 
health care, and more. But people also are unsafe because of privileging the protection function in ways that renders it 
unaccountable.”12 

Importantly, public-safety-as-basic-needs is important in its own right. It also has major implications for public-safety-
as-protection, however, since deprivations in the former increase risks to the latter. Access to employment, for instance, 
and especially good jobs, allows individuals to care for themselves and their families, but lack of the same increases 
the risk to public safety as people engage in potentially harmful behaviors to get their needs met.13 The reverse is also 
true: Being deemed a threat to public safety diminishes one’s employment prospects as well as access to other valued 
societal resources and so threatens public safety when conceptualized in terms of meeting basic needs, a point borne 
out by recent research. Although it has rarely been described as such, prior research has also investigated the effect of 
pretrial detention and release on public-safety-as-basic-needs, including individuals’ psychological and physical health 
and well-being,14 employment prospects,15 housing stability,16 and social bonds.17 In the synthesis to follow, to assess the 
costs and benefits to public safety of incarcerating versus releasing people pretrial, I privilege both categories of public 
safety when drawing from growing bodies of research. 

THE BENEFITS AND COSTS OF PRETRIAL DETENTION 
Pretrial detention has two recognized functions – to ensure that defendants who are at risk of flight appear in court, 
and to protect the public and crime victims from (further) harm.18 People who are detained pretrial are there because 
they are denied bail, cannot afford bail, or cannot meet other conditions set in their case.19 Most, however, are held 
because they cannot make bail.20 Pretrial detainees are often the poorest of the poor, arrested as much (if not more) for 
being offensive to the broader society than for having broken laws of any significance (Irwin 2013). And more people 
are detained pretrial than almost ever before. Since 1970, the pretrial population has increased by 433%. Since 1990, 
much of that increase has been attributable to our greater reliance on money bail systems. While the percentage of 
those who have been denied bail and who have been released without money bail has steadily declined, the percentage 
being held or who have been released on money bail has increased significantly.21 Indeed, an important part of the mass 
incarceration story is the story about pretrial detention.22 

Has mass detention made us safer? Whether public safety is defined in terms of protection or in terms of meeting basic 
needs, the bulk of the evidence makes clear that mass detention has done far more to erode public safety than to protect 
it. Still, there are circumstances under which pretrial detention fulfills the protection function, reducing the likelihood 
that injury will occur to persons and property. 

THE GROSS (VS NET) BENEFITS OF PRETRIAL DETENTION

Two benefits are attributed to pretrial detention. The first is that it reduces the likelihood that defendants will fail to 
make court appearances (FTA).23 The second is that it reduces the likelihood of new criminal legal system involvement. 
In this regard, two recent studies are worth noting. Leslie and Pope’s 2017 study of the impact of pretrial detention 
on case outcomes in New York City found positive effects of incapacitation. Specifically, being detained reduced the 
probability of being rearrested before disposition by 12.2 and 10.6 percentage points for felony and misdemeanor 
defendants, respectively. They state, “The reduction in pretrial rearrests highlights the meaningful incapacitation effect 
of keeping suspected potential criminals behind bars.”24 Published one year later, Dobbin, Goldin, and Yang used the 
detention tendencies of quasi-randomly assigned bail judges in Philadelphia and Miami-Dade bail systems to estimate 
the causal effects of initial pretrial release on FTA and new crime. They found that releasing instead of detaining 
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the marginal defendant increased the probability of FTA by 15.6 percentage points (or 129% increase) and of rearrest 
prior to case disposition by 18.9 percentage points (or 122% increase).25 In other words, pretrial detention can act as a 
preventative measure, particularly so for high-risk defendants.

Both sets of researchers, however, find that positive incapacitation effects are offset by detention’s negative 
criminogenic effects. For Leslie and Pope, detention might have reduced the probability of rearrest before disposition, 
but after disposition, the probability of being rearrested within 2 years increases by 7.5 and 11.8 percentage points for 
the felony and misdemeanor subsamples, respectively. For Dobbie, Goldin, and Yang, although marginally released 
defendants are 18.9 percentage points more likely to be rearrested for a new crime, they are 12.1 percentage points less 
likely to be arrested after case disposition. In other words, pretrial detention might prevent detained individuals from 
participating in crime while they are detained, but detention increases the likelihood that formerly detained people will 
commit crime after case disposition. 

