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Resolutions Regarding Criminal Justice Reform in Massachusetts 
 

Preamble 

 

Blessed are they who maintain justice, who constantly do what is right. 

Psalm 106:3 

 

Recognizing God‟s call to us to be seekers of justice and righteousness, the Episcopal Diocese of 

Massachusetts opposes any form of mandatory or automatic sentencing in the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts. Mandatory sentencing includes, “Three Strikes” or mandatory maximum 

sentences, mandatory minimum drug sentences, and unduly large school zones that require 

harsher sentences. The EDOM views mandatory sentencing reform as a social justice issue, as it 

has been shown to disproportionately affect communities of color and removes judges‟ informed 

discretion from the sentencing process. The EDOM also views mandatory sentencing reform as 

an economic justice issue as mandatory sentences are largely responsible for exploding prison 

populations and require vastly increased judicial and enforcement costs, placing an undue 

economic burden on the citizens of the Commonwealth. Further, the EDOM supports the reform 

of post-release supervision, specifically the reallocation of state funds intended for increases in 

post release parole supervision. Rather, we support the use of these funds for programs designed 

to increase post-release success rates and reduce recidivism, specifically through addressing 

inmates‟ mental health, addiction recovery, and educational needs both during and after 

incarceration. 

 

(A) Resolutions for church advocacy regarding criminal justice reforms in Massachusetts 
 

Resolved, that the 227th Convention of the Diocese of Massachusetts commends to the 188th 

General Court of The Commonwealth of Massachusetts the following legislative priorities: 

 

(1) We support eliminating any form of mandatory or automatic sentencing as a social justice 

issue, because such sentencing practices have been shown to have a disproportionately negative 

effect on communities of color and to remove judges’ informed discretion from the sentencing 

process. 

 

(2) We support the discretion of judges to tailor sentences to fit individual circumstances of 

particular crimes and offenses. 

 

(3) Further, we support eliminating any form of mandatory or automatic sentencing as an 

economic justice issue, because such sentencing practices have been shown to be responsible for 

exploding prison populations and to require vastly increased enforcement costs, placing an 

undue economic burden on the citizens of states where such practices are in place. 

 

(4) We support the reallocation of state funding for addressing inmates' mental health, addiction 

recovery, and educational needs, both during times of incarceration and after release. 
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(B) Resolution encouraging parish participation in community discussion 

 

Resolved, that the 227th Convention of the Diocese of Massachusetts encourages each 

congregation to participate in a public event in which members of the local community gather to 

discuss the issues of the administration of justice in criminal matters, and to help guide these 

community discussions with a spirit of reconciliation among all. 
 

Statement For: 

 

Removes judicial discretion. Mandatory sentencing is not Good News because uniformity in sentencing 

without judicial consideration of specific circumstances and evidence may return offenders to the streets 

with an even greater propensity to commit crimes especially if they have not received needed 

rehabilitation and training while incarcerated. Further, there is no evidence that such practices provide a 

safety against inappropriate judicial sentencing. 

 

Racial Discrimination. Mandatory sentencing is not Good News because such practices have been 

shown to have a disproportionately negative effect on communities of color. Mandatory sentences are 

responsible of the increasingly high rates of incarcerated Blacks and Latinos. This is leading to a 

permanent underclass of citizens who are unable to obtain legal employment, access public housing or 

food assistance programs, and are burdened with endless fee, fines and court costs. 

  

Economic Burden. Mandatory sentencing is not Good News because the costs of ballooning 

incarceration rates and increased enforcement costs are place an undue burden on the citizens of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts specifically and the American people more generally. 

 

Not a Deterrent. Mandatory sentencing is not Good News because it has not been proven to deter 

offenders from committing crimes. Such practices have not been proven to keep serious offenders from 

recidivism once they have returned to society, nor have they been proven to foster safer communities. 

Mandatory sentencing has also not been proven to increase cooperation by lower level offenders, assist in 

the identification of „other‟ offenders, or assist in crime investigations and convictions. 

 

Statement Against:  

 

Public Safety. Mandatory sentences are keeping serious offenders off our streets longer, keeping our 

communities safer. 

 

Uniformity in sentencing. Mandatory sentences ensure that certain offenses carry certainty in 

punishment, and repeat violent offenders receive enhanced punishment, preventing unbridled judicial  

discretion in sentencing. 

 

Cooperation by low-level criminals. The offer of relief from a mandatory minimum sentence in 

exchange for truthful testimony allows the Government to move up the chain of supply, using the lesser 

distributors to prosecute the more serious dealers and their leaders and suppliers. 