Further, a growing body of research indicates that pretrial systems do not have to rely on detention to ensure court 
appearances. In multiple contexts, research has found that simply reminding defendants of approaching court dates 
with postcards, text messages, and/or phone calls increases appearance rates significantly26 and without any of the 
short- and long-term harms associated with pretrial detention (see below). 

RELEASING PEOPLE PRETRIAL DOES NOT THREATEN PUBLIC SAFETY

A growing body of research indicates that when penal systems reduce their reliance on cash bail, not only do rates of 
pretrial detention decline substantially, but they do so without significantly increasing rates of rearrests. Following 
state-level bail reforms, for instance, Kentucky, and New Jersey27 saw increases in rearrest rates on the order of 1-2 
percentage points and 2.7 percentage points, respectively. In both instances, however, the reports’ authors cautioned 
readers not to make too much of differences, which were either too small to be meaningful or were the result of natural 
fluctuations. And in at least five contexts, among those released pretrial, bail reform had no statistically significant 
impact on rearrest rates. In Cook County, Illinois, not only was there no change in overall crime in the year following 
bail reform,28 but there was also no significant change in the rate of new criminal charges filed against people released 
pretrial.29 Similar results have been reported for New York City,30 Philadelphia,31 Yakima County, Washington,32 and 
Jefferson County, Colorado. 33 

Neither is there any compelling evidence that, following bail reform, pretrial release has led to increases in violent 
crime.34 After bail reform in Cook County, researchers found no statistically significant increase in the rate of new 
charges for violent criminal offenses among people on pretrial release.35 In New York City, researchers reported a 
3-percentage point increase in the rate of new violent felony arrests among people released through the program 
(relative to comparison group); however, this increase was statistically insignificant.36 In Kentucky, although there was 
a slight increase in the overall rearrest rate for people released following the state’s bail reform, there was no increase 
in the rate of new arrests for violent felonies.37 Combined, these studies offer compelling evidence that jurisdictions 
that have reduced their reliance on money bail have not threatened public safety. Importantly, widespread reports also 
indicated that declines in jail populations associated with the Covid-19 pandemic did little, if anything, to increase 
rates of crime; to the contrary, as arrests and jail admissions plummeted and as detained individuals were sent home 
to depopulate crowded jail facilities, in almost all categories of crime, rates also fell precipitously.38 Homicides were the 
one exception, but as indicated above, this likely had little if anything to do with increases in pretrial release.

THE COSTS OF PRETRIAL DETENTION 

Whether public safety is defined in terms of protection or in terms of meeting basic needs, the net costs to public safety 
for holding people pretrial are substantial. It is difficult to imagine how much damage just a few days in jail can do to 
the life of an individual and the communities to which they belong, but recent research indicates that spending any 
more than one day in pretrial detention can have devastating consequences.39 
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Public Safety as Protection

Not only does pretrial detention increase the likelihood of conviction on current charges40 and lead to more severe 
sentences with conviction,41 as indicated above, it has also been found to increase the likelihood of future penal system 
involvement significantly and substantially. Lowenkamp, VanNostrand, and Holsinger (2013) were arguably the first to 
report this.42 To  investigate the impact of pretrial detention on FTAs, arrests for new criminal activity pretrial, and post-
disposition recidivism, they used data on over 150,000 defendants booked into Kentucky jails between 2009 to 2010 and 
found that the longer they were detained, the more likely they were to FTA, to have new penal contact pending trial, 
and to recidivate 12- and 18-months post-disposition.43 Importantly, their outcomes were most pronounced for low-risk 
defendants.

Despite deploying a whole host of controls, Lowenkamp, VanNostrand, and Holsinger’s study design would not 
allow them to make causal claims. Several more recent studies have followed suit, however, most adopting rigorous 
methodologies enabling their authors to make compelling statements about the effect of pretrial detention on future 
penal system involvement.44 For instance, in a 2016 study, Heaton, Mayson, and Stevenson used detailed data on 
hundreds of thousands of misdemeanor cases resolved in Harris County, Texas to measure the effects of pretrial 
detention on case outcomes and future crime. They found that detained defendants were more likely to later be accused 
of committing crimes. Specifically, detention increased the share of defendants charged with new misdemeanors by 9.7 
percent at 18 months post-hearing; it also increased the likelihood of any future felony charges by 32.2 percent. With a 
quasi-experimental analysis, they confirmed that differences likely resulted specifically because of pretrial detention.45 
These findings are in line with those reported by the Harris County Monitor. Gupta, Hansman, and Frenchman used a 
large sample of criminal cases in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh to analyze the consequences of the money bail system, 
a proxy for pretrial detention. To  isolate its causal effect, they exploited variation in bail-setting tendencies among 
randomly assigned bail judges. Their results suggest that the assignment of money bail not only leads to a 12-point 
increase in the likelihood of conviction, but it also leads to a 6–9 percent increase in recidivism.46 And, as stated 
above, more recently, Leslie and Pope and also Dobbin, Goldin, and Yang found that because of its incapacitation 
effect, pretrial detention reduced the likelihood of new criminal legal system involvement, but because of detention’s 
criminogenic effect, it also increased the likelihood of later being accused of crime.47 Loeffler and Nagin’s recent review 
of methodologically rigorous studies on this question confirms that pretrial detention threatens public safety at least in 
part by exacerbating postrelease recidivism.48

There are three major take-aways from this small but growing body of research. First, being held in detention pretrial 
beyond one or two days increases a person’s chances of being arrested and charged again pretrial (for those eventually 
released before case disposition) and post-disposition.49 Second, all things considered, the longer one’s stint in 
detention, the greater the odds of new penal contact.50 And third, the effects of pretrial detention on future penal 
system involvement are especially pronounced for low-risk defendants,51 individuals who likely would not have had 
further criminal legal system involvement had they not been held in detention. Thus, a growing body of research 
indicates that pretrial detention is creating “recidivators” out of individuals who might not otherwise (re)offend.

But pretrial detention also threatens the safety of the individuals who are held. Incarcerated people routinely endure 
the pains of imprisonment.52 It is not only that individuals must be hypervigilant to reduce their chances of being 
victimized by other incarcerated people. They must also be wary of the intentions of correctional officers and other 
jail staff, who routinely engage with incarcerated people in ways that are dismissive, contemptuous, neglectful, and 
violent.53 In jail, rates of predation are high, and predation comes from incarcerated people and correctional staff 
alike. Take sexual assault, for instance. In recent surveys, roughly three percent of individuals incarcerated in jails, 
prisons, and juvenile detention centers reported experiencing sexual assault in the past year; in half of those cases, the 
perpetrator was a staff member at the facility.54 And reports of sexual victimization are on the rise – from 2,411 in 2012 to 
8,651 in 2018.55 

Further, mortality rates, already high, are also on the rise. A significant minority of incarcerated people die from 
suicide, and homicides are also a major cause of death, but illness takes most.56 Deaths from Covid-19 are the most 
recent example of this. According to the COVID Prison Project, which tracks data and policy across the country, since 
the pandemic began, there have been roughly 700,000 reported infections among people incarcerated and working 
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in prisons and over 3,000 reported deaths; these figures are almost certainly underestimates as many facilities do not 
officially track and systematically report. Jails are responsible for the health and well-being of their inhabitants, but 
many fail miserably at providing protection and safety to those in their charge. And in so failing, they not only increase 
the risk of harm to those who are being detained, they also indirectly increase the risk of injury to persons and property 
in communities beyond jail facilities. As is often stated, hurt people hurt people. 

Public Safety as Meeting Basic Needs

If public safety is conceptualized in terms of meeting basic needs, a large and growing body of research also indicates 
that pretrial detention can injure individuals’ physical and psychological well-being,57 employment prospects,58 housing 
stability,59 and financial stability.60 Injury occurs during detention, but pretrial detention also has downstream effects 
on individuals’ social, economic, and psychological health and well-being.

In absolute and relative terms, jails are awful places. With poor and unstable funding, jails tend to employ staff who 
are underpaid and poorly trained. Staff manage incarcerated persons in facilities that are often unsafe, unsanitary, 
and lacking adequate space. Detention facilities offer limited, if any, programming to occupy and engage incarcerated 
people. They have rules and regulations that are inconsistently enforced but punitively sanctioned for noncompliance, 
making daily life unpredictable and volatile. As we have learned from the Covid-19 pandemic, jails are also breeding 
grounds for the spread of infectious disease and violence.61 But jails also provide meager health care and other essential 
social services. This is a distressing reality given that people incarcerated in jails are a heterogeneous population 
disproportionately beset with several often-untreated chronic health conditions, mental health illnesses, and substance 
abuse problems.62,63

These combined hardships represent two related types of punishments64,65— environmental (or physical) and private 
(or psychological). Environmental punishments reflect the material impositions that incarcerated individuals face. 
In some contexts, they must sleep on floors when, due to overcrowding, facilities lack enough beds. They must 
contend with excessive heat or cold, but their complaints about their discomfort are almost always ignored. Not only 
are infestations of rodents, mold, and mildew typical, these environmental conditions can worsen or help to create 
the chronic physical and mental health conditions with which many incarcerated people struggle. People who are 
incarcerated also lack adequate health care. They are poorly fed; food is inadequate in serving size and of questionable 
quality. They lack personal hygiene due to insufficient access to showers, toiletries, and laundry. And because jails often 
lack programming of any kind, boredom overwhelms detained people and contributes to their misery. People who have 
been incarcerated complain most about these inhumane conditions.66

But the injury suffered because of pretrial detention extends beyond facilities’ walls to affect many domains of 
individuals’ lives. It diminishes formerly detained individuals’ employment prospects, for instance. Dobbie, Goldin, 
and Yang report that, compared to detained individuals, released defendants are 11.3 percentage points more likely to 
have an income two years after bail and 9.4 percentage points more likely to be employed 3-4 years after bail. In other 
words, detention reduces employment probabilities substantially relative to pretrial release. These authors argue that 
the primary mechanism for the reduction is having a criminal conviction, since detention increases the likelihood 
of conviction on current charges as detained people accept guilty pleas to resolve their cases.67 But they point to 
three other possible mechanisms: 1) detained individuals cannot work in the formal sector of the labor market while 
detained;68 2)  if detained individuals have a job when arrested and detained, they might lose it;69 and 3) employers 
prefer not to hire individuals with records of arrest, even without conviction, and this stigma also makes finding and 
keeping work difficult.70 Indeed, consistent with prior research about the detrimental effects of pretrial detention 
on employment prospects, new research shows that New Jersey’s 2014 pretrial reforms were associated with a 6.8 
percentage point increase in employment probability among Black people.71 Importantly, because reforms did not affect 
White people’s employment,72 they might have also reduced Black-White racial disparities in employment overall. 

Housing is also a serious concern for those who have been detained, especially so for people with longer detention 
spells.73 For those who lose their homes while incarcerated, securing housing after release is one of the most serious 
barriers to reentry, disproportionately so for Black and Latino returning citizens. Geller and Curtis explain that for 
returning citizens, it is easier to apply for employment and access treatment and services if they have stable housing. 
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However, the stigma of incarceration, lack of financial resources, strained familial relations, and public housing 
restrictions for those with certain offenses all represent major barriers to housing security. Thus, even at equal levels 
of income, Geller and Curtis find that formerly incarcerated men experience considerably more housing insecurity74 
than those who were never incarcerated. Therefore, they conclude that the relationship between housing insecurity 
and incarceration is due in part to factors beyond the labor market. These results indicate that the carceral system itself 
plays a central role in generating residential instability. Other studies have shown that the uncertainty and instability 
associated with housing insecurity can also lead to further criminal legal involvement among reentry populations.75

Finally, pretrial detention also increases the burden of fines and fees associated with criminal legal system contact. In 
a 2017 review, Martin, Smith, and Still outline the five types of legal financial obligations (LFOs) — fines, forfeiture of 
property, costs, fees, and restitution — and illuminate the ways these sanctions impede the reentry efforts of formerly 
incarcerated people.76 Because courts rarely consider indigency when they set LFOs, low-income individuals and 
their families are saddled with legal debt that can last for decades. Importantly, however, although a growing body 
of empirical research has examined the imposition of LFOs and their implications for successful reentry,77 studies 
about LFOs rarely include the debt that people carry after bailing out. Nor does this body of research typically include 
accumulated debt resulting from other collateral consequences associated with detention, like reclaiming one’s car 
from impound. Writings on bail have largely and understandably focused on how the poor are penalized by such 
assessments; few studies focus on bail loans as part and parcel of LFOs, broadly defined.78 Still, bailing out is a primary 
source of detention-related debt, and detention-related debt is a major part of the LFO story. Paying off all debt related 
to criminal legal system contact can significantly reduce take-home pay for families, and so they face challenges 
meeting other needs and obligations, such as finding stable housing, transportation, and employment; obtaining credit; 
and making child support payments. Furthermore, formerly detained people’s efforts to achieve upward mobility 
through educational attainment, property acquisition, etc., can also be stalled for years.

To better understand the economic costs associated with pretrial detention, University of Utah law professor Shima 
Baradaran Baughman applied a cost-benefit analysis to this form of incarceration and determined that the public only 
benefits from pretrial detention when it detains only the most dangerous people – people detained for violent felonies. 
This is essentially what Washington, D.C. does. In estimating costs, Baughman appropriately took into consideration 
notions of public safety as protection and as fairly basic needs – for instance, freedom, income, housing, childcare 
costs, property, intimate relationships, and the possibility of violent or sexual assault, which, as indicated above, is 
pervasive in U.S. jails. By contrasting estimates of detention’s costs to individuals and society with the cost of releasing 
all or most defendants pretrial, she determined that universal pretrial release would be far less costly, but it would 
be even more cost-effective to release some and detain others. Specifically, it would be more cost effective to release 
nonviolent detainees while detaining those who pose a violent crime risk. Her reasoning is as follows: The costs to 
the individual and society if released nonviolent defendants commit similar crimes while on bail are relatively low, 
but if individuals accused of violent crimes commit similar crimes while on bail, those costs to society would be very 
high. When compared to current policies, Baughman estimates that the public would save $14 billion by moving to 
universal release and $78 billion by releasing most and detaining only people arrested for violent felonies. Dobbie, 
Goldin, and Yang conduct a similar cost-benefit analysis and find that the net cost for three or more days in detention 
is between $55K and $99K per marginal defendant and that detention is perhaps even more costly for defendants with 
no prior criminal history – $85K to $162K. Given this, and consistent with Baughman, they also suggest that it would 
be preferable to use alternatives to detention than to detain as many people as we do, especially low-risk defendants 
without a prior criminal record. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Despite claims by members of the law enforcement community, pretrial release – whether the result of bail reforms, 
responses to the Covid-19 pandemic, or other policies – does not drive-up crime rates and is very unlikely to be the 
cause of the recent spikes of violence across the country, as evidence by the fact that violent crime has spiked as much 
if not more in jurisdictions where no bail reform has occurred. Instead, the bulk of the evidence suggests that pretrial 
detention is most beneficial to public safety when it is only used to incapacitate people at high risk of committing 
violent offenses. For the vast majority of arrests – nonviolent felony and misdemeanor offenses – pretrial detention 
appears to do far more harm than good, for individuals, their families, and the broader society. Not only does it 
significantly increase the likelihood of injury to persons and property, but it also substantially reduces the likelihood 
that people will be able to get their basic needs met, in the short- and long-term. 
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